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Zusammenfassung

Die SPARQL Anfragesprache wurde vom W3C als Standardsprache zur Ex-
traktion von Daten aus RDF Datenbanken vorgeschlagen, einem Datenfor-
mat das speziell zur maschinenlesbaren Reprasentation von Informationen
im Semantischen Web entwickelt wurde. Die vorliegende Arbeit beschéftigt
sich mit unterschiedlichen Fragestellungen, die im direkten Zusammenhang
mit der effizienten Auswertung von SPARQL Anfragen stehen. Ein erster
wichtiger Beitrag der Arbeit ist eine vollstandige Komplexitatsanalyse fiir
alle Fragmente der SPARQL Anfragesprache, welche Operatorkonstellationen
aufzeigt, die fiir die Komplexitdt der Auswertung hauptverantwortlich sind.
Ein zentrales Ergebnis in diesem Zusammenhang ist, dass schon der SPARQL
Operator OPTIONAL allein, der zur optionalen Extraktion von Komponenten
aus RDF Graphen genutzt werden kann, fiir die PSPACE-Vollstandigkeit der
Anfragesprache verantwortlich ist. Motiviert durch die Komplexitatsergeb-
nisse wird im Folgenden die algebraische Optimierung von SPARQL Anfra-
gen untersucht. Als zentrales Hilfsmittel in dieser Analyse entwickeln wir die
Konzepte der maéglichen und sicheren Variablen in SPARQL-Anfragen, welche
obere und untere Grenzen fiir die in SPARQL Ergebnis-Mappings gebunden-
den Variablen festlegen und somit der Besonderheit ungebundener Variablen
in SPARQL Mappings gerecht werden. Diese Konzepte ermdglichen es, Aquiv-
alenzen iiber SPARQL Algebra Ausdriicken préazise und kompakt zu spezi-
fizieren und mit ihrer Hilfe entwickeln wir eine Vielzahl von Umformungsregeln
iiber SPARQL Algebra, einerseits mit dem Ziel etablierte Optimierungstech-
niken aus der Relationalen Algebra, wie z.B. Filter und Projection Push-
ing, in den Kontext von SPARQL zu iibertragen, andererseits um SPARQL-
spezifische Transformations-Schemata zu unterstiitzen. Unser Ansatz zur alge-
braischen Optimierung wird schlieflich durch einen Ansatz zur semantischen
Optimierung von SPARQL Anfragen ergéanzt, der auf dem klassischen Chase-
Algorithmus zur semantischen Optimierung von Konjunktiven Anfragen auf-
baut. Unsere theoretischen Ergebnisse beziiglich algebraischer und semantis-
cher Optimierung sind von direkter praktischer Bedeutung, da sie die Grund-
lage zur Entwicklung von kostenbasierten Optimierungsansétzen fiir SPARQL
bilden. Abschlielend stellen wir einen sprachspezifischen Benchmark fiir die
SPARQL Anfragesprache, genannt SP? Bench, vor, der es ermoglicht die Per-
formanz sowie Starken und Schwéchen von SPARQL Interpretern in einem
umfassenden und anwendungsunabhéngigen Szenario zu ermitteln.






Abstract

We study fundamental aspects related to the efficient evaluation of SPARQL,
a prominent query language for the RDF data format that has been developed
for the encoding of machine-readable information in the Semantic Web. Our
key contributions include (i) a complete complexity analysis for all operator
fragments of the SPARQL query language, which identifies operator constel-
lations that make query evaluation hard and — as a central result — shows that
the SPARQL OPTIONAL operator alone, which allows for the optional selection
of components in RDF graphs, is responsible for the PSPACE-completeness of
the SPARQL evaluation problem; (ii) the novel concepts of possible and cer-
tain variables in SPARQL queries, which constitute upper and lower bounds
for variables that might be bound in SPARQL result mappings, account for
the specifics of the SPARQL query language, and allow to state equivalences
over SPARQL expressions in a precise and compact way; (iii) a comprehensive
analysis of equivalences over SPARQL algebra, including both the investiga-
tion of rewriting rules like filter and projection pushing that are well-known
from relational algebra optimization as well as SPARQL-specific rewriting
schemes; (iv) an approach to the semantic optimization of SPARQL queries,
built on top of the classical chase algorithm; (v) a language-specific benchmark
suite for SPARQL, called SP?Bench, which allows to assess the performance of
SPARQL implementations in a comprehensive, application-independent set-
ting. Although theoretical in nature, our results on algebraic and semantic
query optimization for SPARQL are of immediate practical interest and facil-
itate the development of cost-based SPARQL optimization schemes.
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Chapter 1.

Introduction

Jen:  “Fver heard about the Semantic Web?”

Roy: “Yes, but that has nothing to do with databases, has it? By the
way, these Semantic Web guys have their own community, so
I guess there is nothing we could do for them...”

Moss: “Well, Semantic Web means machine-readable information, so
there is definitely some data. And I'm pretty sure these gquys
appreciate expertise from the database community!”

In May 2001, Tim Berners-Lee described his vision of a “new form of Web con-
tent that is meaningful to computers” and would “unleash a revolution of new
possibilities” in an article called The Semantic Web [BLHLO1]. Central to the idea
of the Semantic Web is the encoding of information in a machine-readable format,
in coexistence with human-readable HTML pages which are almost impossible to
“understand” and interpret by computers. The vision was that the semantic anno-
tation of Web resources would allow computers to automatically reason about the
underlying data and enable them to make reliable and logically founded conclusions.
At a global scale, the Semantic Web thus can be understood as a large knowledge
base that links information from different sources together, eases the access to in-
formation, and ultimately improves search and knowledge discovery in the Internet.

In their effort to push the vision of the Semantic Web, the World Wide Web Con-
sortium (W3C) founded working groups to systematically work out and standardize
its technical foundations [sww]. It soon became clear that the realization of the Se-
mantic Web is an ambitious project that has touching points with numerous areas of
Computer Science. One important subgoal, for instance, is the design of languages
that offer logically founded reasoning mechanisms. This topic is closely related to
description logics [BCM103], which have been studied in the field of Artificial In-
telligence for many years. Another major challenge, and the one we are going to
deal with in the following, is the storage and manipulation of data in the Semantic
Web. Related problems have — although in the context of different data formats —
been extensively studied in database research. Tackling the issue of efficient data
processing in the Semantic Web, in this thesis we investigate the challenges that
arise in the context of the standard Semantic Web data format RDF [rdfa] and,
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Figure 1.1.: Semantic Web layer cake (taken from [W3Cal).

in particular, the SPARQL query language for RDF [spac], with the goal to bring
together classical database research and the novel ideas behind the Semantic Web.
The diagram in Figure 1.1, known as the Semantic Web layer cake, summa-
rizes the current state of the W3C efforts.! At the very bottom of the layer cake
are the concepts of Uniform Resource Identifiers (URIs) [w3cc; w3cd] and Inter-
nationalized Resource Identifiers (IRIs) [w3cb], which provide ways to construct
names for globally unique physical or logical resources. Abstracting from the de-
tails, URIs are ASCII strings consisting of a namespace and an identifier part.? For
instance, the URI http://my.namespace.com#Articlel is composed of namespace
http://my.namespace.com# and identifier Articlel. It may be used as a globally
unique identifier for a specific article. For readability reasons, we shall use shortened
versions of URIs, so-called prefixed URIs, e.g. writing myns:Articlel for the above
URI, where myns is a shortcut for the namespace http://my.namespace. com#.
The second layer in the Semantic Web cake, built on top of the first layer, con-
tains the Resource Description Framework (RDF) [rdfa], which can be used for data
encoding and exchange. Problems like storage, manipulation, and access to RDF

!There are different proposals for the architecture of the Semantic Web and different versions of
the layer cake, see [GAMBOS8] for a discussion. We use the latest W3C proposal from [W3Cal].

2IRIs are generalized, internationalized versions of URISs, which differ only in technical details. In
the remainder of this thesis, we will restrict our discussion to URISs.



data are closely related to the field of databases in nature and therefore will be sub-
ject to investigation in this thesis. Conceptionally, RDF databases are collections of
so-called triples of knowledge, where each knowledge triple in the database is of the
form (subject, predicate, object) and models the binary relation predicate between
the subject and the object. While structurally homogeneous, the triple format offers
great flexibility and allows to establish statements about and connections between
resources (which are encoded as URIs). Consider for instance the RDF database

D := {(myns:Articlel, rdf:type, myns:Article),
(myns:Articlel, dc:title, “The Semantic Web”),
myns:Articlel, myns: journal, myns:Journall),

¥ yns:j Y
myns:Article2, rdf:type, myns:Article
¥ ) ype, my ;
myns:Article2, dc:title, “WWW: Past, Present, and Future”),
Y
(myns:Article2, dcterms:issued, “1996”),
myns:Journall, rdf:type, myns:Journal),
Y ype, my.
myns:Journall, dc:title, “Scientific American”),
y ? Y
myns:Personl, rdf:type, foaf:Person
(my , ype, ,
(myns:Personl, foaf:name, “Tim Berners-Lee”),
(myns:Articlel, dc:creator, myns:Personl),
(myns:Article2, dc:creator, myns:Personl)},

which contains twelve RDF triples in total. To give an informal description, there
are two articles (typed using myns:Article) in the database, one titled “The Se-
mantic Web”, the other one titled “WWW: Past, Present, and Future”. The articles
are encoded as URIs myns:Articlel and myns:Article2, while their titles are rep-
resented as simple string values, so-called literals. The first article appeared in a
journal represented by URI myns:Journall that is called “Scientific American”.
For the second article, the journal is not specified, but instead the year “71996” in
which the article has been issued is given. Finally, the last four triples encode that
there is a person (encoded by URI Personl) with name “Tim Berners-Lee” that
has written (dc:creator) the two articles myns:Articlel and myns:Article2.

The first interesting thing to observe here is that the RDF database integrates
vocabulary from different namespaces, i.e. the standard RDF namespace rdf, a user-
defined namespace myns, as well as the namespaces foaf, dc, and dcterms. The
standard namespace rdf provides some basic vocabulary with predefined semantics,
such as rdf:type used for typing URIs. Next, foaf is a public namespace that
provides domain-specific vocabulary designed to describe persons in a uniform way.
Similar in idea, the namespaces dc and dcterms provide predefined vocabularies
for describing bibliographic entities. The freedom to mix vocabulary from different
namespaces accounts for the global nature of the RDF data format. On the one hand,
this allows to connect entities from different RDF databases, on the other hand it
makes it possible to develop standardized, domain-specific vocabulary collections
that can be utilized by developers when creating databases for the respective domain.
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A second interesting aspect of RDF that is illustrated in the above examples is the
flexibility of the data format: although both myns:Articlel and myns:Article2 are
of the same type myns:Article, they are structurally different: one of them comes
with a title and a journal specification, while for the other one the title and the
year of publication are provided. In fact, in RDF there is no a-priori restriction
on the structure of entities, which makes the data format an excellent candidate
for describing semi-structured and unstructured data. In this regard, RDF sharply
contrasts with the relational data model, which relies on a fixed schema.

The RDF standard [rdfa] taken alone comprises only syntax specifications and a
minimalistic collection of predefined vocabulary. It is extended by the RDF Schema
specification (RDFS) [rdfc], settled in the third layer of the Semantic Web cake.
RDFS provides additional, general-purpose vocabulary with predefined semantics.
For instance, the URIs rdfs:domain and rdfs:range can be used for domain and
range assignments, while rdfs:subClass0f and rdfs:subProperty0f express sub-
class and subproperty relationships.®> Making the intended meaning of this vocabu-
lary explicit, the RDFS specification is complemented by a formal semantics [rdfc],
which implements a lightweight reasoning mechanism. Assume for instance that
we add triple (myns:Article,rdfs:subClass0f myns:Publication) to database D
from before, stating that each article also is a publication. The RDFS semantics
then implies two fresh triples, i.e. (myns:Articlel,rdf:type,myns:Publication)
and (myns:Article2,rdf:type,myns:Publication), which are implicit in D.

There are three technologies that coexist with RDFS in the third layer: the Web
Ontology Language (OWL) [owl], the Rule Interchange Format (RIF) [rifa; rifb],
and the SPARQL query language for RDF [spac]. First, OWL is a data descrip-
tion language which, in the style of description logics [BCM™103], allows to set up
user-defined vocabularies with custom semantics, making it possible to implement
extended (and possibly domain-specific) reasoning mechanisms beyond the prede-
fined semantics of the RDFS vocabulary. Second, RIF is an ongoing W3C effort to
standardize a core rule language to exchange rules between different rule systems.
Third, the SPARQL query language offers support to extract data from RDF(S)
and OWL databases. SPARQL will be the central topic in the course of this thesis.

The basic construct of SPARQL queries are so-called triple patterns, which — when
evaluating the query against some RDF database — are matched against the RDF
triples in the input database. As an example, consider the following SPARQL query.

SELECT ?article

WHERE {
?article rdf:type myns: Article
?article dcterms:issued ?year }

The query contains the two triple patterns 7article rdf:type myns:Article

3rdfs is the default shortcut for namespace http://www.w3.0rg/2000/01/rdf-schema#.



and 7article dcterms:issued ?7year; structurally, triple patterns are RDF triples
with variables in some positions (we distinguish variables by a question mark prefix).
During query evaluation, these patterns are matched against the triples in the input
database and variables inside the patterns are bound to the respective components
of matching triples. For instance, the evaluation of the first pattern against sample
database D from before has two solutions, namely (al) the mapping that binds
variable ?article to myns:Articlel and (a2) the mapping that binds ?article to
myns:Article2. Similarly, the evaluation of the second triple pattern yields a single
solution mapping, in which (b) variable ?article is bound to myns:Article2 and
?year is bound to the literal “7996”. Next, we can observe that in our sample query
the two patterns are connected through operator “.”, which can be understood as a
join operation. This operator merges exactly those mappings that agree on all shared
variables, so-called compatible mappings. It is easy to see that in our example the
mappings (al) and (b) are incompatible, because they disagree on variable 7article,
while the mappings (a2) and (b) agree on the single shared variable ?article and
therefore are compatible. Consequently, the evaluation of the join operation yields
a single result mapping, obtained by merging the mappings (a2) and (b), i.e. we
obtain the mapping in which ?article is bound to myns:Article2 and ?year to
“1996”7 (mapping (a2) is a “subset” of mapping (b), so merging these mappings
gives us a mapping identical to (b)). In the final evaluation step, the SELECT clause
in the query projects variable 7article, so the evaluation result of the query on
document D is the mapping that binds variable 7article to myns:Article2. To
give an informal description of the semantics, the query extracts all articles for which
the year of publication (i.e., predicate dcterms:issued) is present in the database.

In addition to the triple patterns and operator “.” sketched in the running exam-
ple, SPARQL provides the operators FILTER, OPTIONAL, and UNION, which can
be used to compose more expressive queries. Before discussing SPARQL in more
detail, though, we shortly sketch the remaining layers of the Semantic Web cake
from Figure 1.1, to complete the big picture. The main challenge in the fourth layer
is to define a unifying logic that integrates the reasoning mechanisms of underlying
layers into one logical framework and allows to create proofs of deductions that can
be verified by users and software agents. As a classical example [KMO1], such proof
mechanisms could be used to automatically derive user access rights to Web pages
based on RDF data that is associated with the page. As also shown in Figure 1.1,
the technologies in layers one to four are complemented by encryption technology
(such as digital signatures, which allow to verify the origin of information).

The fifth layer of the Semantic Web then covers the issue of trust [Siz07; Har09],
pursuing the goal to establish mechanisms that build and propagate trust at global
scale. We refer the interested reader to [OHO8] for a discussion of research challenges
in this context. Finally, on top of the technologies and mechanisms in layers one
through five, user interfaces and applications can be built that rely on the content
of the Semantic Web and exploit technologies from underlying layers.
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1.1. Outline and Contributions

Having introduced the global context and the basic ideas behind data management
in the Semantic Web, we now summarize the work that will be presented in this
thesis and highlight the major contributions. As should be clear from the previ-
ous discussion, our focus will be on the RDF data format and the SPARQL query
language. We tackle these technologies from a database perspective and work out
parallels between SPARQL and classical query languages like SQL, but also dis-
cuss particularities of the RDF data format and the SPARQL query language. In
summary, we investigate four major aspects, all of which are closely related to the
efficient processing of SPARQL queries over RDF databases:

1. The complexity of SPARQL evaluation.

2. Algebraic optimization of SPARQL queries.

3. Constraints for RDF, SPARQL as a constraint language, and semantic SPARQL
query optimization in the presence of constraints for RDF.

4. Benchmarking of SPARQL engines.

Before motivating these topics, we will give some more background on the SPARQL
query language. As discussed earlier, the central constructs in SPARQL are (i) triple
patterns of the form (subject, predicate, object), which may contain variables in their
positions, and (ii) the operators “.” (denoted as AND in the following), FILTER,
UNION, and OPTIONAL. In addition, there is a SELECT clause that allows to project
a subset of the variables used in the query. The semantics of SPARQL evaluation now
proceeds as follows. First, it maps all the operators occurring in the SPARQL query
to algebraic operators, i.e. transforms the query into a SPARQL algebra expression.
This algebra expression is then evaluated on the RDF input database.

The algebraic operators that are defined in SPARQL resemble the algebraic oper-
ators defined in relational algebra; in particular, operator AND is mapped to an al-
gebraic join, FILTER is mapped to an algebraic selection operator, UNION is mapped
to a union operator, OPTIONAL is mapped to a left outer join (which allows for the
optional padding of information), and SELECT is mapped to a projection operator.
As opposed to the operators in relational algebra, which are defined on top relations
with fixed schema, the algebraic SPARQL operators are defined over so called map-
ping sets, obtained when evaluating triple patterns (cf. the running example before).
In contrast to the fixed schema in relational algebra, the “schema” of mappings in
SPARQL algebra is loose in the sense that such mappings may bind an arbitrary set
of variables. This means that in the general case we cannot give guarantees about
which variables are bound or unbound in mappings that are obtained during query
evaluation. In fact, this turns out to be a significant difference which — although
relational and SPARQL algebra define operators that are similar in idea — implies
some fundamental conceptional differences between the two algebras. With these
considerations in mind, we are now ready to discuss the contributions of the thesis.
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1.1.1. Complexity of SPARQL Evaluation

The first central topic in this thesis is a thorough complexity analysis for the
SPARQL query language. We argue that the study of the complexity of a lan-
guage is beneficial in several respects. First, it deepens the understanding of the
individual operators and their interrelations. Second, it allows to separate subsets
of the language that can be evaluated efficiently from more complex (and therefore
typically more expressive) subsets of the language, which may be of interest when
building applications that use (fragments of) the SPARQL query language. Last but
not least, our complexity analysis relates the SPARQL query language and specific
fragments to traditional query languages, which allows to carry over results and
optimization techniques developed in the context of the traditional language.

As usual in the study of query languages, we take the (combined) complexity of
the EVALUATION problem as a yardstick for our investigation: given a candidate
solution mapping u, a query @), and a data set D as input, we are interested in the
complexity of checking whether p is contained in the result of evaluating (Q on D.
Previous investigations of SPARQL complexity in [PAGO06a] have shown that full
SPARQL is PSPACE-complete, which is bad news from a complexity point of view.
The study in [PAGO06a], though, leaves several questions unanswered. To give only
one example, it is not clear which operator constellation is ultimately responsible for
the PSPACE-hardness of the language. We therefore re-investigate the complexity
of SPARQL and complement previous investigations by important new findings:

Contribution 1 As a key result of our complexity study, we show that the main
source of complexity in SPARQL is operator OPTIONAL, which taken alone al-
ready makes the EVALUATION problem for SPARQL PSPACE-complete (in combined
complexity). This result considerably refines previous investigations from [PAGO06a,
where it was shown that the combination of the three operators OPTIONAL, AND,
and UNION makes the evaluation problem for SPARQL PSPACE-complete.

In addition to the previous finding, we present complexity results for fragments of
SPARQL without the complex OPTIONAL operator. Our investigation is complete in
the sense that we derive tight complexity bounds for all possible operator combina-
tions, showing that the complexity of SPARQL query evaluation is either PSPACE-
complete (i.e., for all fragments involving operator OPTIONAL), NP-complete (i.e.,
for OPTIONAL-free fragments where operator AND co-occurs with UNION or projec-
tion), or is in PTIME (for the remaining fragments). Among other things, this shows
that adding (removing) the FILTER operator to (from) a fragment of the SPARQL
query language in no case affects the complexity of query evaluation. O

1.1.2. Algebraic Optimization of SPARQL Queries

Having established the theoretical background, we turn towards an investigation
of algebraic SPARQL query optimization. Motivated by the success of algebraic
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rewriting rules in the context of relational algebra (see e.g. [Hal75; SC75; Tod75]),
we investigate algebraic rewriting rules for SPARQL algebra. The goal of this study
is twofold. Firstly, we are interested in whether (and how) established optimization
techniques proposed for relational algebra, such as filter and projection pushing,
carry over to SPARQL algebra. Secondly, going beyond the adaption of existing
techniques, we study SPARQL-specific optimization schemes. It turns out that, given
the discrepancies between relational algebra and SPARQL algebra discussed earlier
in this section, the adaption of rewriting techniques from relational algebra is a
non-trivial task and requires new concepts and techniques to properly cope with the
loose schema in result mappings. Our major results are the following.

Contribution 2 As a general approach to deal with the loose structure of result
mappings, we develop the concepts of possible and certain variables. Possible and
certain variables are derived from the input query at compile time and constitute
upper and lower bounds for variables that appear in result mappings, independently
from the input document. In this line, they give guarantees about variables that are
definitely bound and variables that are definitely not bound in result mappings, thus
imposing structural constraints on mapping sets. Ultimately, these concepts allow
us to state equivalences over SPARQL algebra in a clean and compact way.
Building upon the notions of possible and certain variables, we then summarize
existing and develop new equivalences over SPARQL algebra. In total, we present
about forty equivalences, of which almost three-fourths are new. When interpreted
as rewriting rules, these equivalences allow to implement valuable rewriting tech-
niques that are known from the relational context in SPARQL algebra, in particular
filter and projection pushing. In addition, we study general-purpose rewriting rules
and SPARQL-specific optimization schemes, like the rewriting of queries involving
negation which — in SPARQL algebra expressions — is typically encountered in form
of a characteristic constellation of the left outer join and the selection operator.
We finally investigate the differences between bag and set semantics in the con-
text of SPARQL algebra equivalences. While previous theoretical investigations of
SPARQL typically build on the set-based SPARQL semantics proposed in [PAGO06a),
the official W3C SPARQL specification [spac] recommends a bag semantics. We show
that almost all rewriting rules that we propose in our study hold under both set and
bag semantics and therefore are of immediate practical relevance. O

1.1.3. Constraints for RDF and Semantic SPARQL Optimization

Integrity constraints such as keys, foreign keys, or join dependencies, have been an
important topic in classical database research from the beginning [Cod70; Cod71;
Cod74; HM75; Che76; Cod79]. They impose structural restrictions that must hold
on every database instance, thus restricting the state space of the database. It is well-
known that such constraints are vital to schema design, normalization, and lastly
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help to avoid insert, update, and deletion anomalies in relational databases [Cod71;
CodT74; Che76; AHV]. Beyond that, they are valuable input to query optimizers and
may help to find more efficient evaluation plans [Kin81; BV84; CGM90]. In response
to their central role in relational databases, we investigate constraints for RDF and
study the role of the SPARQL query language in such a setting. Our major findings
and results in this context can be summarized as follows.

Contribution 3 We propose a collection of integrity constraints for the RDF data
format, including constraint types like functional and inclusion dependencies, or
cardinality constraints, which are well-known from relational databases and XML.
In addition, we discuss SPARQL-specific constraints that capture the semantics of
the RDFS vocabulary. Our formalization in first-order logic shows that many natural
RDF(S) constraints fall into constraint classes that have previously been studied in
the context of relational databases and XML [Fag77; Fag82; BV84; DT01; DTO05].

Furthermore, we investigate the capabilities of SPARQL as a constraint language.
As a major result, we show that SPARQL — with only minor extensions — is an
excellent candidate for dealing with constraints, i.e. can be used to check if RDF
constraints that are specified in first-order logic hold over some input database.
This result motivates extensions of SPARQL by constructs to specify user-defined
constraints, e.g. in the style of CREATE ASSERTION statements in SQL.

From a practical point of view, we complement the study of algebraic query op-
timization with an approach to semantic SPARQL query optimization. The idea
behind semantic query optimization is, given a query and a set of integrity con-
straints as input, to find more efficient queries that are equivalent on every database
instance that satisfies the integrity constraints. We present a system that allows to
find minimal equivalent rewritings of SPARQL AND-only queries (or, alternatively,
can be applied to optimize AND-only blocks in more complex queries) and propose
a rule-based approach for optimizing more complex SPARQL queries. O

1.1.4. Benchmarking of SPARQL Engines

As a final contribution, we propose a benchmark for the SPARQL query language.
The central motivation for this work was the observation that in the recent years
a variety of optimization approaches for SPARQL have been made, but a compre-
hensive, SPARQL-specific benchmark platform was missing, which made it almost
impossible to compare the performance of SPARQL optimization schemes and im-
plementations. Addressing this issue, our fourth major contribution is the following.

Contribution 4 We present SP?>Bench, a publicly available benchmark suite de-
signed to test the performance of SPARQL engines. Unlike other benchmarks that
have been proposed in the context of the Semantic Web (such as [GPHO05; AMMH;
BS09]), SP?Bench is not motivated by a single use-case, but instead is highly
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SPARQL-specific and covers a variety of challenges that engines may face when
processing RDF(S) data with SPARQL. This way, it allows to assess the perfor-
mance of implementations in a comprehensive and application-independent setting.

SP?Bench comes with a data generator that allows to create arbitrarily large
bibliographic databases in RDF format. The design of the data generator relies on
an in-depth study of the well-known DBLP database [Ley| and, in response, the
generated data mirrors vital social-world relationships encountered in real-world
DBLP data. The data generator is complemented by a set of 17 benchmark queries,
specifically designed to test characteristic SPARQL operator constellations and RDF
access patterns over the generated documents. We discuss design decisions, data
generator implementation, and the specific challenges of the benchmark queries. O

1.2. Structure of the Thesis

We start with globally relevant preliminaries in Chapter 2, including mathematical
conventions and a formalization of RDF(S) and SPARQL. Next, Chapters 3 to 6 con-
tain the main content and all the contributions of this thesis. The ordering of these
chapters sequentially follows the list of contributions discussed in Section 1.1: Chap-
ter 3 contains the complexity analysis for the SPARQL query language, Chapter 4
presents our results on algebraic SPARQL optimization, Chapter 5 treats the subject
of constraints for RDF and semantic SPARQL query optimization, and Chapter 6
covers the SP?Bench SPARQL performance benchmark. We wrap up with a short
discussion of future work and some concluding remarks in Chapter 7.

How to Read This Thesis. The preliminaries in Chapter 2 establish technical
background and mathematical notation that are relevant for all subsequent chapters
of the thesis. In addition to this global preliminaries section, the individual chapters
may contain their own, local preliminaries, where we introduce notation and concepts
that are relevant for the respective chapter only. With some minor exceptions, the
chapters are self-contained and do not significantly depend on each other. Whenever
we use notation or concepts in some chapter that were not introduced in the global
or its local preliminaries section, we will explicitly point to the position where they
were defined. Therefore, the reader who is familiar with the global preliminaries may
study the chapters in the thesis in random order. We recommend, however, to read
the chapters sequently, to follow the logical ordering of the topics. In particular, the
complexity results right at the beginning in Chapter 3 establish a deep understand-
ing for the expressiveness of the operators and facilitate the understanding of the
algebraic and semantic rewriting approaches in Chapters 4 and 5. Furthermore, the
semantic optimization approach for SPARQL presented in Chapter 5 builds upon
ideas and proofs discussed before in Chapter 4. Finally, the SPARQL benchmark
in Chapter 6 takes common optimization strategies for SPARQL into account and
therefore picks up several ideas that were discussed in the two preceding chapters.

10
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Structure of Chapters. Each chapter starts with an introduction that motivates
its specific content, makes the reader familiar with the topic, and surveys its contri-
butions in more detail. The introduction is followed by an optional, chapter-specific
preliminaries section, the content (which typically splits up into several sections),
and a chapter-specific discussion of related work as well as a short conclusion.

1.3. Summary of Publications

Parts of the work that is discussed in the course of this thesis have been published
at major database venues and as technical reports. In the following we summarize
publications that are related to this thesis and sketch their relations to this work.

Most of the author’s publications have been done in the area of SPARQL pro-
cessing and benchmarking [LMS08; SHK*08; SHLP08; SML08; SHLP09; SHM™09].
In [LMSO08] we discussed the prospects of integrity constraints for RDFS. We pro-
posed a set of constraints for RDF(S) and showed that these constraints can be
both modeled with user-defined RDF(S) vocabulary and checked with the SPARQL
query language. Moreover, we motivated constraint-based optimization of SPARQL
by example. Revisiting the latter idea, in the technical report [SMLO8] we worked
out a schematic approach to constraint-based SPARQL query optimization. Many
of the above-mentioned ideas and results have found entrance in Chapter 5, where
we study constraints for RDF(S) and semantic optimization of SPARQL.

In addition to the semantic query optimization approach, in [SMLO0S8|, we pre-
sented a complexity analysis for SPARQL and discussed algebraic SPARQL query
optimization. An extended version of the complexity analysis can be found in Chap-
ter 3. Similarly, the study of algebraic query optimization in Chapter 4 extends the
results on algebraic SPARQL optimization that were presented in [SMLOS].

The discussion of the SP?2Bench SPARQL benchmark in Chapter 6 relates to our
work presented in [SHK™08; SHLP09; SHM*09] (and the technical report [SHLPO0S]).
The latter chapter essentially follows the benchmark descriptions from [SHLP09;
SHM™09]. In addition to the material presented in this thesis, the interested reader
may find preliminary SP?Bench benchmark results for selected SPARQL engines
and state-of-the-art SPARQL evaluation approaches in [SHK™08; SHLP09].

Finally, we published work concerning the classical chase algorithm (see [MSL09d;
MSL09a] and the associated technical reports [MSL09c; MSL09b]).* Tackling the is-
sue of the possible non-termination of the chase, the latter publications present novel
sufficient termination for the chase algorithm, which strictly generalize previously
known termination conditions. Although we will not discuss these termination con-
ditions in the course of this thesis, we want to point out that they are beneficial
in the context of our semantic query optimization approach for SPARQL, as they

4This work will be published in the thesis of Michael Meier and therefore is not discussed here.

11
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extend the applicability of our semantic optimization scheme (which builds upon
the chase procedure). We will resume this discussion later in Chapter 5.

12



Chapter 2.

Preliminaries

Jen:  “Sounds like the Semantic Web is huge...”

Roy: “Yes, and the W3C' specs include lots of boring details...”

Moss: “You're both right. I agree that RDF is a nice data format, but
do we really need a query language for it? Why don’t we just
use SQL queries to extract data from RDF graphs?”

Roy:  “That’s a reasonable question. So let’s first motivate SPARQL
and then define a compact fragment of the language!”

As shortly discussed in the Introduction, RDF databases are collections of triples
of the form (subject,predicate,object). Due to their homogeneous structure, they are
often represented as labeled directed graphs, where each triple defines an edge from
the subject node to the object node under label predicate. Figure 2.2 exemplarily
plots the graph representation of the RDF database from the Introduction, where
we indicate URI-type subject and object nodes by ellipses and distinguish string
literals by quotation marks. As we will see later, predicate positions of triples (and
hence the edges in the graph) always carry URIs. To give an example, the edge from
URI myns:Personl to literal “T%m Berners-Lee” is labeled with URI foaf :name,
so it represents the triple (myns:Personl,foaf:name, “Tim Berners-Lee”). Given
this close connection between RDF databases and labeled directed graphs, in the
following we shall use the terms RDF database and RDF graph interchangeably.

RDF as a graph-structured data model differs conceptionally from other data
models, such as the relational model [Cod70] or tree-structured XML data [w3ce].
As an immediate consequence, traditional database query languages like SQL [CB74]
(for the relational model), or XQuery [xqu] and XPath [xpa] (for XML) are not di-
rectly applicable in the context of RDF data. One straightforward approach that
allows to fall back on, for instance, the SQL query language for RDF data ex-
traction is the mapping of RDF databases into the relational model. An obvious
implementation of this approach would be the creation of a single relational table
Triples(subject,predicate,object) [MACP02; AMMHO7] that stores all RDF
triples of the input RDF database. Following this scheme, the RDF graph from
Figure 2.2 could be mapped to the relational instance shown in Figure 2.1.

13
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Triples | subject predicate object
myns:Articlel rdf:type myns:Article
myns:Articlel dc:title “The Semantic Web”
myns:Articlel myns:journal myns:Journall
myns:Article2 rdf:type myns:Article
myns:Article2 dc:title “WWW: Past, Present, and Future”
myns:Article2 dcterms:issued “1996”
myns:Journall rdf:type myns:Journal
myns:Journall dc:title “Scientific American”
myns:Personl rdf:type foaf:Person
myns:Personl  foaf:name “Tim Berners-Lee”
myns:Articlel dc:creator myns:Personl
myns:Article2 dc:creator myns:Personl

Figure 2.1.: Relational instance storing the RDF database from the Introduction.

This mapping now facilitates data extraction and manipulation using SQL. As-
sume for instance that we want to extract all articles written by “T%im Berners-Lee”,
including the respective years of publication (and only articles for which the year of
publication is given). This request can be expressed by the following SQL query.

SELECT T1.subject AS article ,
T2.o0object AS year
FROM Triples T1, Triples T2, Triples T3, Triples T4
WHERE T1. predicate="rdf:type’' AND Tl.object="myns: Article '
AND T2.predicate="dcterms:issued '
AND T3.predicate="dc:creator '
AND T4.predicate="foaf:name' AND T4.object=""Tim Berners—Lee"’
AND T1.subject=T2.subject AND T2.subject=T3.subject
AND T3.object=T4.subject

We observe that the query accesses table Triples four times, through T1-T4.

According to the restrictions in the WHERE-clause, (i) T1 matches all RDF triples of
type myns:Article, (ii) T2 matches triples with predicate dcterms:issued, (iii) T3
matches all URIs that have been created (dc:creator) by someone, and (iv) T4
matches URIs with name (foaf:name) “Tm Berners-Lee”. T1-T3 are then joined
on the subject column, enforcing that the article URIs of the respective tuples are
the same; in addition, there is a join T3.object=T4.subject, which asserts that
the URI of the person in the object position of T3 coincides with the URI of “Tim-
Berners Lee” from T4. When evaluated against the Triples table from Figure 2.1,
the query gives the desired result, namely one tuple (myns:Article2, “19967).
Concerning the SQL version of the query, one might argue that the query is some-
what “unintuitive” to read. Moreover, we observe that already this simple request

14
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foaf:name

dc:title
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“WWW: Past, Present, and Future” “1996” “Tim Berners-Lee”

Figure 2.2.: RDF graph representation of the database from Figure 2.1.

involves three self-joins over the Triples table. As discussed in [AMMHO7; SHK™08],
such self-joins occur frequently when specifying SQL queries over relational triple
tables for RDF data and it has been observed that they impose severe challenges
to the query evaluator [AMMHO7; SHK08; SGK*08], in particular for large RDF
databases, which often contain millions or even billions of RDF triples.! Similar prob-
lems have been identified for more sophisticated relational RDF storage schemes,
such as Vertical Partitioning proposed in [TCK05; AMMHO7] (cf. the experimental
study of RDF data management approaches in [SGKT08; SHKT08]).

Generalizing from the previous example, the main problem of using traditional
query languages for RDF data processing is that they do not fit the graph nature
of the RDF data model, which justifies the need for a specific RDF query language.
In particular, it would be desirable to have a query language that allows to specify
graph patterns that in some sense mirror the structure of the RDF input graph.

Addressing this demand, over the last years different graph query languages
(e.g, [SO0O99; HS08]) and specific RDF query languages, such as RQL [KACP02],
SeRQL [ope], and TRIPLE [SD01] have been proposed (see [HBEV04] for a compar-
ison of different RDF query languages). In its effort to standardize the most common
and useful constructs of these graph languages, the W3C worked out the SPARQL
Protocol and RDF Query Language [spac|, called SPARQL for short.

In response to the desiderata discussed above, SPARQL comes with a power-
ful graph matching facility. The request from before, for instance, can be natu-
rally expressed by the graph pattern in Figure 2.3, where variables are prefixed by

!To give a concrete example, the RDF version of the U.S. Census database [Tau] contains more
than one billion RDF triples. Other large-scale RDF repositories are listed at [lin].
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question marks. The idea is that, during query @

evaluation, this graph pattern is embedded

into the RDF input graph, thereby binding rdf:type
variables in the graph pattern to matching

components of the input graph. Coming back ?agtigle

to our example, the pattern in Figure 2.3
matches all entities of type myns:Article dcterms:issued
written by “T%m Berners-Lee” and includ- ?year ?person
ing the year of publications. When evalu-

ated against the RDF graph in Figure 2.2, foafimame

the only possible embedding is to bind vari-
able 7article tomyns:Article2, ?person to
myns :Personl, and 7year to literal “719967.
Hence, the evaluation of this graph pattern  Figure 2.3.: RDF graph pattern.
yields the same result as the previous SQL

query over the Triples table, extended by a binding for variable ?person.

The SPARQL query language now provides a syntax to express such graph pat-
terns in textual form and to project the desired variables. The pattern in Figure 2.3
for instance, can be expressed by a conjunction of four so-called basic graph patterns,
one for each edge in the pattern. The resulting SPARQL query looks as follows.

dc:creator

“Tim Berners-Lee”

SELECT ?article ?year

WHERE {
7article rdf:type myns: Article
?article dcterms:issued ?year
?article dc:creator ?person
?person foaf:name "Tim Berners—Lee” }

The four basic SPARQL graph patterns ?article rdf:type myns:Article,...,
7person foaf:name "Tim Berners-Lee" are connected through the (standard) con-
nection method “.”, together forming the graph pattern depicted in Figure 2.3.
Note that variables shared between patterns collapse to a single node, as it is the
case for variable 7article (used in the first three basic graph patterns) and vari-
able ?person (used in the last two patterns). Hence, from an algebraic point of view
the connection method “.” can be understood as a join operation, which enforces
that shared variables are bound to the same node. Finally, the SELECT expression
projects the desired variables 7article and ?year. Arguably, the SPARQL query
above is notationally simpler and easier to understand than its SQL counterpart.

In addition to the features illustrated in our example, the SPARQL query language
provides a set of operators, namely FILTER, UNION, and OPTIONAL, which can be
used to compose more expressive queries. To give a short description, the FILTER
operator allows to enforce additional conditions that must hold for results (in the
style of the selection operator in relational algebra), such as the equality of two
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variables. Next, operator UNION computes the set-theoretical union of the evaluation
result of two graph patterns. Finally, OPTIONAL allows for the optional selection
of components in graph patterns. Assume for example that we specify the triple
pattern 7article dcterms:issued 7year in the query above as optional. Then
the resulting query would also extract the entity myns:Articlel, for which the year
specification is missing in the database (and variable ?year would remain unbound).

Having motivated the need for a specific RDF query language, we will now for-
mally introduce the RDF data format and the SPARQL query language. We focus
on the formalization of RDF and SPARQL core fragments, leaving out technical and
implementation-specific details, such as data types in RDF and the associated type
system for SPARQL. Still, our formalization covers the most important features of
the official W3C RDF(S) [rdfa; rdfc; rdfd] and SPARQL [spac| specifications and
provides a clean semantics for SPARQL query evaluation. It forms the basis for the
subsequent investigation of SPARQL complexity and optimization in Chapters 3-5.

Structure. We survey mathematical and notational conventions in Section 2.1. In
the following, Section 2.2 introduces the RDF data format, including a definition of a
formal model for RDF, as well as a discussion of the predefined RDF(S) vocabulary
and RDF(S) reasoning, which will play an important role in our discussion of seman-
tic query optimization for SPARQL in Chapter 5. Next, in Section 2.3 we establish a
formal model for the SPARQL query language, comprising the most important op-
erators and concepts of the language. We provide two (slightly different) semantics
for our SPARQL fragment, namely a set-based semantics and a bag semantics (also
called multi-set semantics), and relate them to the official W3C SPARQL Recom-
mendation [spac]. The preliminaries chapter concludes with a discussion of related
work concerning RDF and SPARQL formalizations in Section 2.4.

2.1. Notational and Mathematical Conventions

Environments and Fonts. We use standard environments for definitions, exam-
ples, equations, propositions, lemmas, theorems, corollaries, figures, and tables. For
the ease of access, all environments are numbered relative to the chapter in which
they have been defined, according to the numbering scheme <chapter_id>.<number>,
where <number> is a separate, increasing ID for each environment type.

When introducing important terms and definitions, we always use italic font. In
contrast, bold font is used for emphasizing important terms in textual descrip-
tions or, alternatively, to indicate the beginning of a new logical paragraph (see for
instance the paragraph “Mathematical Conventions.” on the next page).

SPARQL and SQL operators or keywords appearing in free text are distinguished
by capitalized font (e.g., AND, SELECT); full SQL or SPARQL queries are enclosed
in separate boxes and can be identified by typewriter font on gray-shadowed back-
ground (see e.g. the example query at the beginning of this chapter).

17



Chapter 2. Preliminaries

Mathematical Conventions. We assume that the set of natural numbers N
does not include element 0 and put Ny := NU {0}. We use the notation i € [n] as a
shortcut for ¢ € {1,...,n}. As usual, |S| stands for the cardinality of set S.

Occasionally, we shall write iff for if and only if (or, alternatively, exactly if ). Fur-
ther, we use the symbol “:=" for defining and introducing assignments, the equality
symbol “=" for deductive computation, and “=" to express logical equivalence.

2.2. The RDF Data Format

The Resource Description Framework has been developed as part of the W3C Seman-
tic Web initiative. As stated in the W3C Primer [rdfb], it is “particularly intended
for representing metadata about Web resources”, but also to “represent information
about things that can be identified on the Web, even when they cannot be directly
retrieved from the Web”. With these goals in mind, RDF provides mechanisms to
describe arbitrary physical or logical resources in a machine-readable way.

In the following, we give a compact formalization of RDF, closely following the no-
tation introduced in [PAGO06a]. We start with the definition of three disjoint infinite
sets, namely the set of URIs U, the set of blank nodes B, and the set of literals L.
They form the basis for describing data using RDF and can be understood as follows.

e The set U of URIs [w3cc; w3ed] comprises an infinite number of strings,
where each URI identifies a logical or physical resource. Technically, URIs
are ASCII strings that consist of a namespace and an identifier part. For in-
stance, the URI http://my.namespace.com#Articlel is composed of names-
pace http://my.namespace.com# and identifier Articlel. It may represent
an article that has been published in some conference. For readability, we typi-
cally denote URIs in prefix notation, e.g. writing myns: Articlel for the above
URI where myns is a shortcut for the namespace http://my.namespace. com.
A list of the namespace prefixes used in this thesis can be found in Appendix A.

e Elements from B, so-called blank nodes, can be seen as distinct anonymous
resources, i.e. physical or logical entities that are not assigned a fixed URI.
Blank nodes may be used to identify entities for which the URI is unknown,
or in cases where the entity is not prominent enough to be assigned a fixed URI.
For instance, blank nodes are typically used as parent nodes to a grouping of
data. With this scope, they have an existential character, stating that a certain
entity or grouping exists without explicitly fixing the URI. By convention, we
distinguish blank nodes from URIs by the namespace prefix “_”, e.g. we use
strings like _:bl or _:groupingl to denote blank node identifiers.

e The set L constitutes literals, such as strings, integers, or boolean values.
As we shall see later, literals are used to describe properties of URIs and
blank nodes. The RDF specification [rdfa] distinguishes between plain literals,
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such as “23”, and typed literals such as “237~~zsd:integer.? We will mainly
ignore datatypes, as they raise only implementation-specific issues. Literals are
distinguished from URIs and blank nodes by quotation marks and italic font.

We abbreviate the union of sets B, L, and U by concatenating their identifiers,
e.g. writing BLU as a shortcut for B U L U U. Furthermore, when talking about
resources in the context of RDF, we always refer to elements of the set BU.

Formalization. The central idea of the RDF data format is to describe resources
through triples (s,p,0), where each triple provides the value o of a specific property p
for resource s. This value could be either a literal, e.g. when providing the name or
age of a person, or a resources again, which allows to establish connections between
entities, such as the friendship relation between persons. Following this idea, we
define RDF triples and RDF databases over the sets U, B, and L as follows.

Definition 2.1 (RDF Triple) An RDF triple is a triple of the form
(s,p,0) € BUx U x BLU

We call the first component s of an RDF triple its subject, the second component p
its predicate, and the third component o its object. We shall refer to the URI in
predicate position as property.O

Definition 2.2 (RDF Database) An RDF database, also called RDF graph or
RDF' document, is a finite set of RDF triples. We write dom(D) to denote the subset
of elements from BLU that appear in D. O

It is worth mentioning that, from a logical point of view, RDF databases can
be understood as sets of binary relations, where each distinct property p in the
database (i.e., each URI occurring in predicate position) implicitly defines a relation
that contains the (subject,object)-pairs that stand in relation p. We illustrate our
formalization of RDF and the latter observation by means of a small example.

Example 2.1 The sample graph in Figure 2.2 represents the RDF database D de-
fined in the Introduction. In this graph representation, each edge s 2, 0 stands
for a triple (s,p,0). As a triple with a literal in object position consider for in-
stance (myns:Article2 dcterms:issued, “1996”). Triples with resources in object
position, such as (myns:Article2,dc:creator,myns:Personl), encode relationships
between resources. The graph does not contain blank nodes. When switching to the
binary relation view of the RDF database, we identify the six relations dc:title,
myns: journal, rdf:type, foaf:name, dcterms:issued, and dc:creator. Rela-
tion rdf:type for instance stores all type relations that hold between RDF re-
sources, namely (myns:Articlelmyns:Article), (myns:Article2myns:Article),
(myns:Personl,foaf :Person), and (myns:Journall myns:Journal). O

2The xsd namespace http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema# provides a set of predefined base
types like xsd:integer, xsd:string, or xsd:boolean.
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2.2.1. Predefined RDF and RDFS Vocabulary

The W3C specifications [rdfa; rdfe; rdfc] introduce two standard namespaces: the
RDF namespace http://www.w3.0rg/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns# (prefix rdf)
and the RDF Schema namespace http://www.w3.0org/2000/01/rdf-schema# (pre-
fix rdfs). These namespaces comprise a set of URIs with predefined meaning, called
standard vocabulary in the following. The standard vocabulary supports basic RDF
modeling tasks, such as typing, expressing subclass relationships, or creating bags
or sequences of resources. From a logical point of view, the vocabulary splits up into
so-called classes (i.e., URIs that are used for typing resources) and properties (i.e.,
URIs that are used as properties). Complementarily to the concept of classes, we
will use the term object to denote URIs that are instances of some class.?
We summarize the most important standard vocabulary in the following listing.

e The predefined URI rdf:type can be used for typing entities. We illustrated
the use of this property before in our running example (cf. Figure 2.2).

e The two classes rdfs:Class and rdf :Property can be used to assign a logical
type to URIs. For instance, the triple (myns:Article,rdf:type,rdfs:Class)
states that URI myns:Article will be utilized as a class. Similarly, the RDF
triple (dc:creator,rdf :type,rdf :Property) indicates that URI dc:creator
is used as a property. By convention, we distinguish classes from properties by
capitalizing the first letter of the identifier part (cf. Article vs. creator).

e The URIs rdfs:domain and rdfs:range can be used to specify the domain
and range of properties. As an extension of our running example, we might in-
troduce the two RDF triples (dc:creator,rdfs:domainmyns:Article) and
(dc:creator,rdfs:range,foaf:Person), to indicate that dc:creator asso-
ciates myns:Article-typed objects with foaf :Person-typed objects.

e rdfs:subClass0f and rdfs:subProperty0f are used to describe subclass and
subproperty relationships between classes and properties, respectively. The
triple (myns:Article,rdfs:subClass0f ,myns:Publication) for instance en-
codes that myns:Article is a subclass of myns:Publication. Similarly, we
could define the triple (dc:creator,rdfs:subProperty0f myns:relatedTo),
stating that property dc:creator specializes property myns:relatedTo.

e The rdf namespace provides vocabulary for creating so-called containers.
There exist three predefined container classes in the rdf namespace, namely
rdf :Bag for modeling sets, rdf:Seq for modeling ordered lists or sequences,
and rdf :Alt for modeling alternatives. In addition, there is an infinite set of
so-called container membership properties rdf:_1, rdf:_2, rdf:_3, ..., used
to enumerate the members of a container object. Figure 2.4(a) exemplarily

3Although we use the terms class, object, and property to facilitate the subsequent discussion,
strictly speaking there is no separation between them in RDF. For instance, a URI might
represent both a class and a property at the same time.
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shows an RDF sequence containing the first three prime numbers. The se-
quence itself is modeled as a blank node _:primes of type rdf:Seq. The three
prime numbers “2”7, “3”, and “5” are associated using the first three container
membership properties, respectively. Note that RDF containers are “open”,
i.e. there is no vocabulary to explicitly fix the number of container objects.
Complementarily to the container classes, RDF provides so-called collections,
which differ from containers in that they are closed. Collections are represented
as lists of type rdf:List, where properties rdf:first and rdf:rest define
the head and tail of the list and URI rdf:nil can be used to close the list.
Figure 2.4(b) depicts the RDF collection version of the prime number scenario
from Figure 2.4(a). The blank node _:primes1to3 represents the full collection
and is typed accordingly with rdf:List. We observe that the first collection
member, prime number “27) is associated using property rdf:first. The re-
maining members are stored in the separate rdf :List object _:primes2to3,
which can be understood as the tail of the list and is connected through prop-
erty rdf:rest. This second list refers to the second member, prime number
“3” and links to a third sublist, identified through _:primes3to3. The third
list then links to element “5” and is closed using the predefined URI rdf :nil.
Further, the RDFS standard comprises a set of properties with predefined
meaning. In particular, (i) rdfs:seeAlso allows to link to background in-
formation of a certain resource, (ii) rdfs:isDefinedBy is a subproperty of
rdfs:seeAlso and allows to refer to an external definition* of a resource,
(iii) rdfs:label is used to assign a (typically human-readable) label to a
resource, and (iv) rdfs:comment is a reserved keyword for adding comments.
Finally, the RDF standard comprises so-called reification vocabulary, which
allows to make statements about triples. To give an example, using the reifica-
tion vocabulary one could provide background information such as the person
who created a triple or the date when a triple was inserted into the database.
Reification is not of particular interest in this thesis, so we will not go into
more detail here, but instead refer the interested reader to [rdfc; rdfd].

Taken together, all these predefined URIs form a valuable basis for creating RDF
documents. The rdfs vocabulary, which allows to express relationships between
entities (such as rdfs:subClass0f, rdfs:subProperty0f) and to fix property do-
mains and ranges (using rdfs:domain, rdfs:range), is particularly useful to develop
domain-specific vocabulary collections and ontologies (we implicitly used ontologies
like FOAF [foa] and Dublin Core [dub] in the RDF database from Figure 2.2). The
utilization of such predefined vocabulary collections facilitates RDF database design
and increases the interoperability between RDF repositories in the Semantic Web.

4The exact kind and format of this definition is not further specified by the RDFS standard.
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rdf:type
rdf:type
rdf:type rdf:type rdf:rest

rdf:type
rdf:rest rdf:rest
rdf_:3
rdf:first rdf:first rdf:first
“577 44277 44377 Léb”

Figure 2.4.: (a) RDF sequence; (b) RDF list.

2.2.2. RDF(S) Semantics

In the previous section we introduced the RDF and RDFS standard vocabulary and
described its meaning informally. Now, we turn towards a formal definition of its
semantics. We start our discussion with a motivating example:

Example 2.2 Let us consider the RDF database D" below.

D’ :={ (myns:Articlel,rdf:type,myns:ScientificArticle),
(myns:Articlel,dc:creator,myns:Personl),
(myns:ScientificArticle,rdf:type,rdfs:Class),
(myns:Article,rdf:type,rdfs:Class),
(myns:Publication,rdf:type,rdfs:Class),
(myns:ScientificArticle,rdfs:subClass0f myns:Article),
(myns:Article,rdfs:subClass0f,myns:Publication),
(dc:creator,rdfs:range,foaf :Person) }

The database defines a resource myns:Articlel of typemyns:ScientificArticle,
which has been created by an entity referred to as myns:Personl (yet the type of
myns:Personl is not specified). Further, some background schema knowledge is
modeled. In particular, we know that myns:ScientificArticle is a subclass of
myns:Article, which itself is a subclass of myns:Publication again. Finally, the
range of property dc:creator is fixed to objects of type foaf:Person.

Let us now interpret the URIs in D’ as real-world entities and discuss their se-
mantics informally. We may derive a couple of new facts here. For instance, it is rea-
sonable to assume that relation myns:subClass0f is transitive, which implies a new
triple (myns:ScientificArticle,rdfs:subClass0f myns:Publication). Given the
resulting class hierarchy, the myns:ScientificArticle-typed object myns:Articlel
should also be understood as an article (i.e., myns:Article) and — going one step
further in the hierarchy — a publication (i.e., myns:Publication). This could be
expressed by two additional triples (myns:Articlel,rdfs:type,myns:Article) and
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(I) Subclass (II) Subproperty (IIT) Typing

(a, type, Class) (a, type, Property) (a,domain, c) (x,a,y)
(a,sc,a) (a,sp,a) (x,type, c)

(a5cb)  (bsc,c)  (aspb)  (bspc)  (arangec)  (xay)

(a,sc,b)  (x,type,a) (a,sp,b) (x,ay)
(x, type,Db) (x,b,y)

Figure 2.5.: Selected RDFS inference rules.

(myns:Articlel,rdfs:type,myns:Publication), respectively. As another example,
the range specification foaf:Person for dc:creator implies that myns:Personl,
which occurs as object in a triple with predicate dc: creator, is of type foaf : Person.
This could be expressed by the triple (myns:Personl,rdf:type,myns:Person). O

In fact, the official RDF(S) semantics definition [rdfd] introduces a reasoning
mechanism that allows to automatically derive new facts from RDF(S) knowledge
bases, in the style of the previous example. The formal definition of the semantics
that is proposed by the W3C is model theoretic, building on the notion of so-called
interpretations. Informally speaking, the interpretation of an RDF(S) database con-
tains all the triples that are logically implied according to the semantics.

In [GHMO04] it was shown that the model theoretic approach proposed by the
W3C can be equally expressed by a set of inference rules. From a practical perspec-
tive, these rules are more useful than the model theoretic definition: they can be
successively applied (until a fixpoint is reached) to compute the logically implied
database, whereas the model theoretic semantics is not constructive by nature. Fig-
ure 2.5 provides a subset of the RDFS reasoning rules introduced in [GHMO04]. We
use the shortcuts sc for rdfs:subClass0f, sp for rdfs:subProperty0f and omit
the namespace prefixes for rdf : type, rdfs:domain, rdfs:range, rdfs:Class, and
rdfs:Property, simply writing type, domain, Class, and Property instead.

The rules in group (I) define the semantics of property rdfs:subClass0f. As
usual, we understand the upper part of the inference rule as premise and the lower
part as consequence. According to the first two rules in group (I), the subproperty
relationship is reflexive and transitive, respectively. Finally, the third rule transfers
subclass reasoning to the object level: whenever an object z is of some type a and
it is known that class a is a subclass of b, then it follows that x also is of type b.

Next, group (II) covers the semantics of rdfs:subProperty0f, which is quite
similar in idea to the semantics of property rdfs:subClass0f. In particular, sub-
property relationships also are reflexive and transitive, as stated by the first and
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second rule in this group, respectively. Akin to the last rule in group (I), the last
rule in group (II) transfers the transitivity of the relationship to the object level:
under the premise that a is a subproperty of b and there is a resource z that stands
in relation a with some y, it follows that resource x stands in relation b with y.
Finally, the two remaining rules in group (III) treat the semantics of proper-
ties rdfs:domain and rdfs:range. They allow to derive the respective types for
entities that are used in subject and object positions of triples having property a
whenever the RDF database contains a domain or range specification for a.

Example 2.3 When applying the inference rules from Figure 2.5 to database D’
from Example 2.2 until a fixpoint is reached, we obtain the database

D":= D" U{(myns:ScientificArticle,rdfs:subClass0f myns:ScientificArticle),
(myns:Article,rdfs:subClass0f myns:Article),
(myns:Publication,rdfs:subClass0Of ,myns:Publication),
(myns:ScientificArticle,rdfs:subClass0f,myns:Publication),
(myns:Articlel,rdf:type,myns:Article),
(myns:Articlel,rdf:type,myns:Publication),

(myns:Personl,rdf :type,myns:Person) }.

We can observe that the implied database D” includes all the triples that have
been informally derived in the previous discussion in Example 2.2. O

It should be noted that the list of inference rules shown in Figure 2.5 is not
complete. In particular, deduction rules concerning the semantics of blank nodes
and rules for RDF-internal constructs, such as containers, are not included. These
rules, however, are not important for the remainder of this thesis, so we refer the
interested reader to [rdfd; GHMO04] for a complete discussion of RDF(S) inference.

We wrap up with the remark that the SPARQL semantics that will be presented in
the following section — just like the official W3C SPARQL specification — disregards
the issue of RDF'S reasoning. This means that SPARQL operates on the RDF graph
as is, without inferring new triples. Whenever reasoning is desired, it is assumed
to be carried out by a separate, underlying layer. This decision, which keeps the
SPARQL query language independent from the reasoning process, brings several
advantages: it results in a clean and compact semantics for SPARQL that does
not interfere with reasoning rules, makes the SPARQL query language resistant
to possible changes in the RDF(S) reasoning process, and allows to use SPARQL
without modifications on top of other reasoning mechanisms, such as OWL [owl].
The RDF(S) semantics therefore will not play a role in our investigation of SPARQL
complexity and optimization, yet when discussing semantic optimization of SPARQL
queries in Chapter 5 we will come back to the issue of RDF(S) inference.

24



2.3. The SPARQL Query Language

2.2.3. Serialization

There have been different proposals on how to serialize RDF(S) data. Probably the
most prominent serialization format is RDF/XML [rdfe|, which allows to encode
RDF databases as XML trees. The basic idea behind RDF /XML is to split the RDF
graph into small, tree-structured chunks, which are then described in XML with
the help of predefined tags and attributes. The RDF /XML format was primarily
designed to be processed by computers and we will not use it in this thesis.

In addition to RDF /XML, several triple-oriented serialization formats have been
proposed. Arguably the simplest of them is N-Triples [ntr|, which merely defines
a syntax for the basic elements of RDF (i.e., URIs, blank nodes, and literals) and
allows to encode an RDF database by listing its triples one by one. More advanced
triple-based serialization formats for RDF are Turtle [tur] and Notation 3 [not]
(also known as N3). Both languages extend the N-Triples format, e.g. by providing
syntactic constructs that allow to encode RDF triples and collections of triples (such
as sets of triples sharing the same subject) in a more compact way. We conclude with
the remark that the sample RDF databases used in this thesis are rather small, so
there is no urgent need to introduce simplifying notations; rather, we will fall back
on our mathematical model of RDF databases (cf. Definition 2.2) and either describe
them as sets of triples or visualize them using the graph representation.

2.3. The SPARQL Query Language

We now turn towards SPARQL and introduce a formal syntax (Section 2.3.1) and
semantics (Sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3) for a fragment of the query language. This
fragment covers all SPARQL operators found in the official W3C Recommenda-
tion [spac|, but abstracts from technical and implementation-specific details, such
as data types and the typing system, which allows us to investigate the complexity
and optimization of SPARQL using an expressive core fragment of the language.

In our formalization, we will introduce two alternative semantics for SPARQL
evaluation, namely a set semantics and a bag semantics (also referred to as multi-
set semantics). The set semantics is simpler and therefore will form the basis for
our discussion of SPARQL complexity in Chapter 3 (yet all complexity results carry
over to the bag semantics), while — in the course of our study of algebraic SPARQL
optimization in Chapter 4 — we will study set and bag semantics in parallel, to work
out practically relevant differences. As a final step in our introduction to SPARQL
we will then relate our formalization to the official W3C SPARQL Recommendation
(Section 2.3.4) and discuss limitations of the language (Section 2.3.5).

We point out that our formalization of SPARQL in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 was
inspired by previous investigations of SPARQL (cf. [PAG06a; AGO08a)); the bag
semantics in Section 2.3.3 closely follows ideas found in the official W3C Recom-
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mendation [spac] and the bag semantics proposed in [PAG0O6b]. A historical note on
the SPARQL formalization process can be found in the related work, Section 2.4.

2.3.1. An Abstract Syntax for SPARQL

Let V' be a set of variables disjoint from BLU. As a notational convenience, we dis-
tinguish variables by a leading question mark symbol, e.g. strings like 7z and ?name
denote variable names. We start with an abstract syntax for filter conditions.

Definition 2.3 (Filter Condition) Let 7z,7y € V be variables and ¢,d € LU.
We define filter conditions inductively as follows.

e The expressions 7z = ¢, 7z =7y, and ¢ = d are filter conditions.
e The expression bound(?z) (abbreviated as bnd(?x)) is a filter condition.
e If Ry and R, are filter conditions,
then =Ry, R1 A Ry, and Ry V Ry are filter conditions. O

By wars(R) we denote the set of variables occurring in filter expression R. Using
the previous definition, we are ready to introduce an abstract syntax for expressions
(where we abbreviate the operator OPTIONAL as OPT):

Definition 2.4 (SPARQL Expression) A SPARQL ezpression is an expression
that is built inductively according to the following rules.

e A so-called triple pattern t € UV x UV x LUV is an expression.
e [f () is an expression and R is a filter condition,
then () FILTER R is an expression.
o If )1, ()2 are expressions,
then @)1 UNION ()5, @)1 OPT ()2, and ()1 AND ()5 are expressions. O

Note that we do not allow for blank nodes in triple patterns, so SPARQL expres-
sions (and also SPARQL queries, which will be defined subsequently) by definition
never contain blank nodes, yet the official W3C SPARQL Recommendation [spac]
allows for blank nodes in triple patterns. We will further elaborate on this issue Sec-
tion 2.3.4 when relating our SPARQL fragment to the W3C proposal for SPARQL.

The official W3C Recommendation defines four different types of queries, namely
SELECT, Ask, CONSTRUCT, and DESCRIBE queries. In the formalization we will
restrict ourselves on SPARQL SELECT and ASK queries. While SELECT queries ex-
tract the set of all result mappings, ASK queries are boolean queries that return
true if there are some results, and false otherwise.® We next define the syntax of

5Unlike the official W3C SPARQL Recommendation, which proposes “yes” and “no” as answers
to ASK queries, we use the standard boolean predicates “true” and “false” in our formalization.
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SELECT and ASK queries (their semantics will be fixed in Section 2.3.2). The re-
maining two query forms, CONSTRUCT and DESCRIBE, will be informally discussed
later in Section 2.3.4; they are not of particular interest in this thesis.

Definition 2.5 (SPARQL SELECT Query) Let @) be a SPARQL expression
and let S C V be a finite set of variables. A SPARQL SELECT query is an ex-
pression of the form SELECTs(Q). O

Definition 2.6 (SPARQL ASK Query) Let @ be a SPARQL expression. We
call an expression of the form AsSk(Q) SPARQL ASK query. O

In the remainder of the thesis we will mostly deal with SPARQL SELECT queries.
Therefore, we usually denote them as SPARQL queries, or simply queries. As a no-
tational simplification, we omit braces for the variable set appearing in the subscript
of the SELECT operator, e.g. writing SELECT2, 2, (@) instead of SELECT {7, 74 (Q).
Further, in the context of abstract syntax SPARQL expressions and queries, we
typeset URIs in italic font and often omit the prefixes of URISs.

Example 2.4 The query

Ql = SELECT?name, ?email(
(((?person, name, ?name) AND (?person, age, ?age))
FILTER (7age = “307))
OPT (?person, email, ?email))

is a valid SPARQL SELECT query, where name, age, and email denote URIs. O

2.3.2. A Set-based Semantics for SPARQL

Having established an abstract syntax for SPARQL, we now provide a set-based
semantics for its evaluation. We start with the definition of so-called mappings, which
are used to express variable-to-graph bindings within in the evaluation process:

Definition 2.7 (Mapping and Mapping Universe) A mapping is a partial
function p : V. — BLU from a subset of variables V' to RDF terms BLU. The
domain of a mapping u, written dom(u), is defined as the subset of V' for which u
is defined. By M we denote the universe of all mappings. O

We next define the central notion of compatibility between mappings. Informally

speaking, two mappings are compatible if they do not contain contradicting variable
bindings, i.e. if shared variables always map to the same value in both mappings:
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Definition 2.8 (Compatibility of Mappings) Given two mappings p1, o, we
say puy is compatible with g iff py (72) = po(?z) for all 7z € dom(py) N dom(py). We
write py ~ pg if gy and py are compatible, and py % o otherwise. O

We overload function wvars (introduced before for filter expressions) and denote by
vars(t) all variables in triple pattern t. Further, we write u(t) to denote the triple
pattern obtained when replacing all variables 7z € dom(u) N vars(t) in t by p(?x).

Example 2.5 Let

w1 :={ ?person — P1, ?name — “Pete”},
pe = { ?person — P2, ?name — “John”},
ps = { ?person — P1, 2email — “pete@tld.com”}

be three mappings. Then it holds that dom(u;) = dom(us) = {?person, Tname}
and dom(us) = {?person, Temail}. Further, uy ~ us, but gy % po and pg 9 s (they
disagree on variable ?person). Given triple pattern t; := (?person, name, ?name) we
have vars(t;) = { ?person, ?name} and, for instance, u(t;) = (P1, name, “Pete”). O

The next prerequisite for our definition of SPARQL semantics is the notion of
satisfaction of a filter condition with respect to some mapping:%

Definition 2.9 (Filter Semantics) Given a mapping pu, filter conditions R, Ry,
Ry, variables 7z, 7y, and ¢,d € LU, we say that u satisfies R, written as u = R, if
and only if one of the following conditions holds.

R is of the form bnd(?z) and 7z € dom(u).

R is of the form ¢ = d and it holds that ¢ and d are equal.

R is of the form 7z = ¢, 7o € dom(u), and p(?x) = c.

R is of the form 7z = 7y, {7z, 7y} C dom(u), and u(?z) = u(?y).

R is of the form —R; and it is not the case that u = R;.

R is of the form R; V Ry and u = Ry or i = Rs.

R is of the form Ry A Ry and p = Ry and pu = Rs. O

The solution of evaluating a SPARQL expression or query on some document D
is described by a set of mappings, where each single mapping represents a possi-
ble answer in form of a binding of query variables to the subset of elements from
set BLU that occur in D. Following the approach proposed in [PAGO06a|, we define
the semantics of our SPARQL fragment using a compact algebra over such mapping
sets. We introduce the required algebraic operators in the subsequent definition.

5The W3C proposes a three-valued semantics for filters (true, false, plus error). Here, we adopt
the two-valued approach (using only true and false) from [PAG09]. We want to emphasize that
all results stated in the thesis also hold under the three-valued semantics.
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Definition 2.10 (SPARQL Set Algebra) Let 2, €, Q, be mapping sets, R de-
note a filter condition, and S C V be a finite set of variables. We define the algebraic
operations join X, union U, minus \, left outer join X, projection 7, and selection o
(also called filter) over mapping sets as follows.

X = {u U | €, pr € Qp iy ~ pir}

QuUQ, = A{plpeQorpue}

QZ\QT = {Mlte’for all ,UTGQT:/M%’MT}

QXQ. = (X)) U (\Q)

ms(Q) = {pa | Bpe  pr Upe € QA dom(py) €S A dom(pz) NS =0}
or(l) = {peQ|pkE R}

We refer to the algebra defined by the above operations as SPARQL set algebra.0

We shall illustrate and discuss the algebraic operations using the mapping sets

Q= {{%person — P1, ?name — “Joe”}, { Zperson — P2, ?name — “John”}},
Oy == {{ %person — P1, 2email — “joe@tld.com”}}.

Operator X is a join operation that combines compatible mappings from two
mapping sets. To show the effect of the join operation let us consider the SPARQL
set algebra expression 2; X 5. According to the semantics of the join operation,
the result is the union of the first mapping from Q; and the (only) mapping in s,
because these mappings are compatible; the second mapping in §2; is incompatible
with every mapping in €2y and hence does not generate a result. Consequently, we
have y X Qy = {{ ?person — P1, ?name — “Joe”, ?email — “joe@tld.com”}}.

The union operator U returns the mapping set that contains all mappings from
the first or the second set, i.e. Q; U Qy = {{%erson — PI1, ?name — “Joe”},
{?person — P2, Yname — “John”},{ ?person— P1, Zemail — “joe@tld.com”}}.

Next, the minus operator \ retains all mappings from the left side set for which
no compatible mappings in the right side set exists. For our example sets €, €2,
we observe that for the mapping { ?person — P2, ?name — “John”} there is no
compatible mapping in {25, whereas the first mapping in €2y is compatible with the
only mapping in 5. Hence, we have Q;\ Qs = {{ ?person — P2, name — “John”}}.

Probably the most interesting operator is the left outer join X, which is defined as
QX Q= (4 XQ) U\ Q). The idea is as follows. Given a mapping u from €,
we distinguish two cases: (i) if there are compatible mappings in €., then the left
side of the union €; X €2, applies and g is joined with all compatible mappings
from €,.; otherwise, (ii) if there is no compatible mapping in €., then p itself is part
of the result, according to the right side of the union. To give an example, we have
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Q1 XM Qy = () XQ) U (\ Qo)
= {{?person— P1, ?name — “Joe”, ?email — “joe@tld.com”}} U
{{ ?person — P2, ?name — “John”}}
= {{?person— P1, ?name — “Joe”, ?email — “joe@tld.com”},
{ ?person — P2, Yname — “John”}}.

As can be seen, the left outer join operation allows additional (compatible) in-
formation to be added if it exists (e.g., mapping { ?person — P1, ?name — “Joe”}
from € is extended by a binding for variable ?email), but does not discard mappings
for which no such additional information is present (which is the case for mapping
{?person — P2, ?name — “John”} in our example). As we will see soon, the left
outer join operation will be utilized to define the semantics of operator OPT.

We conclude our discussion of the algebraic operators with the projection and
selection operators m and o. Operator 7 is a straightforward projection on a set of
variables, e.g. the expression 7zpame(21) = {{ ?name — “Joe”},{ ?name — “John”}}
restricts all mappings in €; to variable ?name. Finally, operator ¢ implements a
filter in the style of relational algebra selection. For instance, the algebra expression
O 2name=“Joe”(£21) selects all mappings from 2y in which variable ?name is bound to
value “Joe”, thus we have o opame—«joe($21) = {{ ?person — P1, ?name — “Joe”}}.

Having explained the algebraic operators, we are now ready to define the semantics
of SPARQL expressions, SELECT queries, and ASK queries (cf. Definitions 2.4, 2.5,
and 2.6, respectively). We follow the compositional, set-based approach proposed
in [PAGO6a] and define a function [.]p that maps an abstract syntax SPARQL
expression or query into an algebra expression, which is then evaluated according to
the semantics of SPARQL set algebra introduced before in Definition 2.10:

Definition 2.11 (SPARQL Semantics) Let ¢ be a triple pattern, D be an RDF
database, 1, @2 denote SPARQL expressions, R be a filter condition, and S C V
be a finite set of variables. We define the SPARQL semantics inductively as follows.

Itlp = {p | dom(p) = vars(t) and p(t) € D}
[Q1 AND Q:]p = [@:i]p M [Q2]p

[Q: OpT Q2]p = [@:]p K [Q2]p

[Q1 UNION Q2]p = [Q1]p U [Q2]p

[[Ql FiLTER R]]D = UR([[Ql]]D)

[SELECTS(Q1)]p = 7s([@1]p)
[Ask(Q1)]p = =(0 =[Q:]p) O

We illustrate the evaluation of SPARQL queries in the following example.
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Example 2.6 Consider SPARQL query )7 from Example 2.4, which retrieves the
names of all 30-year-old persons and, optionally (i.e., if specified), their email ad-
dress. We discuss the evaluation of )1 on the RDF database

D = {(P1,name, “Joe”), (P1, age, “307), (P1, email, “joe@tld.com”)),
(P2, name, “John”), (P2, age, “297), (P2, email, “john@tld.com™),
(P3, name, “Pete”), (P3, age, “307)}.

In a first step, we apply the semantics [.]p to expression @1, which transforms
operators AND, OPT, SELECT, and FILTER into their algebraic counterparts:

IIQl]]D = T 2name, ?email(
T2age= 30" ([( ?person, name, ?name)]p X [( ?person, age, Tage)]p)
™ [(?person, email, 2email)] p).

Next, we evaluate the basic triple patterns of this algebra expression, using the
topmost rule from Definition 2.11. We obtain the following intermediate results.

[(?person, name, name)]p = {{ ?person — P1, ?name — “Joe”},
{?person — P2, name — “John”},
{?person — P3, Yname — “Pete”}}
[(?person, age, ?age)] p = {{?person— P1, 2age — “307},
{?person — P2, 2age — “297},
{?person — P3, Zage — “30”}}
[(?person, email, ?email)]|p = {{ ?person — P1, ?email — “joe@tld.com”},
{?person — P2, Yemail — “john@tld.com”}}

We are now ready to evaluate the algebra expression [(Q1]p from above bottom-up:

Q= [(?person, name, ?name)]p X [( ?person, age, ?age)] p
= {{?person— P1, ?name — “Joe”, ?age — “307},
{?person — P2, ?name — “John”, 2age — “29”},
{?person — P3, ?name — “Pete”, 2age — “307}},

QZ ‘= O 2aqge= “30”(Ql>
= {{?person— P1, ?name — “Joe”, ?age — “30”},
{?person — P3, ?name — “Pete”, 2age — “307}},

Q3 := Qy N [(Zperson, email, 7email)] p
= (Qy X [(Zperson, email, 7email)]p) U (a2 \ [( ?person, email, Zemail)]p)
= {{%person— P1, ?name — “Joe”, ?age — “307, Zemail — “joe@tld.com”}}
U {{ ?person — P3, ?name — “Pete”, age — “30”}}
= {{?person— P1, ?name — “Joe”, ?age — “307, 2email — “joe@tld.com”},
{?person — P3, ?name — “Pete”, 2age — “307}},

Q= 7T?name,?email(g23)
= {{?%name— “Joe”, Zemail — “joe@tld.com”}, { ?name — “Pete”}}.
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Observe that variable Zemail is not bound in the second mapping of the final
result €2, which shows that query variables are not necessarily bound in result map-
pings. Such unbound variables are crucial for our discussion of SPARQL complexity
and algebraic optimization. We will come back to this observation in later chapters.O

In the remainder of this thesis, we will always fully parenthesize expressions,
except for the case of AND- and UNION-expressions; as we will see in Chapter 4, the
latter operators are associative, for instance Q1 AND (Q2 AND (Q3) is equivalent to
(@1 AND Q2) AND @3, so we shall write 1 AND Q2 AND ()3 in this case.

2.3.3. From Set to Bag Semantics

Given the set semantics defined in the previous subsection, we now define an alterna-
tive bag semantics for SPARQL. It differs in that identical mappings might appear
multiple times in (intermediate) query results. We point out that the bag semantics
defined in this subsection corresponds to the approach taken by the W3C [spac].”

The central idea of the subsequent bag semantics definition is to switch from sets
of mappings to multi-sets of mappings. Therefore, in the remainder of this thesis we
will use the terms multi-set semantics and bag semantics interchangeably. We start
our discussion with a formal definition of mapping multi-sets:

Definition 2.12 (Mapping Multi-set) A mapping multi-set is a tuple (2,m),
where (2 C M is a mapping set and m : M +— Nj is a total function such that
m(p) > 1 for all g € Q and m(p) = 0 for all p & Q. Given p € Q, we refer to m(pu)
as the multiplicity of p in Q, saying that p occurs m(p) times in 2. O

We note that, for a mapping multi-set (£2,m), the associated function m implicitly
defines Q (i.e. Q contains exactly those mappings u for which m(u) > 1 holds), so
strictly speaking the specification of €2 is redundant. The reason for making €2 explicit
is to clarify the connection between sets and multi-sets and to facilitate subsequent
definitions and proofs. We illustrate Definition 2.12 in the following example.

Example 2.7 Let py := {7z — a} and ps := {7y — b} be mappings. Then (2,m)
with Q= {p1, uo} and m(uy) :== 2, m(pug) := 1, and m(u) := 0 for all p € M\ Q is
a mapping multi-set, in which p; occurs twice and ps a single time. O

Whenever the multiplicity equals to one for all mappings that are contained in
some mapping multi-set, it can be understood as a simple mapping set:

7 As discussed in [AGO08a], there are some minor differences on how the W3C maps SPARQL syntax
into SPARQL algebra. These differences, however, do not compromise the expressiveness. We
also emphasize that the core evaluation phase (i.e. the result computation for a fixed SPARQL
bag algebra expression over some document) is identical to the W3C approach.
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Definition 2.13 (Equivalence of Mapping Sets and Multi-sets) Let Q be a
mapping set and (QF,m™*) a mapping multi-set. We say that Q equals (2T, m™),
written as Q = (QF m™), iff it holds that Q@ = Q" and m™(u) = 1 for all p € Q.0

The bag semantics is now defined using adapted versions of the algebraic opera-
tions from Definition 2.10, modified to operate on top of multi-sets and to take the
multiplicity of the set elements into account. Implementing this idea, we overload
the algebraic operations from Definition 2.10 as follows.

Definition 2.14 (SPARQL Bag Algebra) Let M := (Q,m), M; = (4, my),
M, = (£,,m,) be mapping multi-sets, R denote a filter condition, and S C V
be a finite set of variables. We define the operations join X, union U, minus \, left
outer join M, projection m, and selection o over mapping multi-sets:

M, X M, = (', m'), where
O ={ Uy | g € U, pr € Qg ~ p-} and for all p € M we set
m'(u) = Z(uz,ur)e{(u?‘,ui)EQzer\u?Uui:u}(ml(M) *my(pr))-
M, UM, = (2, m'), where
O ={u|peoruec} and for all p € M we set
m/(p) = mu(p) +m.(p).
M\ M, := (2',m'), where
Q = € Q| forall u, € Q. : py o p,}, and for all p € M we set
m if pe s,
(1) = { 0 ) otﬁerwise.
M, X M, .= (M; X M,) U (M, \ M,)
ws(M) := (', m’), where
O =y | po s pr U € Q A dom(pg) €S A dom(ps) NS =0}
and for all p € M we set m'(p) := Zwe{u:eﬂlm({ui}):{u}} m(ps).
or(M) := (', m’), where
OV ={peQ|pkE R} and for all u € M we set

oy Jomlp) i pe Y,
m'(n) = { 0 otherwise.

We refer to the above algebra as SPARQL bag algebra. O

The above definition exactly corresponds to Definition 2.10 w.r.t. the mappings
that are contained in the result set (i.e., the definition of " in each rule mirrors the
definition of SPARQL set algebra); it differs, however, in that it additionally fixes
the multiplicities for generated set members (cf. function m’ in each rule). To give an
example, consider the computation of m’ in the definition of the X operator. For each
i € M we define its multiplicity by summing up the multiplicities of all (compatible)
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decompositions p; € €, p, € Q. that generate p when merged together, thereby
taking their multiplicities in €; and €2, into account. Observe that, if © ¢ Q' then
there exists no such decomposition and consequently m/(u) is zero by definition.
As an interesting observation, for the minus operation M;\ M, we set the resulting
multiplicity m/(u) either to my(u) (i.e., we take over the multiplicity m, () of the
mapping p in M if there is no compatible mapping in €2,.) or set it to 0 (whenever
there is at least one compatible mapping in €2,.). We emphasize that this is exactly
the strategy proposed by the W3C [spac|. This strategy, however, contrasts with
the standard definition of the difference operator of relational algebra under bag
semantics, which forms the basis for SQL implementations. There, the difference
between two relational algebra expressions, say S — R, is computed by subtracting,
for each tuple appearing in S, its multiplicities in S and R (see e.g. [GMUWOO]).
More precisely, if tuple ¢ appears m times in S and n times in R, then t is contained
in the result of S — R if m > n and its multiplicity in S — R is defined as m — n.
We finally point out that Definition 2.14 is correct in the sense that the alge-
braic operations always return multi-sets that are valid according to Definition 2.12,
i.e. whenever an operator generates a multi-set (QF,m™) then m*(u) > 1 for all
p € QF and m*(p) =0 for all p € M\ QF. This property can be easily proven by
a case-by-case discussion of the algebraic operations. We omit the formal proof.
Based on the bag algebra for SPARQL, we can now formally define the bag se-
mantics, similar in style to the set semantics introduced in Definition 2.11:

Definition 2.15 (SPARQL Bag Semantics) Let ¢ be a triple pattern, D be an
RDF database, QQ1, Q2 denote SPARQL expressions, R a filter condition, and S C V/
be a finite set of variables. We define the bag semantics inductively as follows.

[t]5 = (Q,m), where Q := {u | dom(u) = vars(t) and u(t) € D}
and m(p) := 1 for all g € Q, m(u) := 0 otherwise.

[Q1 AND Qo] o= [Q1] 5 ™ [Q:15

[Q: OPT @], = [@i]p M [@:]

[Q1 UN1ON Qa] ) := [Q1] U [@e]5

[Q: FiLTER R]}, := or([Q1]5)

[SELECTS(Q1)]] = ms([Q1]5)
[Ask(Q)]5 = (0= [Q:7) O

The definition is identical to Definition 2.11, except for the case of triple pattern
evaluation. In particular, we represent the result of evaluating a triple pattern as a
multi-set (instead of a set), where we associate multiplicity 1 to each result map-
ping. Hence, when evaluating a SPARQL expression bottom-up using bag semantics,
algebraic operations will always be interpreted as multi-set operations.
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The next definition allows us to compare the results obtained from evaluating
SPARQL expressions and queries with the different semantics.

Definition 2.16 (Coincidence of Semantics) Let () be a SPARQL expression
or query and D be an RDF document. We say that the set and bag semantics
coincide for Q on D iff [Q]p = [Q] . 0

In general, the two semantics do not coincide, as witnessed by the example below.

Example 2.8 Consider the SPARQL expression () := (7x,c,c) UNION (c,c, ?7x)
and document D := {(c, ¢, c)}. We observe that [Q]p = {u} with p := {7z — ¢} and
[Q]5 = ({1}, m) with m(u) := 2, so the semantics do not coincide for Q on D. O

2.3.4. Official W3C SPARQL Syntax and Semantics

The abstract syntax model and the corresponding semantics for SPARQL presented
in Sections 2.3.1-2.3.3 form the basis for our theoretical investigations, such as the
SPARQL complexity analysis in Chapter 3 and algebraic optimization rules in Chap-
ter 4. Yet, when discussing more practical aspects of the SPARQL query language
such as the SP?Bench benchmark in Chapter 6, we will fall back on the official
SPARQL syntax and semantics. In this section we therefore relate our formal model
to the official W3C specification and discuss both similarities and differences.

Syntax. We start with a survey of syntactic differences between our formal
model and the W3C specification. Let us open the discussion with the official W3C
SPARQL syntax for the (abstract syntax) query from Example 2.4:

SELECT ?name ?email
WHERE {
?person name ?name.
?person age ?age
FILTER (?age="30")
OPTIONAL { ?person email ?email } }

First note that operator AND is abbreviated as “.”. Further, the keyword Op-
TIONAL is used in place of the shortcut OpT. The naming of operators SELECT,
UNION (not shown in the query), and FILTER remains unchanged. As a minor syn-
tactic difference, triple patterns are not parenthesized and the body of the query is
enclosed into a separate block, defined by the keyword WHERE. It is worth men-
tioning that, in analogy to our definition of queries (cf. Definition 2.5), the SELECT-
operator appears always (and only) at the top-level; in particular, the SPARQL
specification, just like our formalization, does not allow for nested subqueries.

A major conceptual difference between both syntaxes is that operators in the of-
ficial W3C syntax are not denoted in the style of mathematical binary operations,
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but using a more declarative syntax. Accounting for this difference, the W3C speci-
fication provides a set of parsing and grouping rules, defining how to transform the
syntax expression into an algebra expression. The W3C algebra itself is similar to
the SPARQL bag algebra introduced in Definition 2.14.% We do not formally restate
the complete W3C syntax and semantics here, but instead will explain the meaning
of queries informally whenever using W3C syntax, to rule out ambiguities.

Set vs. Bag Semantics. We presented two different semantics, namely the set-
based version [.]p and the bag semantics [.]f, The W3C SPARQL specification
follows the second approach, thus is close to the bag semantics introduced in Def-
inition 2.15. As we shall see in Chapter 3, the issue of bag vs. set semantics does
not play a role from a complexity point of view. In our study of SPARQL algebra
optimization in Chapter 4, however, we will study set and bag semantics separately
and highlight differences that are of immediate practical relevance.

Solution Modifiers. Our SPARQL formalization focuses on a core fragment
of the SPARQL query language, i.e. it implements only a subset of the features
defined in the official W3C SPARQL specification. One construct that is included
in the official recommendation but was not considered in our formalization are the
so-called solution modifiers, which can be used to manipulate the extracted result
set. We informally describe the existing solution modifiers in the listing below.

e The DisTINCT modifier filters away duplicate mappings in the extracted re-
sult set. Note that this modifier makes only sense in combination with bag
semantics, because under set semantics no duplicate solutions exist at all. We
will formalize and investigate the DISTINCT modifier later in Section 4.4.2.

e While DISTINCT eliminates duplicate solutions, the REDUCED modifier offers
flexibility to the query optimizer in that it permits to eliminate duplicates.
The decision on whether to eliminate duplicates or not thus can be made on a
case-by-case basis, e.g. by comparing the estimated costs for both alternatives.
Like DisTINCT, the REDUCED modifier will be investigated in Section 4.4.2.

e ORDER BY allows to sort the extracted result according to some variables,
either in descending or ascending order. The sort order can be fixed using the
keywords DESC and ASC (where ASC is used as default sort order).

e The solution modifiers LiMIT and OFFSET can be used to fix the number
of results that are returned and the first result mapping that should be out-
put, respectively. They are particularly useful when combined with modifier
ORDER BY. As an example query that uses such a modifier constellation, con-
sider 11 in Section 6.4.3. The body of the query extracts electronic editions
of publications. According to the solution modifiers, the result is sorted by
variable Zee in ascending lexicographical order. Modifier “LimIT 10” enforces
that only (up to) 10 results are returned, while “OFFSET 50" asserts that the
output contains electronic editions starting from the 51" result element.

8Similar means there are only insignificant differences, e.g. concerning the typing system.
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Note that solution modifiers are always applied after the result has been com-
puted, i.e. their evaluation requires a postprocessing of the query evaluation result.
Hence, they are not part of the algebraic evaluation process, but rather constitute
operations that are carried out separately from the core evaluation phase.” We in-
tentionally omit these modifiers in our formalization, whose goal was to identify a
compact fragment that covers the basic, core evaluation process of SPARQL. When
discussing algebraic SPARQL query optimization later in this thesis, we will come
back to the DISTINCT and REDUCED query forms (cf. Section 4.4.2).

Query Forms. We mentioned before in Section 2.3.1 that the official SPARQL
standard introduces four different types of queries, so-called query forms. In the
following listing, we discuss these four query forms informally.

e SELECT queries compute all possible variable mappings; they constitute the de
facto standard query form and have been formally introduced in Definition 2.5.

e SPARQL ASK queries are boolean queries that return yes/no (in our formal-
ization true/false, respectively). We introduced them in Definition 2.6.

e The DESCRIBE query form extracts additional information related to the result
mappings and returns a description in form of a new RDF graph. The SPARQL
specification provides only a vague definition for the semantics of DESCRIBE
queries, stating that “the DESCRIBE form takes each of the resources identified
in a solution [...] and assembles a single RDF graph by taking a 'description’
which can come from any information available including the target RDF
dataset. The description is determined by the query service.” [spac]

e SPARQL CONSTRUCT queries transform the result mapping into a new RDF
graph, according to rules that can be specified in the CONSTRUCT clause.

Like for the solution modifiers, we observe that the query form implementation for
DESCRIBE and CONSTRUCT is independent from the core evaluation process, but
again requires a postprocessing of the extracted result. Therefore, these two query
forms are not integrated in our SPARQL formalization. Instead, we focus on the
SELECT query form, which can be seen as the natural counterpart of standard SQL
queries. In some cases, we will also investigate ASK queries, which are particularly
interesting from an optimization perspective of view (see e.g. Section 4.4.1).

Additional Remarks. There are some more implementation-specific features
that should be listed for completeness. First, our definition of filter conditions (see
Definition 2.3) does not cover the full W3C standard. The latter comprises a broader
set of functions, such as isURI(?z), isLiteral(?x), or isBlank(?z) (used to check if
variable 7z is bound to elements of the respective set), and supports all the standard
relational operators (i.e., <, <, =, #, >, >). Complementarily, the W3C semantics
includes a type system which is built on top of RDF datatypes (cf. Section 2.2)

9Though, in practical scenarios it could make sense to integrate them into the core evaluation
process, to improve system performance.
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and comes into play when evaluating relational operators, e.g. operator “<” is in-
terpreted as numerical comparison when comparing integer-typed literals, but im-
plements a lexicographical comparison for string values. Arguably, such issues are
implementation-specific and therefore were abstracted away in our formalization.

Another difference is that the official SPARQL specification uses an extended
version of triple patterns (cf. Definition 2.4), where blank nodes may be used in
the subject and object position of triples. In contrast to URIs and literals, these
blank nodes are not interpreted as identifying nodes that match same-named blank
nodes in the RDF graph, but instead can be understood as variables that match
arbitrary nodes and whose bindings do not appear in the final result. Abstracting
from the details (i.e., scoping issues), they can simply be replaced by variables that
are projected away in the SELECT clause, without changing the semantics of the
query. In particular, they do not add expressiveness, so we decided to ignore them
in our formalization, to keep the semantics as simple as possible.

Another interesting feature of SPARQL is the possibility to query multiple RDF
graphs at a time. This feature accounts for the global nature of the RDF data
format, which was designed to link information from different sources together. In
particular, SPARQL provides keywords to specify the default graph and a set of
so-called named graphs to be accessed during query evaluation. In the body of
the SPARQL query, one can associate graph patterns with RDF graphs, which
ultimately allows to combine information from different graphs.

Finally, we should note that SPARQL comes with a protocol, which allows to
convey SPARQL queries from a client to a SPARQL query processor. This protocol
empowers the intended use of SPARQL as a query language in the Semantic Web.
We refer the interested reader to [spab] for the official protocol specification.

2.3.5. Limitations of SPARQL

Given that SPARQL is a comparably young technology, the current W3C specifica-
tion [spac] still has a couple of limitations, which become obvious when comparing
SPARQL to established query languages such as SQL or XQuery. The following list
surveys important features and constructs that are (to date) missing in SPARQL.

e Aggregation: The current specification does not support aggregation func-
tions, such as summing up numeric values, counting, or average computation.
e Updates: While the SPARQL standard supports data extraction from RDF
graphs, constructs for inserting new triples into RDF graphs and manipulating
existing graphs (in the style of SQL INSERT and UPDATE clauses) are missing.
e Path Expressions: SPARQL does not support the specification of (con-
strained) path expressions, e.g. using a single SPARQL query it is impossi-
ble to compute the transitive closure of a graph or to extract all nodes that
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are reachable from a fixed node. This deficiency has repeatedly been iden-
tified in previous publications and different proposals for incorporating path
expressions into the language have been made [KJ07; PAGO8; ABE09]. The
interested reader will find a short discussion of these approaches in Section 2.4.

e Views: In traditional query languages like SQL, logical views over the data
play an important role. They are crucial to both database design and access
management. SPARQL currently does not support the specification of logical
views over the data; note, however, that materialized views over the data can
be extracted from the input graph using the CONSTRUCT query form.

e Support for Constraints: Mechanism to assert and check for integrity con-
straints in the RDF database are not covered in the current SPARQL specifi-
cation. In SQL, such integrity constraints are implicitly derived from primary
and foreign key specifications established in the schema design phase. Beyond
that, it is possible to enforce user-defined constraints using the CREATE As-
SERTION statement. Tackling the issue of integrity constraints, we will inves-
tigate general capabilities of SPARQL as a constraint language in Section 5.3.

We conclude with the remark that the W3C SPARQL working group is currently
working on a new version of SPARQL [spaa] (there is also a Wiki page that contains
proposals for future SPARQL extensions'?). Based on these documents, it can be
expected that at least some of the above features will be part of the coming release.

2.4. Related Work

Formalization of RDF(S) and Semantics. The reasoning mechanisms imple-
mented in RDF(S) have their foundations in early logic-based languages for object-
oriented data, such as F-logic [KLW95] and description logics [BCM103]. An early
model theoretic formalization of RDF(S) semantics was provided in [Mar04]. Going
one step further, foundations and advanced aspects of RDFS databases were studied
in [GHMO4]. The latter work covers issues like RDFS reasoning and presents a set of
inference rules that implement the core of the model theoretic W3C RDF semantics
definition [rdfd]. In addition, it studies problems like complexity of entailment (i.e.,
the question if an RDF(S) graph logically implies another graph), normal forms for
RDF(S), and query answering on top of implied RDF(S) databases. Similar in style,
a datalog-style query language for RDF, called RDFLog, was proposed in [BFLT08].

In [MPGO07] a minimal deductive system for RDFS is presented. The authors
identify a fragment of RDFS, called pdf and show that entailment can be decided
efficiently this fragment. Although RDFS reasoning is not a central topic in this
thesis, this work gives valuable insights into the RDF'S reasoning process.

10See http://esw.w3.org/topic/SPARQL/Extensions.
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Formalization of SPARQL. In the early W3C Working Drafts for SPARQL,
the semantics of SPARQL evaluation was primarily defined through test cases and
declaration of the expected query results.!' At that time, several proposals to defin-
ing its semantics were made by the research community. One notable line of research
in this context is the specification of mappings from SPARQL to relational algebra or
SQL, which implicitly fix the semantics of SPARQL [Cyg05; CLJF06]. An early (yet
unfinished) approach to an algebraic formalization of SPARQL was given in [FT05].
In 2006 then, the publication [PAG06a] (which was further refined in [PAGO6b]) pre-
sented two different set-based semantics for a core fragment of the SPARQL query
language, both building upon a compact algebra over mapping sets. The first se-
mantics is compositional and differs from the second, operational semantics in some
exceptional cases (such as the issue of evaluating nested OPT expressions). Inspired
by the latter work, the W3C started to work out a formal semantics for the full
SPARQL query language. On March 26, 2007, it released an improved version of
previous Working Drafts, which included a formal SPARQL semantics that closely
followed the compositional approach presented in [PAG06a; PAGO6b].'? As a dif-
ference to the set-based semantics in [PAG06a], though, the W3C proposed a bag
semantics. This bag semantics was carried over throughout the standardization pro-
cess and has found entrance in the current W3C SPARQL Recommendation [spac].
Note that, as indicated in Section 2.3, our formalization of SPARQL also follows
the compositional approach from [PAGO6a]. Consequently, the bag semantics that
we formalized in Definition 2.15 mirrors the current W3C semantics.

Extensions of SPARQL. We recently studied the perspectives of SPARQL as a
constraint language in [LMSO08]. The work shows that SPARQL — with some minor
extensions — can be used to express a large class of constraints and to extract con-
straints from RDF graphs when these are specified using a predefined vocabulary for
encoding constraints. We will review and extend some of these ideas in Section 5.3.

Aggregation functions for SPARQL were proposed in [PSS07]. The latter work
defines an extension of SPARQL, called SPARQL++, which embeds standard ag-
gregate functions in CONSTRUCT and FILTER clauses. The motivation for this ex-
tension was to express schema mappings through SPARQL CONSTRUCT queries. It
is also worth mentioning that some existing SPARQL engines, e.g. ARQ [arq] and
Virtuoso [Bla07], already have implemented their own strategies to aggregation.

Path expressions for SPARQL have been identified as an important feature in
several research contributions [KJ07; PAGO08; ABE09|. The idea that is common
to all these approaches is to extend SPARQL by constructs that allow to express
relations between nodes that go beyond what can be expressed by simple basic graph
patterns, such as e.g. transitively connected nodes. It is natural to assume that

HGee for instance the W3C Working Draft for the SPARQL Query Language from October 4,
2006 at http://wuw.w3.org/TR/2006/WD-rdf-sparql-query-20061004/.
12Gee http://www.w3.org/TR/2007/WD-rdf-sparql-query-20070326/.
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querying for (constrained) paths is an important feature in the context of a graph-
structured data model like RDF. The approach in [KJ07] uses so-called regular path
patterns, akin to regular expressions, to express complex path relationships between
nodes in RDF graphs. These regular path patterns are used to extend SPARQL to
a dialect called SPARQLeR. In [PAGO8] a SPARQL extension called nSPARQL is
proposed, driven by the idea of navigating through the RDF graph using a set of
predefined axes, very much in the style of the XPath axes for navigating through
XML documents. Another reasonable approach is the PSPARQL [ABE09] query
language. It relies on an extended version of RDF, called PRDF, where graph edges
(i.e., predicates in RDF triples) may carry regular expression patterns as labels. The
PSPARQL query language is then defined over such PRDF patterns.
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Chapter 3.
Complexity of SPARQL Evaluation

Jen:  “How to get started, guys?”

Roy:  “Well, first we should try to understand the basics of SPARQL.”
Jen:  “Oh, I'm afraid I know what you're talking about...”

Moss: “... the complexity of SPARQL evaluation, right?”

Roy: “Yes, exactly. Don’t panic, I'm pretty sure it’s gonna be fun!”

In this chapter we study the complexity of SPARQL query evaluation, with the
goal to establish a deep understanding of the operators, their complexity, their inter-
action, and their expressiveness. As is customary in the context of query languages,
we take the decision version of the EVALUATION problem as a yardstick: given a
mapping p, an RDF database D, and a SPARQL expression or query () as input,
we are interested in the complexity of deciding whether 4 is contained in the result
of evaluating () on D. We study this problem for different fragments of the SPARQL
query language, to separate operators and operator constellations that can be eval-
uated efficiently from more complex (and hence, more expressive) constellations.

In the problem statement above, we left the semantics used for our study of the
EVALUATION problem unspecified. In fact, we are interested in the complexity of
SPARQL query evaluation for both the set semantics introduced in Section 2.3.2 and
the bag semantics from Section 2.3.3. As an important result, however, we will show
in Section 3.2.1 that the semantics do not differ w.r.t. their evaluation complexity.
This observation allows us to restrict our discussion to the (arguably simpler) set
semantics, while all complexity results immediately carry over to the bag semantics
and, more importantly, also apply to the official W3C SPARQL semantics.

It should be noted that, according to our definition of the EVALUATION problem,
we investigate the combined complexity of SPARQL evaluation, where both the
database and the query are part of the input. The study of combined complexity
is particularly useful to understand the basic expressive power of the operators and
their interrelations, which is in line with our goal to investigate general capabilities
and expressiveness of SPARQL and fragments of the query language. We refer the
interested reader to [PAGO6a] for results on so-called data complexity [Var82], which
differs in that the size of the query is fixed (i.e. the query is not part of the input).
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Coming back to the motivation for the work in this chapter, we argue that a
comprehensive complexity analysis is important for several reasons. As argued be-
fore, one important aspect is that the investigation of different SPARQL fragments
separates subsets of the language that can be evaluated efficiently from complex frag-
ments. The knowledge of the evaluation complexity may be of immediate practical
interest when building applications that use (fragments of) SPARQL. For instance,
upper complexity bounds implicitly restrict the expressiveness and show that cer-
tain problems or task cannot be solved with the fragment under consideration. The
evaluation problem for SPARQL expressions built using only operators AND, FIL-
TER, and triple patterns, for example, is known to be in PTIME (cf. [PAGO6al),
so under the common assumption that PTIME # NP one cannot encode NP-hard
problems using only these two operators; yet, as we will show later in Section 3.2.5,
when extending the latter fragment by projection the evaluation problem becomes
NP-complete and one gains the power to model NP-hard problems.

Last but not least, our complexity study relates the SPARQL query language and
specific fragments to traditional query languages. To give a concrete example, there
has been a corpus of research on conjunctive queries (see [AHV] for a survey of
important results) and it is well-known that the evaluation problem for such queries
is NP-complete [CM77]. In our complexity study, we will identify SPARQL operator
combinations for which the evaluation problem falls into the same complexity class,
so the problem of evaluating these queries and the problem of conjunctive query
evaluation are mutually reducible. This close connection makes it possible to trans-
fer known results and optimization techniques from the area of conjunctive query
optimization into the context of SPARQL. For instance, we will exploit translations
from NP-complete SPARQL fragments to conjunctive queries in Chapter 5, which
allows us to exploit the chase procedure [MMS79; BV84|, originally designed for
conjunctive query rewriting under data dependencies, in the context of SPARQL.

We conclude our introduction with the remark that the analysis of SPARQL
complexity is not new: the preliminary investigation of the combined complexity of
SPARQL in [PAGO6a] shows that the evaluation problem for full SPARQL expres-
sions (i.e., the fragment introduced in Definition 2.4) is PSPACE-complete. Further,
[PAG06a] provides selected results for fragments of the language with lower com-
plexity (we will summarize them in Section 3.2). As a consequent enhancement of
this initial analysis, we systematically explore the complexity of all expression and
query fragments, where fragment means a class of expressions or queries that can be
built using a fixed subset of the SPARQL operators. Our exhaustive study gives us
valuable insights that go beyond the initial findings presented in [PAG06a]. One cen-
tral result is that the EVALUATION problem for operator OPT alone (i.e., SPARQL
expressions built using only OPT and triple patterns) is already PSPACE-hard. We
further show that this high complexity is caused by an unlimited nesting of OpT
expressions. In practice, however, it is reasonable to assume that the nesting depth
is fixed, and for this case we prove lower complexity bounds. Still, as a key insight,
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operator OPT is by far the most complicated construct in SPARQL. This obser-
vation suggests that special care in query optimization should be taken in queries
containing operator OPT and will serve as a guideline for our study of SPARQL
optimization and benchmarking in subsequent chapters of this thesis.

The main contributions and findings of this section can be summarized as follows.

e We show that the complexity of the EVALUATION problem does not change
when switching from set to bag semantics and vice versa. This allows us to
focus on the simpler set semantics, while all results immediately carry over to
the bag semantics and hence to the official W3C SPARQL semantics.

e The main source of complexity in OPT-free expression fragments is the com-
bination of operators AND and UNION. More precisely, these two operator
combinations make the EVALUATION problem NP-complete. The FILTER op-
erator in no case affects the complexity of the EVALUATION problem.

e In [PAGO6a] it was shown that the evaluation problem for SPARQL expressions
(i.e. expressions built using AND, UNION, OpPT, FILTER, and triple patterns)
is PSPACE-complete. We considerably refine this analysis and show that all
fragments involving operator OPT are PSPACE-complete. In particular, this
result already holds for queries built using only operator OpT, which reveals
that OPT is by far the most complex operator in the SPARQL query language.

e Motivated by the previous finding, we present a syntactic restriction for ex-
pressions involving operator OPT that lowers the complexity of the evaluation
problem: when fixing the nesting depth of OPT subexpressions, we obtain tight
complexity bounds in the polynomial hierarchy. Spoken the other way around,
this result clarifies that only the unrestricted nesting of OPT expressions is
responsible for the PSPACE-completeness of the query language.

e Going one step further, we also study the complexity of SPARQL queries,
obtained from expressions by adding top-level projection in the form of a
SELECT-clause (cf. Definition 2.5). We show that projection does not increase
the evaluation complexity for NP- and PSPACE-complete fragments (hence,
the complexity of fragments including OPT remains the same), but raises the
complexity from PTIME to NP for AND-only expressions. The latter result
reveals the close connection between AND-only queries and conjunctive queries.

Structure. We will shortly revisit relevant concepts and definitions from com-
plexity theory in Section 3.1, before presenting an elaborate complexity analysis for
the SPARQL query language in Section 3.2. First, in Section 3.2.1, we show that
the evaluation problem has the same complexity for both set and bag semantics.
Subsequently, we investigate the complexity of OPT-free expression fragments (Sec-
tion 3.2.2), expression fragments involving operator OPT (Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.4),
and SPARQL queries (Section 3.2.5). For the convenience of the reader, we sum-
marize all gathered complexity results in Section 3.2.6. We finally wrap up with a
discussion of related work in Section 3.3 and a short conclusion in Section 3.4.
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3.1. Preliminaries: Complexity Theory

Before starting our discussion of SPARQL complexity we introduce some background
and conventions from complexity theory. As usual, we denote by PTIME the com-
plexity class comprising decision problems that can be decided by a deterministic
Turing Machine (TM) in polynomial time, by NP the class of problems that can be
decided by a non-deterministic TM in polynomial time, and by PSPACE the class
of problems that can be decided by a deterministic TM within polynomial space
bounds. It is common knowledge that the inclusion hierarchy

PTIME C NP C PSPACE (3.1)

holds, and it is usually conjectured that both inclusion relations are strict.

3.1.1. The Polynomial Hierarchy

Given a complexity class C we denote by cOC the set of decision problems whose
complement can be decided by a TM in class C. Given complexity classes C; and
C,, the class CfQ captures all problems that can be decided by a TM M; in class Cy
enhanced by an oracle machine M for solving problems in Cs,. Informally speaking,
M; may consult M to obtain a yes/no-answer for a problem in Cs in a single step.
We refer the interested reader to [ABO7] for a formal discussion of oracle machines.
Given the previous notation, we are now in the position to define the polynomial
hierarchy, a sequence of complexity classes that was introduced in [Sto76]:

Definition 3.1 (Polynomial Hierarchy [Sto76]) The polynomial hierarchy is
the sequence of classes ¥ and TIF for i € Ny, inductively defined as

$P =1L :=PTiME, X, :=NP> and 117, :=coNP>". O

Note that, by definition, X7 = collI/ holds. Further, it is known that X7 C 17,
and 11" C X7 ;. In addition, the following two inclusion hierarchies are known.

PTME =X CNP =% C ¥F c 2P - C PSPACE

C ..
- 3.2
PTmME =TI C cONP =1If C 1§ CTI{ C --- C PSPACE (3.2)

3.1.2. Complete Problems

We consider completeness only with respect to polynomial-time many-one reduc-
tions. QBF, the tautology test for quantified boolean formulas, is known to be
PSpACE-complete [ABO7]. Variants of QBF with restricted quantifier alternation
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are complete for classes 117 or X depending on the number i of quantifier al-
ternations and the question whether the first quantifier is V or 4, respectively
(cf. [Pap94; AB07]). Finally, the NP-completeness of the SETCOVER problem and
the 3SAT problem is folklore (see e.g. [Pap94] for a study of these two problems).
We will provide a precise definition of all problems before using them in reductions.

3.2. Complexity of SPARQL

We introduce the SPARQL operator shortcuts A := AND, F := FILTER, O := OPT,
and U := UNION. For notational convenience, we denote the class of SPARQL ex-
pressions that can be constructed using a set of operators (plus triple patterns) by
concatenating the respective operator shortcuts. To give an example, the class AU
comprises all SPARQL expressions that can be constructed using only operators
AND, UNION, and triple patterns. By £ we denote the full class of SPARQL expres-
sions (according to Definition 2.4), i.e. we define £ := AFOU. In the remainder of
this chapter, we will use the terms class and fragment interchangeably.

In the subsequent complexity study, we follow the approach from [PAGO6a] and
take the complexity of the EVALUATION problem as a reference:

EVALUATION: given a mapping i, a document D, and a SPARQL expression
or a SPARQL query @ as input: is u € [Q]p?

The following theorem summarizes all previous results on the combined complex-
ity of SPARQL fragments established in [PAGO06a], rephrased in our notation. We
refer the interested reader to the original work for the proofs of these results.

Theorem 3.1 (see [PAG06a]) The EVALUATION problem is

1. in PTIME for class AF (membership in PTIME for A and F follows directly),
2. NP-complete for class AFU, and
3. PSPACE-complete for classes AOU and £. a

The theorem (and hence, the study in [PAGO06a]) leaves several questions about
the complexity of SPARQL unanswered. First, all results in Theorem 3.1 have been
established for the set semantics [.]p, so it is not immediately clear if these results
carry over to the official W3C SPARQL specification, which uses a bag semantics.
Second, concerning Theorem 3.1(2) it is an open question if the NP-completeness
stems from the combination of all three operators AND, FILTER, UNION or if it is
already obtained when combining either AND or FILTER with UNION. Third, the
theorem does not identify the minimal operator constellation that causes PSPACE-
hardness, i.e. there are no results for subclasses of AOU that include operator OPT.
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Finally, the results are restricted to SPARQL expressions and do not cover the com-
plexity of queries, which have an additional SELECT operator on top. In the official
W3C specification, however, the SELECT-clause is mandatory, so these fragments
are of immediate practical interest. We will now systematically explore these issues.

3.2.1. Set vs. Bag Semantics

The definition of the EVALUATION problem in Section 3.2 relies on set semantics for
query evaluation. Our first task is to show that all complexity results obtained for
set semantics immediately carry over to bag semantics. The corresponding problem
for bag semantics, denoted by EVALUATIONT, can be phrased as follows.

EVALUATIONT: given a mapping p, document D, and SPARQL expression or
SPARQL query @ as input: let [Q], := (2, m™T), is p € Q7

Note that we do not explicitly enforce that m™(u) > 1, because this condition
is implicitly given by our definition of multi-sets (cf. Definition 2.12), i.e. when-
ever a mapping appears in Q1, then its multiplicity is at least one. The following
lemma shows that the bag semantics differs from the set semantics at most in the
multiplicity associated to each mapping (which might be greater than one).

Lemma 3.1 Let () be a SPARQL query or expression, D be an RDF database, and
p be a mapping. Let Q := [Q]p and (27, m") := [Q]}. Then p € Q& pe Q. 0O

Proof of Lemma 3.1

We prove the lemma by induction on the structure of ). To simplify the notation,
we shall write p € [Q]}, if and only if u € QF for [Q]}, := (QF, m™). Intuitively,
this short notation is justified by the property that m™(u) > 1 for each p € Q. It is
crucial to note that the SPARQL bag algebra operators introduced in Definition 2.10
maintain this property, i.e. whenever an algebraic operation generates a mapping ,
then the multiplicity that is associated with u is at least one.

The induction hypothesis for the proof of Lemma 3.1 is u € [Q]p < 1 € [Q] 5.
For the basic case, let us assume that @) :=t is a triple pattern. Let Q := [[{]p and
(QF,m™) := [t]}, be the results obtained when evaluating @ on D using set and bag
semantics, respectively. From Definitions 2.10 and 2.14 it follows immediately that
Q= Q7 so it trivially holds that p € [Q]p < p € [Q] S, which completes the basic
case. We therefore may assume that the hypothesis holds for every expression.

Coming to the induction step, we distinguish five cases. (1) Let @) := P, AND P.
=: Let u € [P AND B]p = [Pi]p X [P]p. Then, by definition of operator X,
there are pu; € [Pi]p, p2 € [Pe]p s.t. 1 ~ po and pq3 U e = p. By application of the

LAn alternative version of the evaluation problem under bag semantics encountered in literature
is to ask whether € Q and m(u) = ¢ for some c. Here, we disregard the multiplicity of pu.
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induction hypothesis, we have that p; € [P}, and ps € [P]}, and consequently
= Upy € [P]5 X [P]f, = [P AND P,]}. Direction “<” is analogical. We omit
the proof for case (2) @ := P, UNION P, which is similar to case (1). Next, (3) let
Q = P, Opr P,. We exemplarily discuss direction “=", the opposite direction
is similar. Let p € [P, OPT B]p = ([Pi]p X [P]p) U ([P]p \ [P2]p). Then u
is generated (i) by the subexpression [Pi]p X [P]p or (ii) by [Pi]p \ [P2]p. The
argumentation for (i) is identical to case (1), i.e. we can show that y is then generated
by [Py OPT R]f = ([P X [P=]5) U ([A]5 \ [22]}), namely by the left side of
the union. For case (ii), we argue that g € [P]p \ [P2]p implies p € [Pi]5\ [P2]5-
So let us assume that u € [Pi]p\[P]p. Then p € [P1]p and there is no compatible
mapping p' ~ u in [P p. We have u € [P1]}, by induction hypothesis. Assume
for the sake of contradiction that there is a compatible mapping p/ ~ u in [Pa]},.
Then, again by induction hypothesis, we have that p' € [P;]p, which contradicts to
the assumption that there is no compatible mapping to p in [P]p. This completes
case (3). Finally, cases (4) @) := SELECTg(P) and (5) @ := P FILTER R are easily
obtained by application of the induction hypothesis.O

It follows as a corollary from the lemma above that the set and bag semantics do
not differ w.r.t. the complexity of the SPARQL EVALUATION problem:

Corollary 3.1 Let p be a mapping, D be an RDF document, and () be a SPARQL
expression or query. Then EVALUATION(u, D, Q) < EVALUATION (i, D, Q). 0

This result allows us to use the simpler set semantics for our study of SPARQL
complexity, while all results immediately carry over to bag semantics. We point out
that the W3C SPARQL Recommendation relies on a bag semantics very close to ours
in Definition 2.15 (cf. the discussion in Section 2.3.4) and therefore all complexity
results that we derive in this chapter also apply to the official W3C semantics.

3.2.2. Complexity of OPTIONAL-free Expressions

Our first goal is to establish a precise characterization of the UNION operator. As
also noted in [PAGO06a], the design of this operator was subject to controversy in the
SPARQL working group.? In response, we aim to understand the operator and its re-
lation to others beyond the known NP-completeness result for class AFU. The next
theorem gives the results for all OpT-free fragments not covered by Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 3.2 The EVALUATION problem is

1. in PTIME for classes U and FU, and
2. NP-complete for class AU. O

2For further details on this issue see the discussion of disjunction in Section 6.1 in the W3C
mailing archive http://www.w3.org/TR/2005/WD-rdf-sparql-query-20050217/.
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Proof of Theorem 3.2

Theorem 3.2(1): We provide a PTiME-algorithm that solves the EVALUATION
problem for fragment FU. It is defined inductively on the structure of the input
expression P and returns true if u € [P]p, false otherwise. We distinguish three
cases. (a) If P := t is a triple pattern, we return true if and only if u € [t]p.
(b) If P := P, UNION P, we (recursively) check if u € [Pi]p V u € [P]p holds.
(c) If P := P, FILTER R for some filter condition R, we return true if and only if
€ [Pi]p AR [ u. It is easy to see that the above algorithm runs in polynomial
time. Its correctness follows from the definition of the algebraic operators U and o.

Theorem 3.2(2): In order to prove that the EVALUATION problem for fragment AU
is NP-complete we have to show NP-membership and NP-hardness.

(Membership) Let P be a SPARQL expression composed of operators AND, UNION,
and triple patterns, D a document, and p a mapping. We provide an NP-algorithm
that returns true if p € [P]p, and false otherwise. Our algorithm is defined on the
structure of P: (a) if P :=t is a triple pattern then return true if u € [t]p, false
otherwise; (b) if P := P; UNION Py, return the truth value of u € [Py pVu € [Pe]p;
finally, (c) if P := P; AND P, then guess a decomposition p = p; U e and return
the truth value of py € [Pi]p A ps € [P2]p. The correctness of the algorithm follows
from the definition of the algebraic operators X and U. It is easy to see that it can
be implemented by a non-deterministic TM that runs in polynomial time.

(Hardness) We reduce the SETCOVER problem to the EVALUATION problem for
SPARQL. SETCOVER is known to be NP-complete, so the reduction gives us the
desired hardness result. The SETCOVER problem is defined as follows.

SETCOVER: Let U := {uy,...,u;} be a universe, S,...S, C U be sets over U,
and let [ be positive integer: is there a set I C {1,...,n} of size
|I|< [ such that |J,.; S; = U?

We use the fixed database D := {(c, ¢, )} for our encoding and represent each set
S; :=A{x1,29,...,2,} by a SPARQL expression of the form

Ps, :=(¢,¢,7X7) AND ... AND (c,¢,7X,,).

Next, we define the expression Pg := Pg, UNION ... UNION Pg, as an encoding
for the set S = {S1,...,S5,} of all S;. Finally we define the SPARQL expression

P:=Ps AND ... AND Ps.

~
Pg appears exactly 1 times

The intuition of the encoding is as follows. Pg encodes all subsets S;. A set element,
say x, is represented by the presence of a binding from variable ?X to value c¢. The
encoding of P allows us to “merge” (at most) [ arbitrary sets S;. It is straightforward
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to show that SETCOVER is true iff p:= {?U; — ¢,..., Uy — ¢} € [P]p, i.e. if the
complete universe U can be obtained by merging these sets. O

Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 taken together clarify that the source of complexity in
OpT-free fragments is the combination of AND and UNION. In particular, adding
or removing FILTER expressions in no case increases or decreases the complexity.

3.2.3. Complexity of Expression Classes Including OPTIONAL

We next investigate the complexity of operator OPT and its interaction with other
operators. The PSPACE-completeness results for classes AOU and € := AFOU
in Theorem 3.1 give only partial answers to these questions. The following theorem
refines the above results, showing that already class AQ is PSPACE-complete:

Theorem 3.3 EVALUATION is PSPACE-complete for class AQ. O

Proof of Theorem 3.3

We reduce QBF, a prototypical PSPACE-complete problem, to the SPARQL
EVALUATION problem for class AQ. The hardness part of the proof is in parts in-
spired by the proof of Theorem 3.1(3), which has been formally proven in [PAGO06al:
there, QBF was encoded using operators AND, OpPT, and UNION. Here, we en-
code the problem using only AND and OPT, which turns out to be considerably
harder. More precisely, our contribution is to show how to encode a quantifier-
free boolean formula using AND and OpPT, while the encoding of the surrounding
quantifier sequence remains the same. Membership in PSPACE, and hence PSPACE-
completeness, then follows directly from the PSPACE-membership of the fragment
AOU > AO (cf. Theorem 3.1(3)). Formally, QBF is defined as follows.?

QBF': given a quantified boolean formula ¢ := Va;3dy,Vaodys . .. Vo, Jy0
as input, where v is a quantifier-free formula in conjunctive normal
form (CNF): is the formula ¢ valid?

Let us start the discussion with a quantified boolean formula
@ =V Iy Ve dys . .V, Iy

and assume that the inner formula 1 of the quantified formula is in conjunctive
normal form, i.e. ¢ := C; A+ - -AC,, where the C; (i € [n]) are disjunctions of literals®.
By Vy we denote the set of (boolean) variables in ¢ and by Vg, the set of variables
in clause C;. For our encoding, we use the polynomial-size database

3Like the proof in [PAG06a], we assume that the inner formula of the quantified formula is in CNF.
It is known that also this variant of the QBF problem is PSPACE-complete.
4A literal is either a boolean variable x or a negated boolean variable —z.
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D :={(a, false,0), (a, true, 1), (a, tv,0), (a, tv, 1)} U
{(a,var;,v) |ve Vet U {(a,v,v) | v eV},

where the second and the third part of the union set up triples for the variables
in each C; and Vj,, respectively. For instance, if Vo, = Vi, = {z}, the second and the
third part of the union would generate the triples (a,vary,z) and (a,z, ), respec-
tively, where z is understood as a URI representing the boolean variable x.

For each clause C; := v1 V- --Vv; V=011 V.- -V, where vy, ..., v; are positive
and vj11, ..., v are negated variables, we define a separate SPARQL expression

Pe, = (... ((... ((a,var;, Tvar;)
OpT ((a,vy, Tvar;) AND (a,true, ?V7)))

Orpt ((a,v;, Tvar;) AND (a,true,?V;)))
Opt ((a,vjt+1, Tvar;) AND (a, false,?Vji1)))

Opt ((a, v, Tvar;) AND (a, false,?Vy))),

where vy, ..., v, stand for the URIs that are associated with the respective vari-
ables according to D. We then encode formula 1 as Py, :== FPo, AND ... AND Fg,.

It is straightforward to verify that ¢ is satisfiable iff there is a mapping p € [Py]p.
Even more, each mapping p € [Py]p represents a set of truth assignments, where
each assignment p,, is obtained as follows: for each v; € Vi, we set p,(v;) == pu(?V;)
if ?V; € dom(u), or define either p,(v;) := 0 or p,(v;) = 1 if ?V; & dom(pu); vice
versa, for each truth assignment p that satisfies ¢ there is p € [Py]p that defines
p according to the construction rule for p, above. Note that the definition of p,
accounts for the fact that some 7V; may be unbound in y; in such a case, the value
of the variable is not relevant to obtain a satisfying truth assignment and we can
randomly choose a value for the corresponding boolean variable v;.

Given P, we can encode the quantifier-sequence using a series of nested OPT
statements as shown in [PAG06a]. To make the proof self-contained, we shortly sum-
marize this construction. We use SPARQL variables 7.X4,...,7X,, and 7Y;,...,7Y,,
to represent variables x1,...x,, and yi,...,¥ymn, respectively. In addition, we use
fresh variables 7Ay,...7A,,, "By, ...7B,,, and operators AND, OPT to encode the
quantifier sequence Va13y; . .. V2, 3ym,. For each i € [m]| we define P, and Q); as

P, == ((a,tv,?7X;) AND ... AND (a,tv,?X;) AND
(a,tv,?Y7) AND ... AND (a,tv,?Y; 1) AND
(a, false,?A;_1) AND (a, true, 7 A;)),

Qi = ((a,tv,?7X;) AND ... AND (a,tv,?X;) AND
(a,tv,?Y;) AND ... AND (a,tv,?Y;) AND
(a, false,?B;_1) AND (a, true, ?B;)).
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Using these expressions, we encode the quantified boolean formula ¢ as

P, := (a, true,?7By) OPT (P, OPT (@4

ortT (P2 ortT (Q2

OPT (P OPT (Qu AND Py))...))).

It can be shown that p := {?By — 1} € [P,]p if and only if ¢ is valid, which
completes the reduction. We do not restate this technical part of the proof here, but
refer the interested reader to the proof of Theorem 3 in [PAGO06a] for details.O

To clarify the previous encoding of QBF, let us shortly sketch a small example
that illustrates the construction for a fixed quantified boolean formula.

Example 3.1 We show how to encode the quantified boolean formula

v =Vr 3y (x1 < yp)
=V 3yi (21 V —y1) A (521 V ),

where ¢ := ((x; V —y1) A (-xy V yp)) is in CNF. First, observe that formula ¢ is
a tautology. The variables in ¢ are Vi, := {xy,y1 }; further, we have C} := z1 V =y,
Cy := —x1 Vo, and Vi, = Vi, = {x1,11}. Strictly following the construction
described in the proof of Theorem 3.3, we set up the database

D := {(a, false, 0), (a, true, 1), (a, tv,0), (a, tv, 1),
(a,vary, z1), (a,vary, y1), (a,vary, x1), (a, vars, y1),
(aa X1, x1)7 (CL, Y1, yl)}7

where 1, y; are URIs. We next define the expression Py, := P, AND P, with

Pe, := ((a,vary, Tvary) OPT ((a,xq, Tvary) AND (a,true,?X;)))
OrpT ((a,yi, Tvar,) AND (a, false,?Y7)),

Pe, = ((a,vary, tvary) OPT ((a,y1, Tvary) AND (a,true,?Y1)))
OpT ((a,x1, Tvary) AND (a, false,7X1)).

When evaluating these expressions we obtain

[Pe,lp = ({{?vary — x1}, {7vary — yi}} X {{?vary — x1,7X; — 1}})
X {{?var, — y1,7Y; — 0}}
= {{Tvary — 21,?7X; — 1}, {?var; — y1,7Y; — 0}},

[Pe,lp = {{?vars — x1}, {?vary — y1}} AV {{?vary — y1, 7Y, — 1}}
X {{?vary — x1,7X; — 0}}
= {{Tvarg — 1,7Xy — 0}, {?vary — y1, 7Y — 1}},

[Pylp = [Pe, AND Pe,]p
= {{?vary — 1, vary — y;, 77X, — 1,7Y] — 1},
{?vary — yy, Tvary — x1,7X7 — 0,7Y] — 0}}.
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We observe that the mappings in [Pe, [ p, [Pe,]p, and [Py] p reflect the satisfying
truth assignments for the respective boolean formulas C, (5, and 1. For instance,
formula 1) is true iff either both x; and y; are true or both are false. This is reflected
by the two result mappings of [P,]p: the first mapping binds the corresponding
SPARQL variables 7.X;, 7Y] to 1 (true) and the second one maps both to 0 (false).

The final step of the encoding is to set up the expressions P, @1, and P,:

Py = ((a,tv,?7X;) AND (a, false, ?Ag) AND (a, true, 7Ay))
((a,tv,?Xy) AND (a,tv,?Y;) AND (a, false,?By) AND (a, true,?By))
= (a, true, 7By) OPT (P, OPT (Q1 AND Py))

Q1
P,
It is easily shown that p := {?By +— 1} € [P,]p, which confirms that ¢ is valid.O

Note that, in contrast to the PSPACE-hardness proofs for AOU, and € in [PAGO06a]
(cf. Theorem 3.1(3) above), the database used in the previous reduction from QBF
to fragment AQ is not fixed, but depends on the input formula. Therefore, it is an
open question whether the PSPACE-hardness result for AQO carries over to expression
complexity (i.e., the evaluation complexity when fixing the database).

Having shown that the EVALUATION problem for class AQO is PSPACE-complete,
another interesting question that arises is whether we can find tight complexity
bounds for the OpPT-only expression fragment O. The following theorem subsumes
the previous one and constitutes one of the main results in this chapter.

Theorem 3.4 EVALUATION is PSPACE-complete for class O. |

Given that the EVALUATION problem for fragments A, F, and U is in PTIME
(cf. Theorems 3.1 and 3.2), this finding clarifies that OPT is by far the most compli-
cated operator in the language. The intuition behind this result is that operator 14,
the algebraic counterpart of OPT, is defined using operators X, U, and \; the mix of
these operations (and in particular the operator \, which allows to encode negation)
compensates for missing AND and UNION operators at syntax level.

In the remainder of this subsection, we will sketch the technically involved proof
for Theorem 3.4. Adapting the idea from the proof of Theorem 3.3, we present a
reduction from QBF to the EVALUATION problem for SPARQL queries, where the
main challenge is to encode the quantified boolean formula using only operator OPT.
Rather than starting from scratch, our strategy is to take the proof of Theorem 3.3
as a starting point and to replace all AND expressions by OpPT-only constructions.
As we will see later, most of the AND operators in the encoding can simply be
replaced by OPT without changing the semantics. However, for the innermost AND
expressions in the encoding of P, it turns out that the situation is not that easy. We
therefore start with a lemma that will later help us to solve this situation elegantly.
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Lemma 3.2 Let

e 0.Q1,Qs,...,Q, (n>2) be SPARQL expressions,

e S denote the set of all variables appearing in @, @1, Qo, ..., @y,

e D = {(a, false,0), (a, true, 1), (a, tv,0), (a, tv,1)} U D" be an RDF database
such that dom(D") N {true, false} = 0,

o Vo, V5, ..., 7V, be a set of n — 1 variables distinct from the variables in S.

Further, we define the expressions

Vi = (a,true,?V;),
Vi = (a, false, ?V;),
Q =((...((Q Opt V) OpT V5)...) OPT V},), and
Q":=((...((Q1 OPT (Q2 OPT V3))
OpT (Q3 OPT Vj))
o)
OpT (@, OPT V,)).

The following claims hold.

(1) [QTp ={pU{?Var1,....7V, = 1} [ n € [Q]p}
(2) [ OpT (Q1 AND Q2 AND ... AND Q,)]p
= [Q" OpT ((...((Q" OPT V3) OpT V3)...) OPT V,)]pD m

Informally speaking, claim (2) of the lemma provides a mechanism to rewrite an
AND expression that is encapsulated in the right side of an OPT expression by means
of an OPT expression. It is important to realize that there is a restriction imposed
on the left side expression ', i.e. )" is obtained from @ by extending each result
mapping in [Q]p by {?V2 — 1,...,7V, — 1}, as stated in claim (1). Before proving
the lemma, let us illustrate the construction by means of a small example:

Example 3.2 Consider database D := {(a, false,0), (a, true, 1), (a, tv,0), (a, tv, 1)}
and the three SPARQL expressions

Q = (a,tv,?x) , thus [Q]= {{?z — 0}, {72 +— 1}},
Q1:= (a,tv,?y) , thus [Q1]& {{?y — 0}, {?y — 1}},
Qs = (a,true,?y) , thus [Q2]& {{7y — 1}}.

Concerning claim (1) of Lemma 3.2, we observe that

[Q1p=[Q OpT V3] p
= [Q OPT (a, true,?V5)]p
= {70 = 0.7y =~ 1}, {7x — 1,7Va > 1}},
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so [Q']p differs from [@Q]p only in that each mapping contains an additional
binding 7V, +— 1. As for claim (2) of the lemma, we observe that the left expression

[Q OpT (Q1 AND Q2)]p
= [Q1o X {{?y — 1}}
={{7c— 0,7y — 1,7Vo — 1}, {?72+— 1,7y — 1,7Vo — 1}}

yields the same result as the right side expression

[Q" OpPT ((Q1 OPT (Q, OPT V3)) OPT Vo)[p

= [Q']p X (([@:1]p X ([Q2]p X [Va]p)) K [Va]b)
Y@ 2 ([Qip ™ {{2y — 1,72V = 1}}) X [W]p)
2 1QTp X ({{2y = 0}, {7y — 1,7V; — 1}}  [W]p)

QT 2 {{2y = 0,2V5 = 0}, {2y = 1,7V; > 1}}
{2 0,7V - 1}, {70 1,703 o 1)

{7y 0,7V5 = 0}, {7y > 1,7V, — 1}}
D2 - 0,7 > 1,2V 1}, 2o 1,2 o 1,72V, 0 1},

The right side expression simulates the inner AND expression from the left side
using a series of OPT expressions. The idea of the construction is as follows. In
step (1) we extend each mapping in [Q2]p by an additional binding ?V5 — 1. Now
recall that € ™ Qy = (Q X Q) U (21 \ ©22). When computing the left outer
join between [@Q1]p and the mapping set from step (1) in step (2), the binding
V5 — 1 will be carried over to mappings that result from the X part of the left
outer join (cf. mapping {7y +— 1,7V5 — 1}), but does not appear in mappings that
are generated from the \ part of the left outer join (cf. mapping {?y — 0}). Next, in
step (3) we extend all mappings from the prior set for which V5 is not bound by a
binding 7V, + 0. This extension affects only the mapping obtained from the \ part,
while the mapping from the X part is left unchanged. In the final steps (4a) and (4b),
the bindings ?V5 +— 1 in each p € [Q']p serve as filters, which reject all mappings
that come from the \ part. Thus, only those mappings that have been created by
the X part are retained. Hence, the construction simulates the behavior of the AND
expression (the syntactic counterparts of operator X) using OPT operators. O

Proof of Lemma 3.2

Lemma 3.2(1): First, we observe that all ?V; are unbound in each u € [Q]p,
because by assumption the ?V; are fresh variables that do not appear in (). Next,
given that dom(D’) does not contain the URI true it follows that no triple in D’
matches the triple pattern V; := (a, true, 7V;), so we have that [V;]p = {{?Vi — 1}}.
Hence, in [Q'] p each mapping u € [Q] p is successively extended by the (compatible)
mappings {7V, — 1}, ..., {?V,, — 1}, which implies that the claim holds.

o6



3.2. Complexity of SPARQL

Lemma 3.2(2): We study the evaluation of the right side expression and argue that
it yields exactly the same result as the left side expression. Rather than working out
all technical details, we try to give the intuition behind the equivalence. We start the
discussion with the right side subexpression Q”. First observe that the result of eval-
uating @); OPT V; corresponds to the result of ();, except that each result mapping
is extended by 7V, — 1. We use the abbreviation Q}/i = Q; OpT V;, which allows
us to compactly denote Q" by ((... ((Q, OPT Q3?) OPT Q3*) OPT ...) OPT Q¥").
By application of semantics and some simple algebraic laws, such as distributivity
of X over U (cf. Chapter 4), we can bring [Q"]p into the form

Q1o = [((... ((Q: OpT Q3?) OpPT Q3*) OpT ...) OPT Q")]p

= [@; AND Q% AND Q3* AND ... AND QV*]p U Pp,

where we call the left subexpression of the union join part and Pp at the right
side is an algebra expression (over database D) with the following property: for each
mapping p € Pp there is at least one 7V; (2 < i < n) s.t. ?V; & dom(u). We observe
that, in contrast, for each mapping p that is generated by the join part, we have
that dom(u) 2 {?V,,...,7V,} and, even more, pu(?V;) = 1, for 2 < i < n. Hence, for
all these mappings it holds that u(?V2) = p(?V3) = -+ = u(?V,) = 1.

To clarify the previous claims by example, let us consider the case n = 3 (the
argumentation for this case naturally generalizes to larger n). We then have

[(@, OpT Q;/Q) Opt Q;,/B]]D
(IQ1]p ™ [@Q3*]p) ™ [Q*]p
= (([]p X [Q32]p) U ([]p \ [Q5*]p)) M [Q:°]p

(

(1@ ™ [Q215) 2 [Q5]n) U ([l \ [Q%]0) ™ [Q¥p)

= E(([[Ql]]D X [Q5°]p) X [Q3°1p) U (([Q1]p ™ [Q3°1p) \ [Q5°]p)) U
(

(([Q:1p\ [Q>"1p) X [Q3°]p) U (IQ1]p \ [@3°]5) \ [@5°]p))

[Q1]p X [Q32]p X [Q5*]p) U ((IQ:]p ™ [@3*]p) \ [Qs*]n) U
((IQ11p \ [Q3%]p) X [Q3*]p) U (([Q1]p \ [Q5*]p) \ [Q5°]p)
[Q1 AND Q32 AND Q3*]p U (([Qu]p ™ [Q52]n) \ [Q3]p) U

(([Q:10 \ [@5°1p) X [Q5°]5) U ([Q:]n \ [@571p) \ [Q5°]p))
= [Q: AND Q¥2 AND QXB]]D U Pp, where

Pp:=(([Qup X [Q5°]n) \ [Q5°]p) U (([Q1]p \ [@2°]p) X [Q5°]p) U
(([Q:15 \ [Q2°10) \ [@5°]p)-

~

(2

Step () is justified by the right distributivity of the left outer join over union
and step (*2) follows from the associativity of union and join (we refer the reader
to the rules from Figure 4.2 in Section 4.2.3 for details). Now observe that each
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mapping generated by Pp is generated by (exactly) one of the three subexpressions
P, = (([@1]p X [Q5°10) \ [Q3°]p), Poa := (([Q:]p \ [Q3°]p) ™ [Q3°]p), or by
Py = (([Q:]p \ [@52]p) \ [Q3*]p)- It is easy to see that in mappings generated
by Pw\ variable ?V3 is not bound, in mappings generated by P variable ?V3 is not
bound, and in mappings generated by P\ neither ?V5 nor ?Vj is bound. Hence, Pp
cannot generate a mapping in which both ?V5 and ?V3 are bound. In contrast, both
variable 7V and ?V5 are bound in the join part [Q; AND Q32 AND Q3*]p.
Let us now go one step further and consider the larger right side subexpression

P :=((...((Q" OpT V5) OpT V3) OPT ...) OPT V,,).

It is easily verified that, when evaluating expression P’, we obtain exactly the
mappings from [Q"]p, but each mapping p € [Q"]p is extended by ?V; +— 0 for all
variables ?V; & dom(u) with 2 < i < n. As argued before, all mappings in the join
part of ) are complete in the sense that all ?V; are bound to 1, so these mappings
are not modified. The remaining mappings (i.e. those originating from Pp) will be
extended by bindings ?V; — 0 for at least one ?V;. The resulting situation can be
summarized as follows: first, for each u € [P']|p we have dom(u) 2 {?Va, ..., 7V, };
second, for those p € [P']p that evolve from the join part of [Q”]p we have that
wu(?Va) = -+ = u(?V,) = 1; third, for those u € [P']p that evolve from the subex-
pression Pp (i.e., not from the join part) thereisi € {2,...,n} such that u(?V;) = 0.

Going one step further, we finally consider the whole right side expression, namely
[Q OpT P']p. From claim (1) of the lemma we know that each mapping in [Q']p
maps all ?V; to 1. Hence, when computing [Q" OpT P']|p = [Q']p K [P']p, the
bindings ?V; +— 1 for all i € {2,...,n} in every u € [Q']p assert that the mappings
in [Q]p are pairwise incompatible with those mapping from [P']p that bind one
or more 7V; to 0. As discussed before, the condition that at least one ?V; maps to 0
holds for exactly those mappings that originate from Pp, so all mappings originating
from Pp do not contribute to the result of [Q" OpT P’]p. Hence, it holds that

[Q" OpT P'lp = [Q'lp XN [Pl
= [Q'Tp X [Q1 AND Q3> AND Q3* AND ... AND Q¥]p
= [Q OpT (Q1 AND Q3> AND Q}* AND ... AND Q\)]p.

Even more, we know from claim (1) of the lemma that all ?V; are bound to 1
for each p € [Q']p. It follows that we can replace QY := Q; OpT V; by Q; in P,
without changing the semantics of expression [Q" OpT P']p:

[ OpT Pp = [Q OpPT (Q; AND Q3> AND Q3* AND ... AND Q")]p
= [Q OpT (Q; AND Q2 AND ()3 AND ... AND Q,)]p

The final step in our transformation corresponds exactly to the left side expression
of the original claim (2), which completes the proof.O
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Proof of Theorem 3.4

Having established Lemma 3.2 we are now in the position to prove PSPACE-
completeness for fragment O. As before in the proof of Theorem 3.3, it suffices
to show hardness. Following the idea discussed before, we show that each AND
expression in the proof of Theorem 3.3 can be replaced by a construction using only
OPT expressions. Let us again start with a quantified boolean formula

@ = Vo3 Voo dys ...V, Jyn 1),

where 1 is a quantifier-free formula in conjunctive normal form, i.e. ¢ is a con-
junction of clauses ¢ := Cy A -+ A C,, where the C; (i € [n]), are disjunctions of
literals. As before, by V,, we denote the set of variables inside v, by V¢, the variables
in clause C; (either in positive of negative form), and we define the database

D :={(a, tv,0), (a, tv, 1), (a, false, 0), (a, true, 1)} U
{(a,var;,v) |ve Ve } U {(a,v,v) |ve V).

The first modification of the proof for class AQO concerns the encoding of clauses
C; = vV -Vu; Vw41 V- - -V, In the prior encoding we used both AND and OpPT
operators to encode such clauses. It is easy to see that we can simply replace each
AND operator there by OpPT without changing semantics. The reason is that, for all
subexpressions P; OPT P, in the encoding of P, we have vars(P) N vars(Pz) = ()
and [P]p # (0. More precisely, each AND expression in the encoding P, is of
the form (a, v;, Tvar;) AND (a, false,?V;) (or (a,v;, Tvar;) AND (a, true,?V;)), so the
right side pattern generates one result mapping {?V; — 0} (or {?V; — 1}), which is
compatible with the single mapping {?var; — v;} obtained when evaluating the left
pattern. Clearly, in this case the left join is identical to the join. When replacing all
AND operators by OPT, we obtain the OPT-only encoding ngT for clauses Cj:

PR = (... ((.. . ((a,var;, Tvar;)
Opt ((a,vy, Tvar;) OPT (a,true,?V})))

OpT ((a,v;, Tvar;) OPT (a,true,?V;)))
OPT ((a,v;4+1, Tvar;) OPT (a, false, ?V;11)))

Oort ((a, vy, ?var;) OPT (a, false, ?V}))).

This encoding gives us a preliminary encoding P}, for formula ¢ (as a replacement
for Py, from the proof for Theorem 3.3), defined as P, = ng'r AND ... AND PCQ”PT;
we will tackle the replacement of the remaining AND expressions in lep later. Let
us next consider the P; and @); used for simulating the quantifier alternation. With
a similar argumentation as before, we can replace each occurrence of operator AND
by OPT without changing the semantics. This modification results in the equivalent
OpT-only encodings PO*T (for P;) and QP*T (for Q;), i € [m], defined as
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PP*T .= ((a,tv,?X;) OPT ... OPT (a,tv,?X;) OPT
(a,tv,?7Y7) OpT ... OPT (a,tv,?Y;—1) OPT
(a, false,7A;_1) OPT (a, true,?A;)),

QY™ = ((a,tv,?X;) OPT ... OPT (a,tv,?X;) OPT
(a,tv,?Yy) OpT ... OPT (a,tv,?Y;) OPT
(a, false,?B;_1) OPT (a, true, ?B;)).

Let us shortly summarize what we have achieved so far. Given the modifications
presented before, our preliminary encoding P, for ¢ is

P} = (a, true,?By) OPT (PP OPT (QVFT

orT (PO OPT (QOF,
Ort P,))...)), where

P, := Py OPT (QOF" AND P))
= PO*" OpT (QUF" AND PE"™ AND ... AND P").

Expression P, is the only subexpression of P:a that still contains AND opera-
tors (where QOFT, PglpT, ey PgnPT are OpT-only expressions). We now exploit the
rewriting from Lemma 3.2(2) and replace P, by the O expression PO defined as

POPT .= Q" OpT ((...((Q" OPT V) OPT V3) OPT ...) OPT V,1,)), where

Q = ((...((P9*™ OpT V,) OPT V3)...) OPT V,.,,),
Q"= (... (@5 OpT (PG OPT V3)
OpT (P OPT V3))

OpT (PE"" OPT Vp41))),
Vi = (atrue, V), Vs = (a, false, V).
and the ?V; (i € {2,...,n+ 1}) are fresh variables.

Let Pg*’ T denote the expression obtained from PS; by replacing the subexpression
P, by PPPT. First observe that PSPT is an O expression. From Lemma 3.2(2) it
follows that [PP""]p equals to [Q" OPT (QnF" AND PR ... AND P{™)]p, where
the evaluation result [Q'] p is obtained from [PO""] p by extending each p € [PO™]p
with bindings 7V, — 1, ..., 7V, 41 — 1, according to Lemma 3.2(1). Consequently,
the result obtained when evaluating PP is identical to [P.]p except for the addi-
tional bindings for (the fresh) variables 7V, ..., 7V, 1. It is straightforward to verify
that these bindings do not harm the overall construction, i.e. it is straightforward
to show that {?By — 1} € [PY""]p iff ¢ is valid.O

We conclude this subsection with a corollary that follows from Theorems 3.1
and 3.4 and makes the complexity study of the expression fragments complete:

Corollary 3.2 The EVALUATION problem for every expression fragment involving
operator OPT is PSPACE-complete. O
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3.2.4. The Source of Complexity

Given the high complexity of operator OPT, an interesting question is whether we
can find natural syntactic conditions that lower the complexity of fragments that
involve this operator. A closer investigation reveals that the proofs of Theorems 3.3
and 3.4 both rely on a nesting of OPT expression, which increases with the num-
ber of quantifier alternations in the quantified boolean formula that is used in the
reduction of QBF to the SPARQL EVALUATION problem. It turns out that, when
restricting the nesting depth of OPT expressions, better complexity bounds in the
polynomial hierarchy can be derived (assuming that the complexity classes in the
polynomial hierarchy are strictly contained in PSPACE, a widely accepted conjecture
in complexity theory). We start with the notion of OpT-rank, which is a measure for
the nesting depth of OPT expressions and will be used to formalize our restriction:

Definition 3.2 (Opt-rank) The nesting depth of OPT expressions in expression @),
called OpT-rank rank(Q), is defined inductively on the structure of @ as

rank(t) =0

rank(Q1 FILTER R) := rank(

rank(Q1 AND Qg) = maz(rank(Q1),rank(Qs))
rank ()1 UNION Q2) := maz(rank(Q1),rank(Q2))
rank(Qy OPT Q3) = maz(rank(Qy),rank(Q2)) + 1,

where function maz(ny,ns) returns the maximum of n; and na. O

Let F' be an expression fragment. By F., we denote the class of expressions
Q € F with rank(Q) < n. When fixing the OpT-rank of £ expressions, the SPARQL
EVALUATION problem falls into some fixed class of the polynomial hierarchy:

Theorem 3.5 For every n € Ny, the EVALUATION problem is X, -complete for
the SPARQL fragment £,,. O

Observe that, according to the theorem, EVALUATION for class £<¢ is complete
for ©7'=NP, which is identical to the result for OPT-free expressions (i.e., class AFU)
stated in Theorem 3.1. With increasing nesting-depth of OPT expressions we climb
up the polynomial hierarchy. This is reminiscent of the QBF problem for quantified
boolean formulas with restricted quantifier alternation, where the number of quan-
tifier alternations fixes the complexity class in the polynomial hierarchy. In fact, the
hardness part of the proof (see Appendix B.1) makes these similarities explicit.
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3.2.5. From Expressions to Queries

We finally turn towards a discussion of SPARQL queries, i.e. fragments involving
top-level projection in the form of a SELECT operator (see Definition 2.5). We extend
the notation for classes as follows. Let F' be an expression fragment. We denote by
F7™ the class of queries of the form SELECTg(Q), where S C V' is a finite set of
variables and @) € F' is an expression. The next lemma shows that we obtain (top-
level) projection for free in all fragments that are at least NP-complete.

Lemma 3.3 Let C' be a complexity class and F' a class of expressions. If EVALUA-
TION is C-complete for /' and C O NP then EVALUATION is C-complete for F. 0O

Proof of Lemma 3.3

Let F be a fragment for which the EVALUATION problem is C-complete, where C
is a complexity class such that C O NP. We argue that, for a query Q € FT™,
document D, and mapping pu, testing if 1 € [Q]p is contained in C (C-hardness
follows trivially from C-completeness of fragment F'). By definition, each query
in F™ is of the form @) := SELECTg(Q)'), where S C V is a finite set of variables
and Q' € F. According to the semantics of SELECT, we have that u € [Q]p iff there
is a mapping ¢/ 2 pin [Q']p such that ms({u'}) = {u}. We observe that the domain
of candidate mappings y’ is bounded by the set of variables in @’ and dom(D).
Hence, we can first guess a mapping i/ O u (recall that we are at least in NP) and
subsequently check if ms({y'}) = {p} (in polynomial time) and ' € [Q']p (using a
C-algorithm, by assumption). Clearly, this algorithm falls into class C.O

We naturally extend the OpPT-rank from Definition 3.2 from SPARQL expressions
to queries and define rank(SELECTs(Q)) := rank(Q). Combining the observation in
Lemma 3.3 with previous findings we obtain several new complexity results:

Corollary 3.3 The SPARQL EVALUATION problem is

1. PSpACE-complete for all query fragments involving operator OPT,
2. 2L -complete for the SPARQL fragment £Z,, (for n € Ny), and
3. NP-complete for fragment AU". O

Proof of Corollary 3.3
Corollary 3.3(1): Follows immediately from Lemma 3.3 and Corollary 3.2.
Corollary 3.3(2): Follows immediately from Lemma 3.3 and Theorem 3.5.
Corollary 3.3(3): Follows immediately from Lemma 3.3 and Theorem 3.2(2).0

It is still an open question whether top-level projection increases the complexity of
expression fragments that are in PTIME. The following theorem clarifies this issue.
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Theorem 3.6 The EVALUATION problem is

1. in PTIME for classes FU™, F™, U™, and
2. NP-complete for classes A™ and AF™. O

Proof of Theorem 3.6
Theorem 3.6(1): We prove membership in PTIME for fragment FU", which di-
rectly implies PTiME-membership for F™ and U™. Let D be an RDF database,
be a mapping, and @) := SELECTg(Q’) be an FU™ expression. We show that there
is a PTIME-algorithm that checks if p € [Q]p. Let ¢4, ..., t, be all triple patterns
occurring in ). Our strategy is as follows: we process triple pattern by triple pat-
tern and check for each p’ € [t;]|p if the following two conditions hold: (1) all filter
conditions that are defined on top of ¢; in @’ satisfy u/ and (2) ms({'}) = {u}. We
return true if there is a mapping that satisfies both conditions, false otherwise.
The idea behind this algorithm is that condition (1) implies that p’ € [Q'] p, while
condition (2) asserts that the top-level projection generates mapping p from p'. Tt is
straightforward to show that p € [@]p if and only if there is some i € [n] such that
[t:] p contains a mapping u' that satisfies both conditions, and clearly our algorithm
(which checks all candidates) would find such a mapping, if it exists. The number of
triple patterns is linear to the size of the query and the number of mappings in each
[t:]p is linear to the size of D (where each mapping is of bounded size); further,
conditions (1) and (2) can be checked in PTIME, so the algorithm is in PTIME.
Theorem 3.6(2): First, we show that EVALUATION for AF™-queries is contained
in NP (membership for A™ queries then follows). By definition, each query in AF™
is of the form @ := SELECTg(Q'), where S C V' is a finite set of variables and @)’ is
an AF expression. We fix a document D and a mapping p. To prove membership,
we follow the approach taken in the proof of Lemma 3.3 and eliminate the SELECT-
clause. More precisely, we guess a mapping ' 2 u s.t. ms({¢'}) = p and check
if 1 € [Q']p (see the proof of Lemma 3.3 for more details). The size of the mapping
to be guessed is bounded, and it is easy to see that the resulting algorithm is in NP.
To prove NP-hardness for A" and AF"™ we reduce 3SAT, a prototypical NP-
complete problem, to the EVALUATION problem for class A™. The subsequent proof
was inspired by the reduction of 3SAT to the evaluation problem for conjunctive
queries in [BEET07]. It nicely illustrates the relation between AND-only queries and
conjunctive queries. We start with a formal definition of the 3SAT problem.

3SAT: given a boolean formula ¢ := C; A --- A C,, in conjunctive normal form
as input, where each clause C; is a disjunction of exactly three literals:
is the formula ) satisfiable?

Let ¢ := Ci A--- A C), be a boolean formula in CNF, where each C; is of the form
C; = 1;1 V1;2 V ;3 and the [;; are literals. For our encoding we use the fixed database
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D :={(0,0,0),(0,0,1),(0,1,0),(0,1,1),(1,0,0),
(1,0,1),(1,1,0),(1,1,1),( ), (1, ¢

where we assume that 0 and 1 are URIs. Further let V, = {x1,...z,,} denote the
set of variables occurring in formula 1. We define the AND-only expression

P’ = (L, Liy, Li3) AND ... AND (Lyy, Ly, L)
AND (7X1,¢,7X1) AND ... AND (?X,,,¢,7X )

AND (0,¢,7A),
where L; ="7X}, if l;; = xp, and L =7X, if lij = —xy,.

Finally, define P := SELECT;4(P’). It is easily verified that [P']p computes all
satisfying truth assignments for v, extended by an additional binding 74 +— 1.
Consequently, formula ¢ is satisfiable if and only if p:= {?7A +— 1} € [P]p.O

3.2.6. Summary of Results

We summarize (and slightly extend) the results established throughout Sections 3.2.2
to 3.2.5 in Figure 3.1. We point out that all fragments that fall into the classes NP,
¥F and PSPACE also are complete for the respective complexity class.

First, according to Corollary 3.2, all expressions including operator OpT fall into
PSpACE if the nesting depth is not explicitly fixed. In addition, as stated in Corol-
lary 3.3(1), also the corresponding query classes are PSPACE-complete.

When fixing the nesting depth of classes containing operator OPT, we obtain
fragments that fall into the polynomial hierarchy. As indicated in the survey, each
class B | contains the fragment €, (cf. Theorem 3.5) and the corresponding query
fragment €T, (cf. Corollary 3.3(2)). Note that class 3] equals to NP and that
fragment AFOU <y equals to AFU, which is contained in = = NP.

In addition to the fragments £<,, and £Z,,, each X | also contains the fragment
AF O, and the respective query fragment AF OZ,,. These results were not explicitly
stated before, but follow from the proof of Theorem 3.5 in Appendix B.1, which does
not use the UNION operator for the encoding of the given quantified boolean formula.

Going downwards in the complexity hierarchy, we next identify several fragments
that are NP-complete. The survey indicates that there are exactly two constellations
that are responsible for NP-hardness, namely either the combination of AND and
UNION or the combination of AND with projection. The associated results were
established in Theorems 3.1(2), 3.2(2), 3.6(2), and Corollary 3.3(3).

Finally, Figure 3.1 lists all fragments that have been shown to be in PTIME.
The latter class contains the single-operator expression fragments A, F, U and
the classes obtained when combining either operator AND or operator UNION with
FILTER expressions (cf. Theorems 3.1(1) and 3.2(1)). In addition, the lightweight
query classes F™, U™, and FU™ fall into PTIME, according to Theorem 3.6(1).
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0, A0,F0, ..., AFOU,
O™, AO™, FO™ ..., AFOUT

PTime

A, F U, AF, FU,
Fr U™, FU

Figure 3.1.: Summary of complexity results.

3.3. Related Work

Complexity of Query Languages. The study of complexity, expressiveness, and
relationships between database query languages has been an important topic ever
since the invention of the relational model by Codd [Cod69; Cod70]. Few years
after its proposal, Codd himself introduced a predicate calculus called relational
calculus [Cod72], which can be understood as a dialect of first-order logic® over
the relational data model. Following Codd’s argumentation, the relational calculus
should fix a lower bound for the expressive power of database query languages,
thus serving as a yardstick when designing new query languages for the relational
model. He coined the notion of relational completeness to identify query languages
that are at least as expressive as the relational calculus and showed that relational
algebra (RA), which was introduced before in [Cod70], is relationally complete, a

®We introduce first-order logic in Chapter 5 and will therefore not go into more detail here.
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result that is widely known as Codd’s Theorem in the literature. Due to the close
connection between the relational calculus and first-order logic, it essentially shows
that relational algebra has the same expressiveness as first-order logic.

In the years after these early results, lots of research effort was spent in investi-
gating the complexity and expressiveness of relational algebra, its fragments, and
possible extensions. A simple yet expressive fragment of relational algebra are so-
called conjunctive queries, a subclass of RA comprising the (relational) selection,
projection, and join operator. In [CM77] it was shown that query evaluation is NP-
complete for conjunctive queries and a near-optimal algorithm for implementing
such queries was developed. One property that makes conjunctive queries partic-
ularly attractive is that the containment problem, and hence also the equivalence
problem, is decidable (in fact, it can easily be reduced to the problem of conjunctive
query answering). Going one step further, [JK82] studied the problem of conjunctive
query containment under data dependencies and showed that this problem is still
decidable for large, practically relevant classes of dependencies. These results are
of particular interest in this thesis: as a practical application, we will later show in
Chapter 5 that the minimization and optimization problem for SPARQL AND-only
queries under data dependencies can be solved by falling back on the containment
and optimization problem for conjunctive queries under data dependencies.

In 1979, Aho and Ullman revisited the notion of relational completeness and
highlighted important classes of queries that cannot be expressed in relational al-
gebra [AU79]. Among others, they formally proved that relational algebra is not
expressive enough to compute the transitive closure of binary relations. For such
queries, more expressive query languages are required, which go beyond first-order
logic and have their logical foundations in higher-order logics. Investigating the rela-
tions between relational algebra, fragments, and extensions, a classification of query
languages using the so-called fizpoint query hierarchy was worked out in [CHS80].

Another paper that influenced subsequent studies of query language complexity
was [Var82]. The work proposes two novel complexity measures for query languages:
data complexity considers the complexity of a query language as a function of the
size of the database, whereas expression complexity denotes the study of the evalu-
ation complexity as a function of the size of the query. These measures complement
the study of combined complexity used in previous investigations, in which neither
database nor query are fixed. As an important result, a comparative study of ex-
isting query languages reveals that the expression complexity of query languages is
typically one exponential higher than their associated data complexity.

In addition to relational algebra, other query languages and data models have
been proposed and theoretically investigated. One important line of research that
goes into this direction is the study of datalog [MW88], a rule-based query language
for deductive databases, which syntactically and semantically resembles the Prolog
programming language [SS86]. To date, a variety of results have been established, re-
lating datalog and possible extensions (e.g., [EGM97]) or fragments of the language
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to relational algebra, both in terms of expressiveness and complexity. A detailed
discussion of all these results is beyond the scope of this summary. We refer the
interested reader to [AHV] for a survey of important results and to [BEE107] for
a comprehensive introduction to rule-based query languages. Another notable line
of related research is the theoretical investigation of query languages for the tree-
structured XML data format, such as XQuery and XPath, e.g. in [GKP03; GKPS05].

Complexity of RDF Query Languages. Early complexity results on query
answering on RDF(S) databases have been presented in [GHMO04]. Amongst oth-
ers, the authors investigate a datalog-style, rule-based query language for RDF(S)
graphs. In contrast to our investigation of SPARQL complexity, the focus of the lat-
ter work is on query containment and answering on the implied database. While the
query language is rather simple compared to SPARQL, additional challenges arise
due to the fact that query answering must take RDF(S) inferencing into account.

The first complexity analysis for the SPARQL query language has been presented
in [PAGOG6a]. Beyond the results on combined complexity that we summarized in
Theorem 3.1, the authors show that the data complexity version of the EVALUATION
problem is LOGSPACE-complete. The refined journal version [PAG09] presents some
more interesting results. One finding is that so-called well-designed graph patterns,
a practically relevant class of SPARQL expressions defined by a syntactic restric-
tion, are CONP-complete (although such patterns might contain nested OPT expres-
sions). As a further result in [PAG09], the authors prove that the SPARQL EVAL-
UATION problem is PSPACE-complete for class AFQO, which is subsumed by our
result that already fragment O is PSPACE-complete.® Related to [PAG06a; PAGO9]
is also the complexity study for a navigational, path-based extension of SPARQL,
called nSPARQL, presented in [PAGO8] (cf. the discussion in Section 2.4).

In addition to the investigation of SPARQL complexity, there has been work con-
cerning the expressiveness of the language. Early mapping schemes for SPARQL
into relational algebra and SQL [Cyg05; CLJF06] indicate a close connection be-
tween SPARQL and relational algebra in terms of expressiveness. In [Pol07] then, a
translation of SPARQL queries into a datalog fragment that is known to be equally
expressive as relational algebra was presented. This translation makes the close con-
nection between SPARQL and rule-based languages explicit and shows that RA is
at least as expressive as SPARQL. Tackling the opposite direction, it was recently
shown in [AG08a] that SPARQL is relationally complete, by providing a translation
of the above-mentioned datalog fragment into SPARQL. As argued in [AGO08a], the
results from [Pol07] and [AGO8a] taken together imply that SPARQL has exactly
the same expressive power as relational algebra.

SNote that we already published this result informally several months earlier in [SMLOS].
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3.4. Conclusion

In this chapter we presented a comprehensive complexity analysis for SPARQL and
fragments of the language. While all results have been proven in the context of the
set semantics introduced in Definition 2.11, we showed that — from a complexity
point of view — the bag semantics from Definition 2.15 does not differ, so all results
immediately carry over to the official W3C SPARQL Recommendation.

As a key result, our investigation of SPARQL complexity reveals that operator
OPT alone is responsible for the high complexity (i.e., PSPACE-completeness) of the
query language. The theorem upgrades the claim from [PAGO06a] that “the main
source of complexity in SPARQL comes from the combination of UNION and OpT
operators”, by showing that UNION (and AND) are not necessary to obtain PSPACE-
hardness. The high complexity is caused by the possibility of an unlimited nesting
of OpT-expressions and arises from the fact that the definition of the OPT operator
implicitly involves negation: on the one hand, it joins mappings from the left side
expression with compatible mappings in the right side, on the other hand, it also
retains all mappings from the left side mapping set for which no compatible mapping
in the right mapping set exists. When fixing the nesting depth of OpPT-expressions,
we implicitly limit the nesting depth of such negation encodings and in that case
better complexity bounds in the polynomial hierarchy can be derived (the classes in
this hierarchy are conjectured to be strictly contained in PSPACE).

Beyond this central result, we presented a complete study for all SPARQL expres-
sion and query fragments, in particular showing that, in OpT-free fragments, it is
the combination of operators AND and UNION or AND and SELECT that makes the
EvALUATION problem for SPARQL hard (in this case, NP-complete). Such frag-
ments are quite related to conjunctive queries, whose evaluation complexity falls
into the same class. Later, in Chapter 5, we will use a translation of SPARQL AND
queries to conjunctive queries, which allows us to apply algorithms and results that
have been developed for this important and well-studied query class.

Ultimately, the complexity results that have been developed in this chapter char-
acterize the operators, their interrelation, and give hints on the expressive power
of the query language. The high complexity of OPT, for instance, suggests that in
query optimization special care should be taken in optimizing OPT expressions. We
will address these needs in the subsequent study of SPARQL query optimization.
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Algebraic SPARQL Query
Optimization

Roy: “What about optimization of SPARQL?”

Jen:  “I would be interested in its relation to relational algebra,
maybe we can transfer established optimization strategies.”

Moss: “Sounds good, but we should not forget to address the
particularities of RDF and SPARQL.”

Roy: “Great, let’s see what we can do there!”

Query optimization has been a central topic in database research from the be-
ginning and up to the present a variety of query optimization techniques for the
relational context have been proposed, including (but not limited to) algebraic
rewriting (e.g. [Hal75; SC75; Tod75]), statistics and cost-based query optimization
(e.g. [ABCT76; MDS8S8]), indices for fast data access (e.g. [BM72]), and semantic
query optimization (e.g. [Kin81]). Standard optimization techniques like indexing
and cost-based rewriting have found entrance in virtually every major relational
database system and it is well-known that such techniques may reduce query eval-
uation time by orders of magnitude, ultimately making database systems utilizable
in practical scenarios (see e.g. the experiments presented in [Hal75]).

One fundamental prerequisite to query optimization in the relational context is
the study of equivalences over relational algebra (RA) expressions [Hal75; SCT75;
Tod75; GLRI7]. When interpreted as rewriting rules and enhanced by a cost es-
timation function (or, alternatively, adequate heuristics), these equivalences allow
to transform RA expressions into structurally different, but equivalent expressions
that can be evaluated more efficiently than the original expressions. Established op-
timization techniques like filter pushing or join reordering, for instance, lastly rely
on the knowledge of equivalences over RA expressions (cf. [Hal75; SC75; Tod75]).

Given the central role of query optimization in the relational context, it is natural
to assume that the development of efficient evaluation approaches for SPARQL
queries is an important step towards the realization of the Semantic Web, where
engines must be able to deal efficiently with RDF repositories containing millions
or even billions of RDF triples (see e.g. [BCO7; Tau; lin| for existing large-scale

69



Chapter 4. Algebraic SPARQL Query Optimization

RDF databases). The complexity results for SPARQL evaluation established in the
previous chapter indicate that the efficient processing of SPARQL queries is a non-
trivial task and — given that years of research have been spent in the investigation
of SQL and relational algebra optimization — seems to be an ambitious goal.

Addressing the issue of SPARQL optimization, over the last years various pro-
posals for the efficient evaluation of SPARQL have been made. These approaches
comprise a wide range of optimization techniques, including normal forms [PAGO06a],
graph pattern reordering based on selectivity estimations [NW08; SSB108; NW09]
(similar to relational join reordering), query graph models for SPARQL [HHO7],
RISC-style query processing [NW08], and semantic SPARQL optimization [SKCT05;
LMS08]. In addition, there has been a corpus of research on specialized indices [HD05;
GGLOT7; FB08] and storage schemes [ACKP01; BKvH02; HG03; TCK05; AMMHO7;
WKBO08| for RDF, with the aim to provide efficient data access paths. Another no-
table line of research is the translation of SPARQL queries and RDF data into estab-
lished data models like SQL [Cyg05; CDES05; CLJF06] or datalog [Pol07; AGO08a],
thus facilitating SPARQL evaluation with traditional engines, to exploit optimiza-
tion techniques implemented in existing SQL (respectively, datalog) systems.

One interesting observation is that the majority of the “native” optimization
proposals for SPARQL (i.e. those that do not rely on a mapping into the relational
context or datalog) have a strong focus on optimizing SPARQL AND-only queries
and mostly disregard the optimization of queries involving operators like UNION,
FILTER, or OPT (cf. [HD05; GGLO7; FB08; NW08; SSBT08; WKB08; NW09]). The
efficient evaluation of AND-only queries (or AND-connected blocks inside queries) is
undoubtedly an important task in SPARQL evaluation, so the latter approaches form
valuable groundwork for SPARQL optimizers. Still, a comprehensive optimization
framework should also address the optimization of more involved SPARQL queries.
To give evidence for this claim, the experimental studies in [SHK*08; SHLP09] reveal
severe performance bottlenecks when evaluating more complex SPARQL queries, in
particular queries involving the complex OPT operator, for both existing SPARQL
engines and state-of-the-art mapping schemes from SPARQL into SQL.

We argue that — like in relational algebra, where the study of algebraic rewriting
rules has facilitated the development of diverse optimization techniques — a study
of SPARQL algebra (SA) rewritings will improve the understanding of the algebraic
operators and alleviate the development of comprehensive optimization approaches
for SPARQL. To date, however, surprisingly few fundamental work has been done in
the context of SPARQL algebra (we will resume some initial results from [PAGO06a;
AGO8a] in the course of this chapter). Based on all these considerations, we believe
that a schematic investigation of SPARQL algebra is long overdue. Therefore, in this
chapter we present an elaborate study of SA equivalences, covering all its operators
and their interrelations. When interpreted as rewriting rules, these equivalences form
the theoretical foundations for transferring established RA optimization techniques,
such as projection and filter pushing, into the context of SPARQL optimization.
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Going beyond the adaption of existing techniques, we also tackle SPARQL-specific
issues, such as the simplification of expressions involving negation, which — when
translating SPARQL expressions or queries into SA according to the semantics —
manifests into a characteristic combination of operators X and . Ultimately, our
results improve the understanding of SPARQL algebra and lay the foundations for
the development of advanced and comprehensive SPARQL optimization approaches.

Akin to the operators defined in RA, SPARQL algebra comprises operations such
as join, union, left outer join, minus, projection, and selection, so at first glance there
are many parallels between SA and RA. In fact, the study in [AG08a] reveals that
SA and RA have exactly the same expressive power. In spite of all these similarities,
existing mappings of SPARQL into relational algebra [Cyg05] or SQL [CLJF06] indi-
cate that a semantics-preserving translation of SPARQL into the relational context
is far from being trivial. This shows that, although both algebras provide similar
operators, there are still fundamental differences between both. One of the most
striking discrepancies, as also argued in [PAGO06al, is that joins in RA are rejecting
over null values, but in SA, where the schema is loose in the sense that mappings
may bind an arbitrary set of variables, joins over unbound variables (essentially the
counterpart of RA null values) are accepting. Let us exemplify the issue of unbound
variables in SPARQL mappings by means of the candidate equivalence

Trool AN B) = a7, o(A) X B, (4.1)

where A and B are SPARQL algebra expressions. Whether or not this equivalence
holds, depends on the variables that appear in expressions A and B. Let us discuss
the most general case and assume that variable 7x appears in both A and B. If we
could guarantee that variable 7z is bound in every result mapping obtained when
evaluating expression A, then it would follow that the equivalence holds: informally
speaking, in the latter case the join of A with B does not modify bindings for
variable 7z, so it does not matter whether the selection is applied early, i.e. on
top of A, or late, on top of A X B. The problem, however, is that the appearance
of 7x in A does not imply that 7z also is bound in each result mapping obtained
when evaluating A. Consider for example the RDF database D := {(c¢,¢,¢)} and
the algebra expressions A := [(¢, ¢, ?y)]|p OPT [(d,d,?z)]p and B := [(c, ¢, 72)]p,
where 7x appears in both the left and right side expression. It is easily verified
that [A]p = {{?y — ¢}} and [B]p = {{?z — c}}, so the left side of Equation (4.1)
evaluates to {{?z — ¢, ?y — c}}, while the right side evaluates to (). Although 7z
appears in A, it is unbound in [A]p, which causes the equivalence to fail.

Addressing the issue of unbound variables in result mappings and their importance
for the study of SPARQL algebra equivalences, we propose the concepts of certain
and possible variables: the certain variables of a SPARQL algebra expression are an
underestimation for the set of variables that are bound in every result mapping
(independently from the RDF input document), while the associated set of possible
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variables constitutes an overestimation for the variables that might be bound in
result mappings. Taken together, these two concepts capture the rationale behind
unbound variables in SPARQL mappings and allow us to state equivalences in a
compact and precise way. Coming back to the equivalence in Equation (4.1), for
instance, we will show in Section 4.2.5 that the equivalence holds whenever 7z is a
certain variables of expression A or 7z is not a possible variable of expression B.

We finally want to note that we investigate both the theoretically motivated
SPARQL set algebra from Definition 2.10 and the SPARQL bag algebra from Def-
inition 2.14, which reflects the approach that is proposed by the W3C [spac|. Our
investigations reveal that there are indeed differences between set and bag seman-
tics w.r.t. the rewriting rules that they exhibit and, in response, we both highlight
equivalences for which the two semantics differ and identify a large fragment of
SPARQL algebra for which both semantics coincide, allowing engines to fall back
on the simpler set semantics for a broad class of SPARQL algebra expressions.

We summarize the major contributions of this chapter as follows.

e We develop the concepts of certain and possible variables, which account for
the issue of unbound variables in SPARQL result mappings and allow us to
state equivalences over SPARQL algebra in a clean and precise way.

e We both summarize existent and develop new equivalences over SPARQL al-
gebra. In total, we discuss about forty rewriting rules for SA (of which almost
three-fourths are new), covering all algebraic operators and their interaction.

e In our study of algebraic rewriting, we systematically address established
rewriting strategies for the relational model, such as filter and projection
pushing. This allows us to transfer established optimization strategies from
relational algebra into the context of SPARQL query evaluation.

e Beyond the investigation of rewriting rules that have proven useful in the
relational context, we develop equivalences that address SPARQL-specific op-
timization tasks. For instance, we present a rewriting scheme for queries in-
volving negation, typically encountered in SPARQL algebra expressions as a
characteristic combination of operators X, ¢, and filter predicate bnd.

e We study interrelations between SPARQL set and bag algebra. Our analysis
reveals that most (but not all) of the equivalences hold under both set and bag
semantics. We also discuss the implications of our results for SPARQL engines
that — following the official W3C proposal — implement the bag semantics.

Structure. We start with the concepts of certain and possible variables in Sec-
tion 4.1. The subsequent study of algebraic rewriting divides into the study of equiv-
alences for the SPARQL set algebra from Definition 2.10 (Section 4.2) and the
investigation of rewriting rules for the SPARQL bag algebra from Definition 2.14
(Section 4.3). We summarize our results and discuss their implications for engines
that implement the W3C SPARQL semantics in Section 4.4. The chapter ends with
a discussion of related work in Section 4.5 and a short conclusion in Section 4.6.

72



4.1. Possible and Certain Variables

4.1. Possible and Certain Variables

Before starting our investigation of SPARQL algebra, we introduce two functions
to statically classify the variables that appear in some fixed SPARQL algebra ex-
pression A. The first one, function pVars(A), gives an upper bound for the so-called
possible variables of A, i.e. provides an overestimation for the set of variables that
might be bound in result mappings. The second one, function ¢Vars(A), estimates
the certain variables of A and fixes a lower bound for variables that are bound in
every result mapping obtained when evaluating A. Note that both functions are
independent from the input document. We first illustrate the concepts by example:

Example 4.1 Consider the SPARQL set algebra expression

A= [(a,a,?u)]p X ([(a,?v,?w)]p U[(a, ?v, ?x)]p).

It is easy to see that, according to the semantics from Definition 2.10, when
evaluating expression A on some document D, variable 7u will be bound in every
result mapping; the same observation holds for 7v, which is contained in both triple
patterns of the union subexpression. Next, we observe that each result mapping
binds either 7w or ?x. Consequently, ?u and 7v are categorized as both possible and
certain variables of A, while 7w and 7z are possible but not certain variables. O

The concepts of certain and possible variables account for the specifics of the
SPARQL query language, in which — caused by the operators union U, left outer
join X, and projection m — variables occurring in the expression may be unbound in
(some) result mappings. As discussed in the introduction of this chapter, they will
take a central role in our subsequent investigation of SPARQL algebra: the applica-
bility of many rewritings ultimately depends on these two estimations, in particular
the rules concerning projection pushing in Section 4.2.4 and filter manipulation in
Section 4.2.5. We start with the estimation function for possible variables:

Definition 4.1 (Function pVars) Let A be a set algebra expression, S C V a
finite set of variables and R be a filter condition. We define function p Vars(A), which
extracts so-called possible variables, inductively on the structure of A:

pVars([t]p) := vars(t

pVars(A; W Ag) = pVars U pVars(As)

1

( )
( (A1)
pVars(Ay U Ay) = pVars(Ay) U pVars(Ay)
pVars(Ay \ Ay) = pVars(Ay)
pVafrs(Al ™ Ay) = pVars(Ay) U pVars(As)
pVars(mg(Ay)) = pVars(A;) NS
pVars(or(A1)) = pVars(A;) O
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The following proposition shows that possible variables always constitute a super-
set of the variables that appear in result mappings:

Proposition 4.1 Let A be a SPARQL set algebra expression and let €24 denote
the mapping set obtained when evaluating expression A on any RDF document D.
Then for all p € Q4 : 7z € dom(p) —72 € pVars(A). O

The proof of the proposition works by induction on the structure of SPARQL
algebra expressions, the application of the definition of the algebraic operators, and
the definition of function p Vars(A) above. We omit the technical details.

Complementarily to function pVars(A), we propose an underestimation for the
certain variables of an algebra expression, implemented through function ¢ Vars(A):

Definition 4.2 (Function cVars) Let A be a SPARQL set algebra expression,
S C V a set of variables, and R a filter condition. We define function c¢Vars(A),
which extracts so-called certain variables, inductively on the structure of A:

cVars([t]p)

vars(t

( )
cVars(Ay M Ay) = cVars(Ay) U cVars(Ay)
cVars(Ay U Ay) = cVars(Ay) N eVars(Ay)
cVars(Ay \ Ag) = cVars(4;)
cVars(A; A Ag) = cVars(Ay)
cVars(mrs(Ay)) = cVars(A;)NS
cVars(or(Ay)) = cVars(Ay) O

The definition of c¢Vars(A) differs from pVars(A) in two cases. First, for union
expressions only those variables are certain that are certain for both subexpression.
Second, for left outer join expressions, no guarantees for the right side variables can
be made. The key property of certain variables can be formalized as follows.

Proposition 4.2 Let A be a SPARQL set algebra expression and let 24 denote
the mapping set obtained when evaluating expression A on any RDF document D.
It holds that 7z € c¢Vars(A) — Vu € Q4 : 7z € dom(p). O

Again, the proof of the proposition is straightforward and we omit the details. We
next provide an example that illustrates the definitions of the two functions:

Example 4.2 Consider the SPARQL set algebra expression

A = oy 022,29 ([ a, 70)] p M [(7u, a, 7w)]p) N [(?u,a, ?2)]p) U
oot ([(Tw, 72, 7y)] D).

It is easily verified that pVars(A) = {?u, Tv, 7z, 7y} and cVars(A) = {?u}. O
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We conclude with the remark that possible (certain) variables are indeed only
upper (lower) bounds for variables that might be (are always) bound in result
mappings. For instance, we could further improve the definitions of pVars(A) and
cVars(A) when catching some special cases of filter expressions. To be concrete,
consider the two algebra expressions B := oyngery) ([(a, b, 72)]p N [(a, ¢, ?y)]p) and
B = 0 pnaey) ([(a, 0, 72)]p ™ [(a,c,?y)]p). It is easy to see that ?y is a certain
variable for B in the sense of Proposition 4.2 (i.e. it will be bound in every result
mapping), but we observe that 7y & ¢Vars(B). Analogously, 7y does never appear in
result mappings when evaluating expression B™, but 7y € pVars(B™). It is straight-
forward to incorporate such conditions into Definitions 4.1 and 4.2. However, the
analysis of such special cases does not bring further insights and we decided to ignore
them in the interest of a compact definition for the two functions.

From Set to Bag Algebra. In Definitions 4.1 and 4.2 we introduced functions
pVars(A) and c¢Vars(A) over SPARQL set algebra expressions (cf. Definition 2.10).
The definitions of the two functions can be easily adapted for bag algebra expressions
(cf. Definition 2.14), by simply replacing the first rule in Definitions 4.1 and 4.2
by pVars([t]}) := vars(t) and cVars([t]}) := vars(t), respectively. Therefore, we
shall overload the two functions and use them for both SPARQL set algebra and
SPARQL bag algebra expressions in the remainder of this chapter. It is easy to see
that, according to Lemma 3.1, Propositions 4.1 and 4.2 naturally carry over from set
to bag algebra: for each SPARQL bag algebra expressions AT it holds that (i) the
possible variables of AT are a superset of the variables that might appear in result
mappings (more precisely, in the mapping set component of the result mapping
multi-set) and (ii) certain variables of AT are bound in every result mapping.

Example 4.3 Consider the SPARQL bag algebra expression

AT = 1oy 90 202, ([(Tw, @, 70)] 5 X[(Pu, a, 7w)] ) X [(Tw, a,?2)]5) U
710 (72, 2)T)).

We can observe that A" is structurally identical to the set algebra expression A
from Example 4.2, so the possible and certain variables are exactly the same as
for A, namely pVars(A") = {?u, ?v, 7z, 7y} and c¢Vars(A") = {7u}. O

4.2. Optimization Rules for Set Algebra

We start with the discussion of algebraic equivalences for SPARQL set algebra, cov-
ering all the algebraic operators introduced in Definition 2.10. In query optimization,
such equivalences are typically interpreted as rewriting rules and therefore we shall
use the terms equivalence and (rewriting) rule interchangeably in the following.
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In the interest of a complete survey, we will include equivalences that have been
stated before in [PAG06a].! To be concrete, most of the equivalences from Figures 4.1
and 4.2, equivalences (FDecompl), (FDecompll), and (FUPush) from Figure 4.4, as
well as equivalence (MJ) stated in Proposition 4.4 are borrowed from [PAGO06a]
and listed for completeness only. Furthermore, (JIdem) in Figure 4.1, (FJPush) in
Figure 4.4, and (LJ) in Lemma 4.4 are generalizations of Lemma (2), Lemma 1(2),
and Lemma 3(3) in [PAGO6a], respectively. These generalizations rely on the novel
notion of incompatibility property and the fragment A (which will be introduced in
Section 4.2.1) and extend the applicability of the original rules. We conclude with
the remark that in total almost three-fourths of the rules presented in this section
are new. The subsequent discussion will focus on these newly-discovered rules.

In our investigation of rewriting rules for the set semantics we study two fragments
of SPARQL set algebra. The first fragment of interest is the full class of SPARQL
set algebra expressions. We call this fragment A and define it as follows.

Definition 4.3 (Fragment A) The fragment A denotes the full class of SPARQL
set algebra expressions, i.e. expression built using operators U, M, \, X, 7, ¢, and
(bracket-enclosed) triple patterns of the form [t]p. O

We understand fragment A as a set of purely syntactic entities. Yet, according
to the SPARQL set semantics in Definition 2.11, each expression A € A implicitly
defines a mapping set (given that document D is fixed). Therefore, when document D
is known from the context, we will sometimes refer to the mapping set obtained by
application of the semantics as the result of evaluating A on D and, abusing notation,
shall write u € A for a mapping that is contained in this result.

4.2.1. The Incompatibility Property

In addition to the full fragment of SPARQL set algebra expressions A we introduce a
subfragment of A that has a special property, called incompatibility property. As we
shall see, expressions that satisfy the incompatibility property exhibit some rewriting
rules that do not hold in the general case and therefore will be of particular interest.

Definition 4.4 (Incompatibility Property for Set Algebra) A SPARQL set
algebra expression A has the incompatibility property if, for every document D and
each two distinct mappings p; # pe contained in the result of evaluating A on D, it
holds that gy o6 ps. |

'Most equivalences in [PAG06a] were established at the syntactic level, while we study optimiza-
tion at the algebraic level. Still, according to Definition 2.11 there is essentially a one-to-one
correspondence between abstract syntax operators and algebraic operators.
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We next define a large fragment AcCAof SPARQL set algebra, which comprises
only expressions that satisfy the incompatibility property. The fragment is defined
inductively on the structure of expressions and can be checked efficiently:

Definition 4.5 (Fragment A) We define the fragment A C A inductively on the
structure of A expressions. An expression A € A is an A expression if

A= [t]p is a triple pattern,

A= A1 X Az, where A1 and AQ are A expressions,

= A1 \ AQ, where A1 is an A expressmn and Ay € A,
A = Al ™ AQ, where A1 and A2 are A expressions,
A= oR(A ), where R is a filter condition and A, € A,
A= 7T5(A1) where S is a set of variables, 4; € A, and
S D pVars(A Jor S C cVars(Al)

e o 0 o o0 o
IL

o A= A1 U Ag, where A1 Ag are A A expressions and
pVars(A;)= cVars(Al) pVars(Ag) cVars(Ay). 0

Lemma 4.1 Every expression A € A has the incompatibility property. O

Proof of Lemma 4.1 N

We prove the lemma by induction on the structure of A expressions, thereby
exploiting the structural constraints imposed by Definition 4.5. The basic case is
A := [t]p. By semantics (see Definition 2.11), all mappings in the result then bind
exactly the same set of variables, and consequently the values of each two distinct
mappings must differ in at least one variable, which makes them incompatible. We
assume that every A € A has the incompatibility property and distinguish six cases.

(1) Consider an expression A=A X A, By Definition 4.5, both A;, A2 are A
expressions and by induction hypothesis both have the incompatibility property. We
observe that each mapping u € A is of the form p = py U pp with py € Ay, pp € Ay,
and p; ~ pe (by semantics of X). We fix p and show that each mapping ' € A
that is distinct from g is incompatible. Any distinct mapping ' € A is of the form
wh U ph with g € Ay, pfy € Ay, and it holds that pf is different from p; or that ph
is different from gy (because pu is distinct from p). Let us w.l.o.g. assume that )} is
different from p;. We know that A€ A, so it holds that {1 is incompatible with p].
It follows that u = pyUps is incompatible with u = ul UuQ, since fi; a and ul disagree
in the value of at least one variable. (2) Let A := A; \ A, where A; € A, so each
two distinct mappings in :4\1 are pairwise incompatible by induction hypothesis. By
semantics of \, A is a subset of Aj, so the > incompatibility property trivially holds
for A. (3) Let A= A1 x Ag, where both A1 and Ag are A expresswns We rewrite

the left outer join according to its semantics: A= A1 ™ A2 (A1 X Ag) (A1 \AQ)
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Following the argumentation in cases (1) and (2), the incompatibility property holds
for both subexpressmns AM = A1 X A2 and A\ = A1 \ Ag, so it suffices to show
that the mappings in Ay are pairwise incompatible to those in A\ First note that
fT\ is a subset of :4\; Further, by semantics each mapping p € Ay is of the form

o= py U g, where puy € Al, Lo € AQ, and gy ~ po. Applying the induction
hypothesis, we conclude that each mapping in A; and hence each mapplng ph € A\
is (3a) either incompatible with g or (3b) identical to ;. (3a) If i} is incompatible
with gy, then it follows that p) is incompatible with g U pe = p and we are
done. (3b) Let y1 = 4. By assumption, mapping p2 (which is generated by :4?2) is
compatible with p; = p}. We conclude that A, \ A, does not _generate ul, which
is a contradiction (i.e., assumption (3b) was invalid). (4) Let A := op(A;), where
2{7 € A. By Semantics of o, A is a subset of ;l; , so the property trivially follows
by application of the induction hypothesis (5) Let A := mg(A;), where A; € A and
by Definition 4.5 it holds that (5a) S D pVars(A;) or (5b) S C c¢Vars(A;). (5a)
Ifs > pVars(A ) then, according to Proposition 4.1, the projection maintains all
variables that might occur in result mappings, so A is equivalent to A1 The claim
then follows by induction hypothesis. Concerning case (5b) S C ¢Vars(A;) it follows
from Proposition 4.2 that each result mapping produced by expression A binds all
variables in S C ¢Vars(A;), and consequently all result mappings bind exactly the
same set of variables. Recalling that we assume set semantics, we conclude that two
distinct mappings must differ in the value of at least one variable, which makes them
incompatible. (6) Let A= A1 UAQ, where Al, Ag are A expressions and it holds that
pVars(Ay) = cVars(Ay) = pVars(Ay) = ¢Vars(Ay). From Propositions 4.1 and 4.2 it
follows that each two mappings that are generated by :4: UZX; bind exactly the same
set of variables. Analogical to the argumentation in case (5b), two distinct mappings
then disagree in the value of at least one variable, which makes them incompatible. O

We want to note that the property of mappings in the result being pairwise in-
compatible has been used before in the proof of Lemma 2 in [PAG06a]. There, it
was shown at syntax level that UNION-free SPARQL expressions always exhibit the
incompatibility property.? We emphasize that Lemma 4.1 above strictly generalizes
this case, i.e. it is easily shown that algebra expressions derived from UNION-free
expressions are always A expressions. More precisely, algebra expressions built us-
ing only operators X, \, X, and o (i.e., those that may appear when translating
UnNION-free SPARQL expressions into algebra) are a proper subclass of A, so the
incompatibility property always holds for such expressions. The following example
illustrates that expressions involving the remaining two operators, namely projec-
tion m and union U, do not exhibit the incompatibility property in the general case.

2The property was not called “incompatibility property” there and was only used for proving a
single equivalence. We will apply it in different contexts, which justifies its prominent role.
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I. Algebraic Equivalences: Idempotence and Inverse
AUA = A (Uldem)
AXA =A (JIdem)
AXA=A (LIdem)
A\VA =10 (Inv)

Figure 4.1.: Algebraic equivalences: idempotence and inverse. Expression A stands
for an A expression and A stands for an A expression.

Example 4.4 Let D := {(0,1,0),(1,¢1),(a, tv,0), (a, tv,1)} be an RDF database.
When evaluating the two algebra expressions

Ay = [(0,£,72)]p U [(1,¢?y)]p and
Ag = a2y ([0, 10, 72) | P[(72, £, 72)[ p) M [(72, ¢, 7)] D)

on D we obtain the mapping set 2 = {{?x +— 0}, {?y — 1}} for both. The two
mappings in {2 are compatible. Note that neither A; nor A, are A expressions. O

4.2.2. Idempotence and Inverse

We start our investigation of SPARQL set algebra equivalences with some very basic
rules that hold with respect to idempotence and inverse algebraic laws in Figure 4.1,
where A stands for an A expression and A represents an A expression. Following
common notation, we write A = B if SPARQL algebra expression A is equivalent
to B on every document D. As a notational convention, we distinguiswivalences
that specifically hold for fragment A by a tilde symbol, e.g. writing (JIdem ) for the
idempotence of the join operator over expressions in class A.

The rules (Uldem) and (Inv) in Figure 4.1 hold for the whole fragment A. They
follow trivially from the definition of the algebraic operators U and \. More interest-

ing are rules (JIdem) and (LIdem), established for fragment A. We next present
the proofs for these rules; observe that both exploit the incompatibility property.

Proof of Equivalences (ﬁc?e/m ) and ([jc\le/m ) from Figure 4.1

(JI1dem). Let A be an A expression. We show that both directions of the equiva-
lence hold. =: Consider a mapping u € AN A. Then p = py U pp where py, pig € A
and gy ~ piz. From Lemma 4.1 we know that each A expression has the incompat-
ibility property, so each pair of distinct mappings in A is incompatible. It follows
that py = pp and, consequently, py U po = pu1, which is generated by A, and hence
by the right side expression. <=: Consider a mapping i € A. Choose p for both the
left and right expression in A X A. By assumption, U g = p is contained in the
left side expression of the equation, which completes the proof.
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P

(LIdem ). Let A€ A. The following rewriting proves the equivalence.

AXNA = (ANAU(A\A) [semantics]
= (Ax AU (o)
= AXA [semantics]
= A [(JIdem )]0

The observation that both proofs exploit the m/c\()r/npatibilitwperty suggests
(yet does not logically imply) that equivalences (JIdem) and (LIdem) do not hold
for fragments that do not satisfy the incompatibility property. The following propo-
sition clarifies this issue, showing that the two equivalences do generally not hold
for expressions involving operators U and 7 (i.e., when relaxing the restrictions for
operators m and U imposed on A expressions in the last two bullets of Definition 4.5).

Proposition 4.3 The two equivalences (. JIdem ) and (chZz;l ) do not hold for frag-
ments involving operator U and/or 7 in the general case. O

Proof of Proposition 4.3

We argue that the RDF database D and the SPARQL algebra expressions Ay, A
from Example 4.4 constitute counterexamples for both operator U and 7. First note
that A; contains operator U and Ay contains operator 7 (and recall that neither A,

nor A, are A expressions). We now show that, for A; and Ay, neither rule (. JIdem )

nor rule (LIdem) does hold. As discussed in Example 4.4 the result of evaluating
Ay and Ay on D is Q := {{7z +— 0}, {?y — 1}}. It is easy to verify that A; X A; =
Al ™ A1 = A2 X AQ = AQN AQ = {{?ZL‘ — O},{7y — 1}7{?ZE (g 07?y = ]_}}
Obviously, this result differs from €2, which proves Proposition 4.3.0

4.2.3. Associativity, Commutativity, and Distributivity

We survey associativity, commutativity, and distributivity in Figure 4.2. The rules
speak for themselves and do not require further explanation. One outstanding ques-
tion is whether the rules for the algebraic laws listed in Figure 4.2 are complete
w.r.t. possible operator combinations. The following lemma answers this question:

Lemma 4.2 Let O; := {X,\,X} and Oy := O; U {U} be sets of operators.

1. Associativity and commutativity do not hold for operators \ and 4.

2. Neither \ nor X are left-distributive over U.

3. Let o € Oy, 0o € Oy, and 0; # 05. Then operator oy is neither left- nor
right-distributive over operator o;. O
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IT. Algebraic Equivalences: Associativity

(Al U AQ) U Ag = A1 U (AQ U Ag) (UASS)

(Al X AQ) X Ag = Al X (A2 X Ag) (JASS)
ITI. Algebraic Equivalences: Commutativity

A1UA2 = AQUAl (UComm)

Al X Ag = A2 X Al (JComm)

IV. Algebraic Equivalences: Distributivity

(A UAy) X A = (A X A3) U (Ag X A3) (JUDistR)
Al X (A2 U Ag) = (Al X AQ) U (Al X A3) (JUD’LStL)
(Al U AQ) \ Ag = (Al \ Ag) U (A2 \ Ag) (MUD'LStR)
(Al U AQ) N A3 = (Al X Ag) U (A2 X Ag) (LUD’LStR)

Figure 4.2.: Algebraic equivalences: associativity, commutativity, and distributitvity.
Expressions A;, Ay, A3 stand for A expressions.

The proof in Appendix C.1 is by an exhaustive listing of counterexamples. It is
easily verified that the lemma rules out associativity, commutativity, and distributiv-
ity for all operator combinations different from those listed in Figure 4.2. Amongst
others, the lemma shows that X is not left-distributive over U. This implies that
Proposition 1(3) from [PAGO06a], stating that operator OPT is left-distributive over
UNION, is actually wrong. We prove this claim in the following example.

Example 4.5 We show that the SPARQL expression equivalence
A; OpPT (A UNION A3) = (A; OpT Ay) UNION (A; OPT Aj)

stated in Proposition 1(3) in [PAGO06a] does not hold in the general case. As a
counterexample, we choose the database D := {(0,¢,1)} and set A; := (0,c¢,?z),
Ay = (Tz,¢,1), and Az := (0,¢,?7y). It is easily verified that

[A; OpT (As UNION A3)]p = {{?z — 1,7y — 1}}, but
[(A; OpT Ay) UNION (A; OPT A3)p = {{?z — 1}, {72 — 1,7y — 1}}.

Obviously, the left and right side evaluation results differ. O

Remark 4.1 The union normal form proposed in Section 2.3 in [PAGO06a] builds
upon this invalid equivalence, so this finding calls the existence of such a normal
form into question. In response to our observation, the authors published a corrected
version of the proof in the journal version [PAG09], proposing a rewriting scheme to
bring expressions into union normal form without using the invalid equivalence. O
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4.2.4. Projection Pushing

We will next introduce a set of rules that allow us to manipulate expressions in-
volving the algebraic projection operator 7, with focus on pushing down projection
operators in the operator tree. We start with the observation that, according to
the definition of SPARQL queries (Definition 2.5), projection initially occurs only
at the top-level, in form of a SELECT clause. Hence, when translating queries into
algebra, there is exactly one projection operator m and this operator stands on top
of the whole algebra expression (the same observation holds for the W3C SPARQL
Recommendation [spac|). Arguably, a good optimization scheme should include the
possibility to choose among evaluation plans where projection is applied at different
positions in the operator tree. It is well-known from SQL optimizers that early pro-
jection may serve as a filter that can significantly decrease the size of intermediate
results, thus speeding up subsequent computations. We expect similar benefits for
SPARQL query processing and underline this claim by the following example.

Example 4.6 Consider the algebra expression B; below, which selects URIs and
names of persons that know at least one other person:

By = Toperson, tname ([ ( 7person, name, ?name)]p X [( Zperson, knows, ?person2)]p).

When evaluating this query strictly according to the semantics, we would first
compute the join between the result of the two inner triple patterns and after-
wards project for variables ?person and ?name. Let us assume that the number of
knows relationships is very high (assume, for instance, a social networking site),
so the second triple pattern would extract a large number of mappings, and many
of them may share the value for variable ?person (i.e., whenever a fixed person
knows more than one person). In that case, it would be desirable to project for
?person in the evaluation result of the right pattern before joining with the left
pattern, to reduce the cost of the subsequent join. Such an early projection is of
particular benefit when the triples containing predicate knows are sorted on disk
by the subject: then the projection can be carried out in linear time (even on-the-
fly while extracting the bindings). In fact, state-of-the-art RDF processing systems
like the Hezastore [WKBOS8] system or the Vertical Partitioning scheme proposed
in [AMMHO7] support sorted extraction of data, so this situation is not unrealistic.

As we will see later, SPARQL algebra expression Bj is equivalent to the expression

By = [(#person, name, ?name)]p M T eperson([( Zperson, knows, ?person2)]p),
which — under the assumptions discussed before — constitutes a more efficient query

evaluation plan. The algebraic equivalences that we will present in the following can
be used to transform the two expressions B; and B into each other. O

82



4.2. Optimization Rules for Set Algebra

V. Algebraic Equivalences: Projection Pushing

A (PBasel)
T Snp Vars(A) (A) (PBasell)

T'p Vars(A)US (A>

7T5(A)

We define the shortcuts S’ := S U (pVars(A;) N pVars(As))
and S” := pVars(A;) N pVars(Ay). The following equivalences hold.

Ws(Al UAZ) = 75( ) U7T5(A2) (PUPush)
7T5(A1 X AQ) = 7TS(7TS/( ) X 71'5/(142)) (PJPUSh)
7T5<A1\A2) = 7TS(7TS/(A1) \71'5//(142)) (PMPUS}L)
7TS(A1 X Ag) = 7T5(7TS/(A1) X WS/(AQ)) (PLPUS}L)
ms(or(A)) = m5(0rR(TsUvars(r) (4))) (PFPush)
s, (7?52 (A)) = TSNS, (A) (PMerge)

Figure 4.3.: Algebraic equivalences: projection pushing. A, A;, A, stand for A ex-
pressions and S, 57, Sy C V' denote sets of variables.

Figure 4.3 presents equivalences to simplify, eliminate, and push down (or, alter-
natively, pull out) projection operators. We will present the proof for rule (P.JPush)
later in this section and refer the reader to Appendix C.2 for the remaining proofs.

The first two equivalences in Figure 4.3, (PBasel) and (PBasell), establish general-
purpose rewriting rules for projection expressions. Firstly, (PBasel) shows that,
when projecting a variable set that contains all possible variables (and possibly
some additional variables S), the projection can simply be dropped. The second
equivalence, (PBasell), complements (PBasel) by showing that all variables in S
that do not belong to the possible variables of A can be dropped when projecting S.
Intuitively, one might argue that these two equivalences are irrelevant for query
rewriting in practice, given that users typically do not write queries that project
variables that cannot be bound in the inner expression. We therefore want to em-
phasize that the benefit of these two equivalences stems from a combination with
the remaining equivalences, which may introduce such redundant variables within
the rewriting process. We will clarify this observation later in Example 4.7.

The remaining six rules in Figure 4.3 address the issue of pushing down projection
expressions. The simplest rule among them is (PUPush). It shows that, in case of
the union operator U, projection can be independently applied to the two subex-
pressions instead of the whole expression. Equivalence (PJPush) for join expressions
is more involved. It relies on the observation that, when pushing projections inside
join subexpressions, we must keep variables that may occur in both subexpressions,
because such variables may cause incompatibility between mappings and affect the
result of the inner join, thus changing the semantics of the whole expression. To
this end, we define S’ := S U (pVars(A;) N pVars(Az)) as an extension of S and
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project the variables in S in the two subexpressions. Note that, due to the fact that
S’ D S, we cannot eliminate the topmost projection in the general case. Yet, as we
will show in Example 4.7, a subsequent application of rules (PBasel) and (PBasell)
may help to eliminate the topmost projection in cases where it became redundant.
The subsequent proof of rule (PJPush) further clarifies the above considerations.

Proof of Equivalence (PJPush) from Figure 4.3

=: We show (Claim1) that, for each mapping p that is generated by the left
side subexpression A; X A,, there is a mapping ' generated by the right side
subexpression mg(Ay) X mg(Az) s.t. for all 7z € S either 7z € dom(u) N dom(')
and p(?z) = p/(?x) holds or 7z is unbound in both p and /. It is easy to see that, if
this claim holds, then the right side generates all mappings that are generated by the
left side: the mapping that is generated by the left side expression of the equation is
obtained from g when projecting variables in S, and this mapping is also generated
by the right side expression when projecting S in y'. So let us consider a mapping
i € A X A, By the semantics of X, mapping p is of the form pu = py U o,
where 11 € Ay, s € Ao, and p; ~ po holds. We observe that, on the right side,
ms (A1) then generates a mapping ) C g, obtained from py € Ay by projecting S’;
similarly g (Ay) generates a mapping u5 C po, obtained from ps by projecting S’
Then g (15) agrees with g (p2) on variables in S (where “agrees” means that
they either map the variable to the same value or the variable is unbound in both
mappings), because S’ O S holds and therefore no variables in S are projected away
when computing 7w (A1) and 7g/(As). It is easy to see that puy ~ py implies p) ~ pb,
so the right side expression g (A;) M ps(As) generates p/ := )y U phy. From the
observation that p; (u2) agrees with mapping p) (uh) on all variables in S it follows
that p’ agrees with p on all variables in S and we conclude that (Claim1) holds.

<: We show (Claim2) that, for each mapping p that is generated by the right side
subexpression mg(A;) X mg(Ay) there is a mapping pu € A; X Ay such that for all
?x € S either 7z € dom(u) N dom(y') and pu(?x) = p/(?x) holds or 7z is unbound in
both i and p’. Analogously to the other direction, it then follows immediately that
all mappings generated by the right side also are generated by the left side of the
equation. So let us consider a mapping p' € wg/(Ay) M mg/(As). Then g is of the form
p' = ph U, where pf € mgi(Ay), phy € mer(Az), and ) ~ pf holds. Assume that )
is obtained from mapping 1 € A; by projecting S’, and similarly assume that p), is
obtained from py € A, by projecting S’. We distinguish two cases: (a) if 1y and pg are
compatible, then p := py U py is the desired mapping that agrees with u' := p} U 1
on variables in S, because 1 2 ) and pe O pfy holds. Otherwise, (b) if p; and pg
are incompatible this means there is a variable 7z € dom(p1) N dom(us) such that
w1 (?x) # po(?z). From Proposition 4.1 we know that 7z € pVars(A;) N pVars(As),
which implies that 7z € S D pVars(A;) N pVars(As). Hence, 7z is bound in p) and
in p, and it follows that ) (?7z) # phH(?x), which contradicts the assumption that
wy ~ ph (i.e., assumption (b) was invalid). This completes the proof.O
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Having discussed rule (P.JPush), we resume the discussion of the equivalences from
Figure 4.3. Equivalences (PMPush) and (PLPush) rely on similar ideas as (P.JPush)
and cover projection pushing for minus and left outer join expressions. Finally,
(PFPush) covers projection pushing into filter expressions and (PMerge) shows that
nested projection expressions can always be merged into a single projection. We
conclude with a small example, which shall also serve as a proof of concept:

Example 4.7 We use the rules from Figure 4.3 to transform the algebra expression
B, from Example 4.6 into its optimized version B{**. We start with application of
rule (PJPush), to push projection down inside the join expression and obtain

Bi ‘= T 2person, ?name(ﬂ—?person, ?name([[( -?PW’SO?% name, ?name)]]D) X
T 2person, zname ([ YPETSON, knows, ?person2)|p))

We observe that, according to equivalence (PBasel), the left inner projection
expression can simply be dropped. Further, by application of rule (PBasell) we can
drop ?name from the second inner projection. This gives us the expression

BY := T operson, tname( [( ?person, name, ?name)]p X
T operson([( Zperson, knows, ?person2)]p))

Finally, we again apply (PBasel) to eliminate the outer projection, which gives
us the optimized version B from Example 4.6. We point out that the application
of rules (PBasel) and (PBasell) helped us to eliminate redundant filters introduced
during the rewriting process and to refine the second filter expression. O

4.2.5. Filter Decomposition, Elimination, and Pushing

Figure 4.4 presents equivalences to decompose, eliminate, and rearrange (parts of)
filter conditions. When interpreted as rewriting rules, they form the basis for trans-
ferring established relational algebra filter pushing techniques into the context of
SPARQL. We emphasize that these rules are more than simple translations of exist-
ing relational algebra equivalences: firstly, they rely on the specifics of SPARQL and
build upon the concepts of possible and certain variables from Section 4.1; secondly,
they address specifics of SPARQL algebra, such as filter predicate bnd (cf. equiv-
alences (FBndl)-(FBndIV)). In the following, we will discuss all rules and sketch
their possible interplay. Missing proofs can be found in Appendix C.3.

The first three equivalences in group VI cover decomposition and reordering of
filter conditions. More precisely, (FDecompl) and (FDecompll) allow to decompose
filter conditions that are connected using the boolean connectives A and V, while
(FReord) shows that the application order of nested filters does not matter (this
follows from equivalence (F'Decompl) and the commutativity of A). When combined,
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they allow to split complex filter conditions, which may be useful to push individual
components down in the operator tree using the filter pushing rules in group VII.

The subsequent four equivalences (FBndl)-(FBndIV) are SPARQL-specific and
address the issue of filter predicate bnd. They cover cases where predicate bnd is
used in either a redundant or contradicting way. In some sense, these rules reflect the
intuition behind the concepts of possible and certain variables. To give an example,
precondition ?x € cVars(A;) in rule (Bndl) implies that 7z is bound in each result
mapping (by Proposition 4.2), so the filter is redundant and can be dropped.

Finally, the rules in group VII cover the issue of filter pushing. While the two
equivalences (FUPush) and (FMPush) hold independently from the variables that
are used in the filter conditions, the equivalences (FJPush) and (FLPush) heavily
rely on the notions of safe and certain variables. According to these rules, the filter
can be pushed inside the first component of a join A; X A, (respectively, left outer
join A; X Ay) if each variable that is used inside the filter expression is a certain
variable of A; (i.e., definitely bound in left side mappings) or is not a possible vari-
able of Ay (i.e., definitely not bound in right side mappings). Informally speaking,
these conditions guarantee that the join (respectively, left outer join) does not affect
the validity of the filter condition. In the generarl case, the equivalences do not hold
if this precondition is violated, as illustrated by the next example:

Example 4.8 Consider the algebra expressions Ay := [(?x, ¢, ¢)]|p X [(?z,d, ?y)]p,
Ay :=[(?y,c,c)]p, and the expressions

AIIN = O'?y=c(A1 X A2) vs. Al = 07y=C<A1) M Ay,

r

AP =09y e(A1 K Ag) vs. AX =09y (A1) K Ay

First observe that 7y & c¢Vars(A;) and 7y € pVars(As), so neither (FJPush) nor
(FLPush) are applicable. In particular, A7 = A and A} = A)* do not follow. We
fix the database D := {(c,c, c)}. It is easily verified that both A} and A evaluate
to {{?z — ¢, 7y — c}} on D, whereas A and A both evaluate to ). This shows
that the equivalences generally do not hold if the precondition is violated. O

We further clarify the idea of the precondition in the proof for rule (F.JPush):

Proof of Equivalence (FJPush) from Figure 4.4

=: Let p € ogr(A; X Ay). By semantics, 4 = R and we know that p is of the
form p = py U e with py € Ay, pus € A, and pq ~ ps. Further, by assumption each
variable 7z € vars(R) is (i) contained in ¢ Vars(A;) or (ii) not contained in p Vars(As)
(or both). It suffices to show that (Claim1) iy = R holds, because this implies that
the right side generates p. Let us, for the sake of contradiction, assume that p; = R.
Now consider the semantics of filter expressions in Definition 2.9. and recall that
w1 € p. Given that p = R, it is clear that gy does not satisfy R if and only if there
is one or more 7z € wvars(R) such that 7z € dom(u), 7o & dom(p;) and 7z causes
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VI. Algebraic Equivalences: Filter Decomposition and Elimination

ORiARy (A) = og,(0Rr,(4)) (F'Decompl)
ORVRy(A) = op, (A) Uog,(A) (FDecompll)
0R1<0R2 (A)) = OR, (URI(A)) (FReord)
Tbnd(?2)(A) = A, if 7z € cVars(A) (FBndl)
Tbnd(7z)(A) =, if 7z & pVars(A) (FBndlI)

T bnd(72)(A) =0, if 2x € cVars(A) (FBndIlI)
-bnd(7z) (A) = A, if 7o & pVars(A) (FBndlIV)

VII. Algebraic Equivalences: Filter Pushing

O'R<A1 UAQ) = O'R<A1) UO'R<A2) (FUPUSh)

O'R(Al \ Ag) = O'R<A1) \ A2 (FMP’LLSh)
If for all 7 € vars(R) : 7x € c¢Vars(Ay) V 7x & pVars(Asy), then

O'R(Al X AQ) = O'R(Al) X AQ (FJPUSh)

O'R(Al ™ AQ) = UR(AI) ™ AQ (FLPUSh)

Figure 4.4.: Algebraic equivalences: filter manipulation. A, A;, Ay stand for A ex-
pressions; S C V is a set of variables; R, R;, Ry denote filter conditions.

the filter to evaluate to false. We now exploit the constraints (i) and (ii) that are
imposed on the variables in vars(R): if variable 7z satisfies constraint (i), then it
follows from Proposition 4.2 that 7z € dom(p;), which is a contradiction; otherwise,
if 7x satisfies constraint (ii) we know from Proposition 4.1 that 7z & dom(us). Given
that 7z € dom(u), this implies that 7z must be contained in dom( ), which again
gives us a contradiction. We conclude that py = R and therefore (Claim1) holds.
Direction “«<” can be shown with an analogical argumentation. O

We conclude our discussion of equivalences for filter manipulation with two rules
that can be used to make implicit joins and selections in filter expressions explicit:

Lemma 4.3 Let A be a SPARQL set algebra expression built using only operators
M, U, and triple patterns of the form [t]p. Further let 7z, 7y € c¢Vars(A). By A%
we denote the expression obtained from A by replacing all occurrences of 7z in A
by 7y; similarly, A5~ is obtained from A by replacing 7z by a URI or a literal c. The
following two equivalences hold.

(FEUmI) — m\(2a) (0202, (A)) = 7g\ (2} (AFL)
(FElimll) To\ (72} (O2e=c(A)) = T\ (22} (A7) U
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The two equivalences (FElimI) and (FElimlII) allow to eliminate atomic filter
conditions of the form 7x =7y and 7z = ¢, by replacing all occurrences of 7x in the
inner expression by 7y and ¢, respectively. The proof of the lemma is technically
involved and can be found in Appendix C.4. Note that in both equivalences the
filter expression must be embedded in a projection expressions that projects the
variable set S\ {7z}, i.e. not including variable 7z that is to be replaced (otherwise,
variable 7z may be bound in left side mappings but not in right side mappings).
Given our complete rewriting framework, this is not a major restriction: using the
projection pushing rules from Figure 4.4, we can always push projections down on
top of filter expressions and afterwards check if rule (FElimI) or (FElimll) applies.
As an important precondition for the equivalence, expression A must be contained in
a restricted fragment of set algebra, composed of operators X, U, and triple patterns.
A second precondition is that 7z € ¢Vars(A) and 7y € ¢Vars(A) hold. The following
example illustrates the rationale behind all these preconditions.

Example 4.9 Consider the expression-document pairs

Ay = [(a,0,722)] , ¥ ([(72,5, )] p, \ [(?2.d. ?2)] ), Dy = {(a,b, ). (a,d. )},
Ay = [(a,a,72)]p, W [(a,a,?y)] p, W obnacry) ([(a, a, 7] p,), D2 == {(a,a,a)},
As = [(a,a,?2)], U (22,0, 7)1 ,, D3 = {(a,a,a)},

Ay = [[(CL, a, ?y)HD4 U [[<?I7 b, ?y>]]D4’ Dy = {(a’ @ a)}

Let S := {?y}. Tt is easily verified that, for each i € [4], the results of evalu-
ating mg\ (72} (022=7y(A;)) and WS\{?I}(AZ'%) on document D; differ. Expression A;
constitutes a counterexample for rule (FElimlI) for fragments involving operator \,
while Ay gives a counterexample for fragments involving operator ¢. Concerning
Az and Ay we observe that Ty & c¢Vars(As) and 7z & c¢Vars(A4), respectively. This
shows that the preconditions 7y € cVars(A) and 7x € c¢Vars(A) are necessary. O

We conclude our discussion of filter manipulation with an elaborate example that
illustrates both the application of the filter manipulation rules from Figure 4.4 and
their possible interplay with the previous rules from Figures 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3:

Example 4.10 Consider the SPARQL algebra expression

T2p,%e (U 2sn# “Smith”\ ?gn= “Pete” (
([(?p, givenname, 2gn)[p X [(?p, surname, 2sn)[p M [(#p, rdf:type, Person)| p)
X [(?p, email, ?¢)]p))

which extracts all persons (?p) with givenname (?gn) “Pete”, surname (?sn) dif-
ferent from “Smith”; and optionally their email (?e). We transform this expression,
pursuing the goal to push the filter condition down as far as possible. To keep the
example short, we only sketch the strategy and skip several intermediate results.
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First, we apply rule (FLPush) to push the filter condition inside the left subex-
pression of the left outer join and afterwards split the filter condition into its compo-
nents using equivalence (F'Decompl). We then push the filter component ?gn=*“Pete”
down, to the top of triple pattern [(7p, givenname, ?gn)] p, using rule (FJPush). This
series of rewriting steps gives us the following algebra expression.

T2p,2e (U Zsn£ “Smith”(
0 2gn=pete”([(#p, givenname, 2gn)]p)
X [(#p, surname, ?sn)]p X [(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p
) X [(?p, email, ?e)] p)

We next apply rules from Figure 4.3, to push down the top-level projection to the
top of the filter 0sy,— «peter, then eliminate the filter using (FElimlIl) (by replacing
variable ?gn with “Pete”), and reapply the rules from Figure 4.3 in inverse direction,
to pull out projection subexpressions again. This gives us the expression below.

T7p,%e (U 2sn# “Smith”(
[(?p, givenname, “Pete”)] p
X [(#p, surname, ?sn)]p X [(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p
) X [(?p, email, ?e)]p).

In the final step, we reorder the triple patterns in the join sequence using equiva-
lences (JAss) and (JComm) and push the filter expression oz, «gmin» down using
rule (F.JJPush). We obtain the following SPARQL set algebra expression.

W?p,?e(
( o osnz ssman ([(7p, surname, ?sn)]p)
X [(?p, givenname, “Pete”)]p ™ [( ?p, rdf:type, Person)] p
) X [(?p, email, ?e)] p)

We may assume that this expression can be evaluated more efficiently than the
original expression, because both filters are applied early. The filter o7g,— «perer is
even implicitly evaluated when extracting data for the respective triple pattern. O

The example illustrates that the rewriting rules provided so far establish a power-
ful framework for finding alternative evaluation plans. It should be clear that further
techniques like heuristics, statistics about the data, knowledge about data access
paths, and cost estimation functions are necessary to implement an efficient and
comprehensive optimizer on top of these rules, just like it is the case in the context
of relational algebra (cf. [Hal75; SC75; Tod75; GLR97]). With our focus on alge-
braic rewritings and the goal to establish the foundations for advanced optimization
approaches, the study of such techniques is beyond the scope of this work.
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4.2.6. Rewriting Closed World Negation

We conclude the discussion of SPARQL set algebra optimization with a thorough
investigation of operator \. First recall that an expression A; \ A, retains exactly
those mappings from A; for which no compatible mapping in A, exists (cf. Defini-
tion 2.10), so the minus operator essentially implements closed-world negation. It
is crucial for our discussion here that, in contrast to the other algebraic operations,
operator \ has no direct counterpart at the syntactic level, but — in SPARQL syntax
—is only implicit by the semantics of operator OPT (i.e., OPT is mapped into X and
the definition of X relies on operator \). As argued before in [AG08a], the lack of
a syntactic counterpart complicates the encoding of queries involving negation and,
as we will show in the following, poses specific challenges to the query optimizer.
We also stress that, as discussed in Section 3.2.3, it is mainly the operator \ that
is responsible for the high complexity of the (syntactic) operator OpT. Therefore, at
the algebraic level special care should be taken in optimizing expressions involving \.
We start our discussion with the observation from [AG08a] that operator \ can
always be encoded at the syntactic level using a combination of operators OPT,
FILTER, and (the negated) filter predicate bnd.> We illustrate the idea by example:

Example 4.11 The SPARQL expression ()1 and the corresponding algebra expres-
sion C'; below (obtained by application of the set semantics from Definition 2.11
to (1) select all persons for which no name is specified in the data set.

Q1 := ((?p, rdf:type, Person) OPT
((?p, rdf:type, Person) AND (?p, name, ?n))) FILTER (—bnd(?n))

C1 1= 0y ([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p

([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p X [(?p, name, ™n)]p))
From an optimization point of view it would be desirable to have a clean transla-
tion of the operator constellation in query @); using only operator \, but the seman-
tics maps (1 into C7, which involves a comparably complex construction using opera-
tors o, X, X, and predicate bnd (thus using operator \ implicitly, according to the se-
mantics of ). This translation seems overly complicated and in fact better transla-
tions exist for a large class of practical queries, using only \, without operators o, I,
M, and predicate bnd. The expression C; from Example 4.11, for instance, is equiv-
alent to the simpler expression C{** := [(?p, rdf:type, Person)]|p \ [(?p, name, 7n)] p.
In the following we present equivalences that allow us to simplify expressions like C',
making such “simulated” negation — an artifact of the missing negation operator at
syntax level — explicit. We start with a proposition that states some equivalences

over expressions involving the minus and the left outer join operator.

|

3The SPARQL fragment used in the proof in [AGO08a] slightly differs from our fragment and it
is an open problem if negation can always be encoded using our SPARQL fragment (cf. Def-
initions 2.5 and 2.4). Nevertheless, the encoding proposed in [AG08a] works in most practical
cases. We will come back to this discussion in Section 5.3.
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Proposition 4.4 Let A;, Ay be A expressions and ;l:, :4; be A expressions. The
following equivalences hold.

(MReord) (A1 \ As) \ A3 = (A1 \ A43) \ A4y
(MMUCorr) (A1 \ As) \ A3 = Ay \ (A2 U A3)
(MJ) Al\AQ EA1\<A1NA2>
(LJ) A, ™ A, = A, ™ (A, M Ay) m

The proof of the proposition can be found in Appendix C.5. Rules (MReord)
and (MMUCorr) are general-purpose rewriting rules, listed for completeness. Most

important in our context is (LJ). It allows to eliminate redundant subexpressions
in the right side of X expressions (over fragment A). We provide an example:

Example 4.12 The application of rule (Z/':] ) simplifies C; from Example 4.11 to
C1 = 0pnden) ([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p M [(?p, name, n)]p). O

It is worth mentioning that equivalence (f:] ) taken alone only allows to eliminate
right side subexpressions that exactly correspond to the left side X subexpression.
When combining (L.J) with previous rules, though, we can even eliminate AND-
connected subexpressions of the left side expression that occur in the right side:

Example 4.13 Consider the expression Cy below, which selects all persons that
know at least one other person and, optionally, their name.

Cy = ([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p X [(?p, knows, ?p2)]p) N
([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p X [(?p, name, ?n)]p)

Rule (ZT] ) cannot be applied directly to remove the pattern [(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p
from the right side of the left join expression, but we can apply the rewriting

Cy =" ([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]|p X [(?p, knows, ?p2)]p) N
(([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p ™ [(?p, knows, ?p2)]p) N
([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p X [(?p, name, ?n)]p)))
®) ([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p X [(?p, knows, ?p2)]p) N
(([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p M [(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p) M
([(?p, knows, ?p2)]p X [(?p, name, ?n)]p))
(Jliem)([[(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p M [(?p, knows, 7p2)]p) K
([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p X [(?p, knows, ?p2)]p X [(?p, name, ?n)]p)

(L ([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p M [(?p, knows, 7p2)[p) P [(?p, name, ?n)]p,

where the correctness of step (x) follows from (JAss) and (JComm). O
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The two previous examples show that equivalence (° LJ ) is a useful tool to simplify
subexpressions appearing in the right side of left outer join expressions.
The following lemma completes our rewriting scheme for simulated negation.

Lemma 4.4 Let A, Ay € A and 7z € cVars(As) \ pVars(A;) be a variable. The
following two equivalences hold:

Opnd(za) (A1 N Ag) = A\ Ay (FLBndI)
Tpndra) (A1 K Ay) = A X Ay (FLBndII) O

Proof of Lemma 4.4

(FLBndI). Let Ay, Ay be A expressions and 7x € cVars(Az) \ pVars(A;) be a
variable, which implies that 7z € c¢Vars(A; X Ay) and 7z & pVars(A; \ As). We
transform the left side expression into the right side expression:

O bnd(7z) (A1 P Ag)

= 0 pndera) (A1 M Ag) U (Ay \ Az)) [semantics]
= O—pnd(7z) (A1 W Ag) U0 pngra) (A1 \ A2)  [(FUPush)]
= 0 U 0 pnagza) (A1 \ A2) [(FBndIll)]
= 0 pnd7a) (A1 \ Az) [semantics]
= A\ 4y [(FBndIV)]

(FLBndII). Similar to (FLBndI), see Appendix C.6 for details.O
The relevant rule in our context is (FLBndl). We apply it to the running example:

Example 4.14 The application of the rewriting rule (FLBndl) from Lemma 4.4 to
expression C] from Example 4.12 yields the expression

CPP" = [(?p, rdf-type, Person)]p \ [(?p, name, ?n)]p.

The construction in expression C4 from Example 4.11, involving X, X, o, and
filter predicate bnd, has been replaced by a simple minus expression. O

4.3. From Set to Bag Algebra

We now take the leap from SPARQL set algebra to the bag algebra introduced in
Definition 2.14. The results presented in this section are more interesting from a
practical point of view, because they immediately carry over to the official W3C
semantics for SPARQL [spac], which follows the bag algebra approach.

Analogously to our discussion of SPARQL set algebra, we start with the definition
of the fragment comprising all SPARQL bag algebra expressions, called A™:
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Definition 4.6 (Fragment A™) Fragment At denotes the full class of SPARQL
bag algebra expressions, i.e. expression built using operators U, X, \, 4, 7, ¢, and
(bracket-enclosed) triple patterns of the form [t]7,. O

Like Definition 4.3, the above definition introduces a class of purely syntactic
entities. It should be clear that, when evaluating an expression AT € AT, this
implicitly involves the SPARQL bag algebra operators introduced in Definition 2.14,
because all triple patterns are of the form [t]}, and therefore extract multi-sets (as
opposed to Definition 4.3, where the triple patterns of the form [t]p extract simple
sets of mappings). Following the conventions from before, if D is known from the
context we shall refer to the mapping multi-set obtained from A* by application of
the semantics from Definition 2.14 as the result obtained when evaluating A™ on D.

The ultimate goal of our analysis of bag semantics is to identify those equivalences
from Section 4.2 that carry over from set to bag semantics. To discuss the relations
between the two semantics, we define a bijective mapping between SPARQL set
algebra and SPARQL bag algebra, which allows us to map expressions from one
algebra into same-structured expressions from the other algebra. This is simply
done by replacing each triple pattern [t]p with [¢]};, when converting from set to
bag algebra and, vice versa, by replacing each pattern [¢]}, with [¢] p when converting
from bag to set algebra. Formally, we define the function s2b ( “set-to-bag”) as follows.

Definition 4.7 (Function s2b) Let A;, Ay € A be SPARQL set algebra expres-
sions, S C V a set of variables, and R a filter condition. We define the bijective
function s2b : A — A™ inductively on the structure of A-expression:

s2b([t]p) =[5

S2b(A; M Ag) = s2b(Ay) X s2b(As)
S2b(A; U Ag) = s2b(Ay) U s2b(Ay)
82[)(141 \ Az) = 82[)(141) \ SQb(AQ)
$2b(A; ™ Ay) = s2b(A1) N s2b(As)

s2b(ms(A1)) = mg(s2b(Ar))

s2b(or(A1)) = or(s2b(A1)) o

We shall use the inverse of the function, denoted as s2b~'(A™), to transform
a bag algebra expression AT € AT into its set algebra counterpart. Intuitively,
the function reflects the close connection between the set and bag semantics from
Definitions 2.11 and 2.15, which differ only in the translation for triple patterns. In
particular, it is easily verified that, for each SPARQL expression or query @), it holds
that [Q]F, = s2b([Q]p) and [Q]p = s2b~([Q]},) (when interpreting the results of
function [.]p and [.]5; as SPARQL algebra expressions rather than sets or multi-sets
of mappings). Given this connection, we next transfer Lemma 3.1, which relates the
two semantics to each other, into the context of SPARQL set and bag algebra.
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Lemma 4.5 The following claims hold.

1. Let A € A and D be an RDF document. Let €2 denote the result of evalu-
ating A on D and let (27, m") denote the mapping multi-set obtained when
evaluating s2b(A) on D. Then forall pe M :pe Q& pe Qr.

2. Let AT € AT and D be an RDF document. Let (27, m™) denote the mapping
multi-set obtained when evaluating AT on D and let € denote the result of
evaluating s2b"'(A*) on D. Then for all p € M : € QF & p e Q. O

Essentially, the lemma shows that corresponding bag and set algebra expressions
coincide w.r.t. the mappings that they compute and only may differ in that the bag
semantics assigns a multiplicity greater than 1 to some result mappings. The proof
of the lemma is similar in idea to the proof of Lemma 3.1 and therefore omitted.

Finally recall that the concepts of possible and certain variables directly carry over
to bag algebra expressions (cf. Section 4.1), so we shall use functions p Vars(A™) and
cVars(A™) to extract possible and certain variables from some SPARQL bag algebra
expression AT € AT. The adaption of the incompatibility property for bag algebra
expressions is not that straightforward and requires some advanced considerations,
to properly cope with multi-sets. We will tackle this task in the following subsection.

4.3.1. The Incompatibility Property for SPARQL Bag Algebra

As before in the case of set algebra, we are interested in bag algebra expressions that
exhibit the incompatibility property. Given that a mapping might appear multiple
times in the result when evaluating a bag algebra expression, we need a refined
definition of the incompatibility property from Definition 4.4:

Definition 4.8 (Incompatibility Property for Bag Algebra) Let A" be a bag
algebra expression and let (2},,m},) denote the multi-set obtained when evaluating
expression AT on some document D. Then A has the incompatibility property if and
only if for every document D it holds that (i) each two distinct mappings gy # o
in 2, are incompatible and (ii) mb(u) =1 for all p € QF. O

Informally speaking, as an additional constraint compared to the incompatibility
property for SPARQL set algebra we enforce that (ii) no mapping appears multiple
times in the result multi-set. Intuitively, this additional constraint arises from the
observation that duplicates are always compatible to each other (i.e., p ~ p holds
trivially for each mapping p) and may harm equivalences that — in the context of
set algebra — hold for expressions that exhibit the incompatibility property.

An appealing question is whether the definition of fragment A, our syntactic
restriction of A expressions for which the incompatibility property holds (cf. Defini-
tion 4.5 and Lemma 4.1) naturally carries over to bag algebra. Formally, we phrase
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this question as follows: does A € A imply that st(g) has the incompatibility
property (for bag algebra)? The following example shows that this is not the case.

Example 4.15 Consider the two SPARQL set algebra expressions

g = [(?x,¢,1)]p U [(?z, ¢, 1] p,
Ay =m0 ([(Px, ¢, 79)] D),

and the database D := {(c, ¢, 1),(c,¢,2)}. It is easily verified that Ay, Ay € A,
The corresponding SPARQL bag algebra expressions are

A} = s2b(A1) = [(%2, ¢, DI U [, e, DI,
A;r = sz(Ag) = T ([(?x, ¢, ?y)] ).

Both ;1} and/gl\zl evaluate on D to ({{?z — c}},m) with m({?z — ¢}) := 2, so

neither A] nor A has the incompatibility property, as they violate condition (ii) in
Definition 4.8. Hence, both are counterexamples for the claim that the bag algebra
expression sz(A) has the incompatibility property if A € A holds. O

The example clarifies that we need to adjust the definition of fragment A for

SPARQL bag algebra. In particular, expressions A] and AJ from the above exam-
ple indicate that the restrictions for expressions involving operator projection m and
union U (the last two bullets in Definition 4.5) are not strong enough for SPARQL
bag algebra. A closer investigation reveals that we can merely impose syntactic
conditions such that fragments involving these operators still exploit the incom-
patibility property: intuitively, the syntactic restrictions for U- and m-expressions
imposed in Definition 4.5 exploit the observation that in some cases compatible
mappings collapse to a single mapping under set semantics, which is never the case
under bag semantics. Therefore, we exclude these operators in our efforts to identify
a SPARQL bag algebra fragment that exhibits the incompatibility property. This
restriction leads to a compact fragment of SPARQL bag algebra, called A*:

Definition 4.9 (Fragment A+ ) The fragment At comprises all SPARQL bag al-
gebra expressions built using only operators X, \, ¥, o, and (bracket-enclosed) triple
patterns of the form [t]},. O

First observe that A+ is a subset of fragment A w.r.t. to our bijective mapping:
Proposition 4.5 It holds that A* € A+ — s2b~'(A*) € A. 0

The proof follows directly from the definitions of the two fragments. Also note
that the opposite direction does not hold, as witnessed by the A expressions - A1
and A from Example 4.15 (i.c., we observe that s2b(A;) & AT and s2b(A;) & A™T).
When combining the above proposmon with Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.5 we obtain:
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Corollary 4.1 Let AT € A+, D be an RDF document, and let (QF,m™) denote

the result obtained when evaluating A+ on D. Then each pair of distinct mappings
in €2, is incompatible. o

Hence, condition (i) of Definition 4.8 always holds for A+ expressions. Thus, to
show that these expressions satisfy the incompatibility property, it remains to show
that (ii) no mapping occurs multiple times. We prove the following lemma.

Lemma 4.6 Let AT € A* and D be an RDF document. We denote by (Q+,m™")
the mapping multi-set obtained when evaluating A+ on D and by 2 the mapping
set obtained when evaluating s2b'(A*) on D. It holds that Q = (Q*,m™) (where
symbol “2” denotes equality between sets and multi-sets, cf. Definition 2.13). O

Proof of Lemma 4.6

Given Lemma 4.5, which shows that the two semantics differ at most w.r.t. the
associated multiplicity, it suffices to show that bag algebra expressions contained
in A" have multiplicity 1 associated with every mapping. We prove this claim by
induction on the structure of A* expressions. Consider expression A+ € A*. We fix
document D and denote by (£2,m) the mapping set obtained when evaluating A+
on D. Similarly, if A] and A; are subexpressions of AT, we denote their evaluation
results on D by (€, m) and (€22, ms), respectively. The basic case At = 15
follows trivially from Definition 2.14, which fixes m(u) := 1 for all u € Q. Following
the structure of fragment A+ (cf. Definition 4.9), we distinguish four cases.

(1) Let AT := A} X A}. Then each u € Q is of the form p = ;1 U pp where
i1 € €y and py € €y are compatible mappings. By induction hypothesis we know
that mq(p1) = 1 and ma(pz) = 1, which implies (by the definition of m for the case
of join expressions) that m(u) = 1+ x, where 1 is obtained from mq (1) * ma(us)
and z is some additional multiplicity obtained from mapping pairs (u}, p45) distinct
from (p1, p9). Hence, we have to show that there are no mappings distinct from
i1 and po that generate u. Let us for the sake of contradiction assume there exist
two mappings p) € Qy, ph € Qo such that pf ~ ph, py Uph = pand (w.lo.g)
iy # py. Then g must be compatible with gy, since otherwise it would follow
that gy U pg o p) U ph. This observation contradicts Corollary 4.1, which states
that each two distinct mappmgs obtained when evaluating an AT expressions are

incompatible (and clearly A7 € A*). (2) Let A* := A\ AJ. The claim follows easily
by application of the induction hypothesis and the observation that the multiplicity
of each mapplng in 2 C )y is either identical to its multiplicity in m; or equals

to 0. (3) Let A+ := A+ B A;“ = (AJr X A+) (AJr \ A*) We fix some p € 2 and
distinguish three case. (3a) If mapping p is generated by the left side subexpression
Ay = A{ X AJ but not by the right side-expression A" := A \ A;, then the
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claim follows analogously to case (1) of the proof. (3b) If u is generated by AT
but not by Aj;, then the argumentation is similar to case (2) of the proof. Finally,
(3c) assume that u is generated by both (i) Af; and (ii) AT. Then (i) implies that
there are compatible mappings p; € Qq, uo € 29 such that p = py U pg, while
(i) implies that p € €y and there is no compatible mapping to p in €2y. Similar
to the argumentation in case (1) we have that each pair of distinct mappings in €
is incompatible, which — given that both uy C p € Q; and g € €; — implies that
(1 = p. This leads to a contradiction: according to (i), pe € 2 is compatible with
(1 = i, but (ii) enforces that there is no mapping in Qs compatible to u. Finally,

case (4) At = or(A7) follows by induction hypothesis, analogical to case (2). O

Note that a similar (weaker) result has been stated in Proposition 1 in [AGOS8b],
namely that every result mapping obtained when evaluating an expression built
using the (abstract syntax operators) AND, FILTER, and OPT under bag semantics
has cardinality 1. When combining Corollary 4.1 and Lemma 4.6 above, it follows
that the SPARQL bag algebra fragment A+ has the incompatibility property:

Lemma 4.7 Every expression At in A+ has the incompatibility property. O

4.3.2. Optimization Rules for Bag Algebra

We now systematically revisit the rewriting rules from Section 4.2 and investigate
which of these equivalences are valid for SPARQL bag algebra expressions in place
of set algebra expressions. We introduce the following concept.

Definition 4.10 (Equivalence Carry-over from Set to Bag Algebra) Given
an equivalence (SomeFEq) for the SPARQL set algebra fragment A we say that the
equivalence carries over to SPARQL bag algebra if it holds for all expressions in A™

as well. Similarly, an equivalence (. S;n\e/E'q ) for fragment A carries over to SPARQL
bag algebra if it holds for all expressions in A+. We denote the resulting SPARQL
bag algebra equivalences by (SomeEq" ) and (SomeEq* ), respectively. O

It should be clear from Lemma 4.5 that the only reason why equivalences may not
carry over to bag algebra is that some result mappings differ in their multiplicity;
the set of mappings in the result is always guaranteed to be identical. Hence, to
show that an equivalence does not carry over from SPARQL set to bag algebra
we must provide an instantiation of the equivalence and a fixed document D such
that, when evaluating the left and right side of the equivalence on D, we obtain a
mapping that has different multiplicities associated in the left and right side result
mapping multi-set. To clarify this issue, we start with an example that provides an
equivalence that does not carry over to SPARQL bag algebra.
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Example 4.16 Consider equivalence (Uldem) for SPARQL set algebra from Fig-
ure 4.1. The rule was originally established for fragment A. To show that it does
not carry over to SPARQL bag algebra, we provide an expression A € A' and a
document D such that the left side of the equation (i.e., A) evaluated on D and the
right side (i.e., AU A) evaluated on D generate a mapping that appears with differ-
ent multiplicity. Consider expression A := [(c, ¢, ?x)]},, document D := {(c, ¢, c)},
and observe that A € AT The result of evaluating A on D is ({{?z — c}},m)
with m({?z +— ¢}) := 1, whereas A U A evaluates to ({{?z — c}},m') with
m'({?x — c}) := 2. Although the mapping sets coincide, the results differ w.r.t. the
multiplicity that is assigned to the result mapping {7z + c}. O

Idempotence and Inverse. We start with the equivalences from Figure 4.1:
Lemma 4.8 Consider the equivalences for SPARQL set algebra from Figure 4.1.

1. (Uldem) does not carry over to SPARQL bag algebra.
2. (JIdem), (LIdem), and (Inv) carry over to SPARQL bag algebra. 0

Proof of Lemma 4.8

Lemma 4.8(1): See Example 4.16 for a counterexample.

Lemma 4.8(2): To show that (m) carries over to SPARQL bag algebra we
have to show that A+ X AT = A+ for every expression Agl: € A*. From Lemma 4.6
we know that the set and bag semantics coincide for AT expressions and we know
that the equivalence holds under set semantics. From Definition 4.8 it follows that

At M AT € AVJF, so the bag algebra equivalence (JIdem™) holds. The argumentation

for (LIdem™) is the same. Finally, equivalence (Inv') follows easily from Lemma 4.5
and the observation that the equivalence holds under set semantics (the extracted
mapping set is empty, so there cannot be any differences in the multiplicity). O

Associativity, Commutativity, and Distributivity. Concerning the eight
equivalences from Figure 4.2 we obtain only positive results:

Lemma 4.9 The equivalences (UAss), (JAss), (UComm), (JComm), (JUDistR),
(JUDistL), (MUDistR), (LUDistR) introduced in Figure 4.2 for SPARQL set algebra
carry over to SPARQL bag algebra. O

As a representative, we provide the proof for rewriting rule (JUDistR) below. The
proofs for the remaining equivalences are provided in Appendix C.7.

Proof of Equivalence (JUDistR*') from Lemma 4.9

We exploit Lemma 4.5, which states that the results of evaluating set and bag
algebra expressions differ at most in the associated multiplicity. Given that (JUD-
istR) holds for SPARQL set algebra, it thus suffices to show that, for each mapping
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4 that is contained in the left and right side result of the equivalence, the associ-
ated left and right side cardinalities of p coincide. Let A, Ay, AT € AT. We fix
document D and define A" := (AT U A7) X AT AF := (A7 X AJ) U (A5 M AT),
A, = AT U AT, Ay = A7 X A and A, := A X AJ. Given a SPARQL
bag algebra expression A with some index i, we denote by (€, m;) the result of
evaluating A on D. Now let us consider a mapping p that is contained in both €
and 2,.. Using the semantics from Definition 2.14 we rewrite m;(u) step-by-step:

TUC) =2 s us) e (5 ) €100 ¢ s gy =y (7102 (H102) 1123 (113))
= Z(,u,uﬂ7#3)6{(HTU2,H§)€Q1U2XQg‘uTUQUyg:'u,}((ml(:ulUZ) + m2(lu’1U2)) * mg(ﬂg))
(NIUQ,H3)€{(MIU2,M§)691UQXQ3W*{U2UM§:M}
(ma (pa0e) * ma(ps)) + (ma(paue) * ma(ps)))
(S3)
- Z(Nlu?=H3)€{(MIU27H§)691U2XQS‘MTUQUﬁ%:“} (ml(’MIUQ) * m3('u3)) +
2 (2 a3) {1 ) €002 X Qs upsg =y (1102 (Haz) % 125 (113))
) *ms(ps)) +
(2 )€ (Gt x Qalugups—u} (102 (H2) * i3 (p1s))
Masag () + Masas (1)
= mr(ﬂ)7

—

*)

Z(M17M3)€{(MI7M§)EQ1 xQa|p3Ups=p} (m1 (,u1

where (S3) stands for the application of rule (S%) for sum expression stated in
Proposition C.1 in Appendix C.7 and step (x) follows by semantics of operator U.O

Projection Pushing. All projection pushing rules carry over to bag semantics:

Lemma 4.10 The equivalences (PBasel), (PBasell), (PUPush), (PJPush), (PM-
Push), (PLPush), (PFPush), and (PMerge) introduced in Figure 4.3 for SPARQL
set algebra carry over to SPARQL bag algebra. O

The proofs of the rules are systematic rewritings of sum expressions, similar in
style to the proof of equivalence (JUDistR) discussed previously. The interested
reader will find the technical details in Appendix C.8.

Filter Decomposition, Elimination, and Pushing. Concerning the filter ma-
nipulation rewriting rules from Figure 4.4 we observe the following:

Lemma 4.11 Consider the equivalences for SPARQL set algebra from Figure 4.4.
1. Equivalence (FDecompll) does not carry over to SPARQL bag algebra.

2. (FDecompl), (FReord), (FBndl), (FBndll), (FBndIll), (FBndIV), (FUPush),
(FMPush), (FJPush), and (FLPush) carry over to SPARQL bag algebra. O
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Proof of Lemma 4.11

Lemma 4.11(1): As a counterexample for the equivalence consider the document
D :={(¢,¢,c)} and the bag algebra expressions A} := 0 2z—ayv(-22=t) ([(c, ¢, 72)]5)
and At = o_9,—u([(c,c,72)]5) U 0-2ep([(c, ¢, ?2)] ). The result obtained when
evaluating expression A; on D is ({{7z — c}},my) with m;({?z — ¢}) := 1, but
expression A, evaluates on D to ({{?z — c}}, m,) with m,.({?z +— c}) := 2.

Lemma 4.11(2): We only prove equivalence (F.JPush™ ) here; proof sketches for the
remaining rules can be found in Appendix C.9. Again we exploit that, by Lemma 4.5,
the results of evaluating set and bag SPARQL algebra expressions differ at most
w.r.t. the associated multiplicity, i.e. we show that, for a fixed mapping p that is
contained in the left and right side of the equivalence, the associated left and right
side cardinalities for the mapping coincide. We fix document D. As in previous
proofs, given a SPARQL bag algebra expression A; with some index i we denote
by (£, m;) the mapping multi-set obtained when evaluating A on D.

Let Af, A7 € AT and R be a filter condition such that for all ?z € wvars(R):
Px € cVars(A)V7?x & pVars(As). Put A := op(Af X AY), Af = or(AT) X AF,
Al = AT X AT, and Al := or(A]). Consider a mapping u that is contained
in the result of evaluating A;” and A. Clearly it holds that u = R and p € Que.
Combining these observations with the semantics from Definition 2.10 we obtain

my(p) = M (p)
(p1 o) €{ (e p8) €EQL X Qa|pyUps=p} (ml (N1> * m2(1u’2))

where rewriting step () follows from the observation that the precondition for all
7z € vars(R): Tz € c¢Vars(A))V?x & pVars(Az) implies that for all py € Qp, s €
s.t. 1 U o = p the mappings pq and p agree on variables in wvars(R), i.e. each
7z € vars(R) is either bound to the same value in p; and g or unbound in both.O

Finally, we address the rules (FElimI) and (FElimlII) from Lemma 4.3. The fol-
lowing lemma shows that these rules are also applicable under bag semantics:

Lemma 4.12 Let A be a SPARQL bag algebra expression composed of operators
M, U, and triple patterns of the form [¢t]},. Further let 7z, 7y € c¢Vars(A). By A;—g we
denote the expression obtained from A by replacing all occurrences of 7z in A by 7y;
similarly, expression A= is obtained from A by replacing 7z by URI or literal c. The
following two equivalences hold.

To\(22} (0ra=2y(A)) = Tg\ (203 (ASL) (FElimI*)
T\ (22} (Or2=c(A)) = To\ (22} (A353) (FElimII") .
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The proof is an adapted version of the proof of Lemma 4.3, which additionally
takes the multiplicities of the mappings into account. We omit the details.

Rewriting Closed World Negation. Finally, we investigate the equivalences
established in the context of our rewriting scheme for (simulated) negation. Like in
most cases before, our finding is that all these rules carry over to bag algebra, so
our rewriting scheme remains applicable when switching to SPARQL bag algebra:

Lemma 4.13 Rules (MReord), (MMUCorr), (MJ), (LJ) from Proposition 4.4 and
(FLBndl), (FLBndII) from Lemma 4.4 carry over to SPARQL bag algebra. O

The proofs are straightforward and can be found in Appendix C.10.

4.4. Summary of Results and Practical Implications

We summarize all results established throughout this chapter in Table 4.1 at the
end of the chapter (due to space limitations, we do not repeat equivalences FElimlI
and FElimlIl from Lemma 4.3 and 4.12). The last four columns of the table indicate
for which fragments the respective equivalence is valid. To give an example, the
check mark “v"” in column A+ for equivalence LIdem indicates that the equivalence
holds for every expression A € A*; the minus symbol “—” in column A™ for the
same equivalence shows that the equivalence does not hold in the general case when
choosing some A € A™. Clearly, all equivalences that are valid for fragment A (re-
spectively A™) are also valid for the subfragment A (respectively @) As discussed
previously in Section 4.3.2, most of the equivalences carry over from SPARQL set
to bag algebra, which is implicit in the figure whenever a check mark in column A
(respectively A) implies a check mark in the corresponding A™ (respectively At)
column. The only two equivalences that do not carry over to SPARQL bag alge-
bra are Uldem and FDecompll; interestingly, in both cases it is the union operator
that poses problems. The observation that almost all equivalences are valid under
SPARQL bag algebra is good news from a practical point of view, since all equiv-
alences except for the two outliers can be safely used for query optimization in the
context of the official W3C SPARQL Recommendation [spac].

We finally discuss implications and extensions of previous results for SPARQL
engines that build upon the official W3C semantics. Our focus in this study is on
the interplay between the semantics and different SPARQL query forms and solution
modifiers (cf. the discussion in Section 2.3.4). In particular, we will show that in
many cases SPARQL engines can use the simpler set semantics for query evaluation,
thus avoiding the overhead imposed by the additional multiplicity computation. We
start with a discussion of SPARQL ASK queries in the following subsection.

101



Chapter 4. Algebraic SPARQL Query Optimization

4.4.1. SPARQL ASK Queries

First recall that SPARQL Ask queries (cf. Definition 2.6) return true if the extracted
mapping set is not empty, and false otherwise. When combining and extending
previous results on algebraic SPARQL query optimization, we obtain the following.

Lemma 4.14 Let @, )1, Q2 be SPARQL expressions. The following claims hold.

L. [Ask(Q)]p < [Ask(Q)]}
2. [Ask(Q, UNION Q2)]p < [ASK(Q1)]p V [ASK(Q2)]p
3. [Ask(Qy OPT Q2)]p < [ASK(Q1)]p
4. It pVars([Q1]p) N pVars([Q2]p) = O then
[ASK(Q: AND @Q5)]p < [ASK(Q1)]p A [ASK(Q2)]p. U

Proof of Lemma 4.14

Lemma 4.14(1): Follows from the semantics of ASK queries and Lemma 3.1

Lemma 4.14(2): Follows from the semantics of ASK queries and the semantics of
the UNION operator (cf. Definitions 2.10 and 2.11).

Lemma 4.14(3): Follows from the semantics of ASK queries and the semantics of
the OPT operator (cf. Definitions 2.10 and 2.11). In particular, observe that for X,
the algebraic counterpart of OPT, we have (i) [Q1]p = 0 — [@Q1]p KN [Q:2]p = 0
and (ii) if there is some p € [@1]p, then there also is some p/ € [Q1]p K [Q2]p-

Lemma 4.14(4): Follows from the semantics of ASK queries, the semantics of
operator AND, and Proposition 4.1. The crucial observation is that precondition
pVars([Q1] p)Np Vars([Q2] p) = 0 together with Proposition 4.1 implies that for each
pair of mappings (i1, pe2) € [Q1]p % [Q2] p it holds that dom(u,) C pVars([Q1]p),
dom(pus) € pVars([Q2]p), and therefore dom(py) N dom(usz) = 0.0

The first claim of the lemma shows that, for ASK queries, it does not matter
whether bag or set semantics is used for evaluating the inner expression. The remain-
ing claims indicate cases where we can individually evaluate subqueries, which may
help to reduce evaluation costs. For instance, to compute [ASK(@; UNION Q2)]p
we could choose the simpler expression among )1 and @y (e.g., based on a cost
function), evaluate this expression, and check if it evaluates to true. In that case,
we could skip the computation of the second expressions and directly return true.
This rule also could be combined with the union normal form proposed in [PAGO06a]
(cf. the discussion in Section 4.2.3): first, we transform the expression into a disjunc-
tion of union-free subexpressions and then decompose this disjunction by repeated
application of Lemma 4.14(2) into a sequence of V-connected ASK queries.

Interesting is also the rule in Lemma 4.14(3) for operator OPT, which shows that
top-level OPT-expressions can simply be replaced by the left side expression, thus
saving the cost for computing the right side expression. Note, however, that it is
generally not valid to drop OPT-expressions that are encapsulated in the query
(i.e. do not stand at the top-level), as witnessed by the following example.
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Example 4.17 Consider document D := {(¢, ¢, ¢)} and the SPARQL expressions

Q1 := ((¢,¢,7x) OPT (¢, ¢, ?7y)) FILTER (7y = ¢),
Q2 = (¢,¢,?x) FILTER (7y = ¢).

We can observe that [ASK(Q1)]p = true, but [ASK(Qq)]p = false. O

Finally, Lemma 4.14(4) shows that we can individually evaluate AND-connected
subqueries that do not contain shared possible variables. The benefit of this rule is
twofold: first, it allows to abort the computation if one of these subqueries, say @);,
contains no result (i.e., if [ASK(Q;)]p = false); second, we avoid the computation of
the join between such subqueries, which can be seen as a cartesian product (because
left and right side mappings never contain shared variables). This may sustainably
reduce the size of intermediate results and speed up query evaluation. The rule may
be particularly useful for ASK queries that check for a conjunction of independent
conditions, expressed in SPARQL as a set of SPARQL expressions @4, ..., @, with
pairwise distinct variables that are interconnected through operator AND.

4.4.2. SPARQL DISTINCT and REDUCED Queries

Having discussed ASK queries, we now turn towards an investigation of the solu-
tion modifiers DISTINCT and REDUCED, which were informally discussed earlier in
Section 2.3.4. Before presenting our results, we formally define their semantics:

Definition 4.11 (SELECT DISTINCT Query) Let @) be a SPARQL expres-
sion and S C V. A SPARQL SELECT DISTINCT query is an expression of the form
SELECT DISTINCTg(®). We extend the bag semantics from Definition 2.15 to SE-

LECT DISTINCT queries as follows. Let (7, m") := [SELECTs(Q)]}. We define
[SELECT DISTINCTS(Q)]} := (27, m), where function m is defined as m(u) := 1 if
m*(p) > 1 and m(u) := 0 otherwise. O

Note that duplicates do not occur under set semantics, so we defined only the
bag semantics (and we will use the SELECT DISTINCT query form only in this
context). While SELECT DISTINCT queries eliminate duplicates from the evaluation
result, the REDUCED query form gives a greater amount of freedom to the query
optimizer in that it allows to eliminate (an arbitrary number of) duplicates. From a
theoretical point of view, the result of a REDUCED query can be understood as a set
of mapping sets, where each mapping set that is contained in the result describes a
possible solution. In practice, though, the query engines does not need to compute
all possible solutions, but can compute and return the solution that best fits its
internal processing strategy. We next formalize SELECT REDUCED queries.
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Definition 4.12 (SELECT REDUCED Query) Let @ be a SPARQL expres-
sion and S C V. A SPARQL SELECT REDUCED query is an expression of the form
SELECT REDUCEDg(Q). We extend the bag semantics from Definition 2.15 to SE-
LECT REDUCED queries as follows. Let (QF, m™) := [SELECTs(Q)] . The solution
to query SELECT REDUCEDg(Q) is defined as the set of mapping sets of the form
(2%, m) such that for all p € M it holds that (i) m*(u) = 0 — m(u) = 0 and
(if) m™ () > 0 = m(p) = 1 Am(p) <m*(p). m

Note that SELECT REDUCED queries, like SELECT DISTINCT queries, are defined
only for SPARQL bag algebra. We illustrate the previous definitions by example:

Example 4.18 Consider the SPARQL expression @ := (¢, ¢, 7x) UNION (¢, ¢, ),
query (1 := SELECT,(Q), DISTINCT query )y := SELECT DISTINCT7,(Q), RE-
DUCED query (3 := SELECT REDUCED, (@), and document D := {(c, ¢, c)}. Then

[O1]5 = ({{?z — c}},m1) where for p € M function m; is defined as
my(p) =2 if p = {7z — c} and my () := 0 otherwise,

[Q:2]5, = ({{?z + c}}, my) where for u € M function my is defined as
ma(p) == 1if p = {7z — ¢} and my(p) := 0 otherwise,

[Qs]) = {({{? = c}},ma), ({72 = c}}ma)} H

The observant reader may have noticed that there is a close connection between
SELECT DISTINCT queries for SPARQL bag semantics and simple SELECT queries
for set semantics. The following lemma formalizes this and other connections:

Lemma 4.15 Let Q be a SPARQL expression and S C V. Then

1. [SELECTs(Q)]p = [SELECT DISTINCTS(Q)] 5,
2. [SELECT DISTINCTs(Q)]} € [SELECT REDUCEDg(Q)]}, and
3. Thereis (2,m) € [SELECT REDUCEDs(Q)]}, s.t. [SELECTs(Q)]p = (Q, m).O

Proof of Lemma 4.15.

Lemma 4.15(1): Follows from the definition of SELECT DISTINCT queries and
Lemma 3.1, which shows that bag and set semantics coincide w.r.t. mapping sets.

Lemma 4.15(2): Follows from the definition of the SELECT DISTINCT and SELECT
REDUCED query forms, i.e. it is easily shown that the definition of function m in
the SELECT DISTINCT query form satisfies the two conditions (i) and (ii) that are
enforced for function m in the definition of SELECT REDUCED queries.

Lemma 4.15(3): Follows when combining claims (1) and (2) of the lemma. O

The lemma has some direct practical implications: it shows that, for both SELECT
DisTINCT and SELECT REDUCED queries (posed in the context of bag semantics),
engines can fall back on the simpler set semantics for query evaluation. Hence, for
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such queries no cardinality computation is required at all and duplicate solutions
can be discarded in each intermediate computation step. We conclude our discussion
of algebraic SPARQL rewriting with a lemma that identifies another large class of
queries that can be safely evaluated using set semantics rather than bag semantics
(we reuse the notation for SPARQL fragments introduced in Section 3.2):

Lemma 4.16 Let Q € AFO and S D pVars([Q]p). Then

L [Q]p = [Q]} and

2. [SELECTs(Q)]p = [SELECTS(Q)]5- O

Proof of Lemma 4.16 .
Lemma 4.16(1): Follows from the observation that Q € AFOT — [Q]f € A+
(when interpreting [Q]}, as an expression), combined with Lemma 4.6.
Lemma 4.16(2): Follows from Lemma 4.16(1) and the observation that the pro-
jection for S D pVars([Q]p) does not modify the evaluation result. O

Combined with the observation that we can safely use set semantics for ASK,
SELECT DISTINCT, and SELECT REDUCED queries, we conclude that set semantics
is applicable in the context of a large and practical class of queries. Ultimately,
engines that rely on SPARQL bag algebra for query evaluation may implement a
separate module for set semantics — with simpler data structures and possibly more
efficient operations — and switch between these modules based on the above results.

4.5. Related Work

Query Optimization in the Relational Context. Query optimization for the
relational context has been a central topic of database research since its beginning.
We refer the interested reader to [JK84; Cha98; AHV] for top-level surveys of op-
timization approaches that have been proposed for relational systems; an in-depth
discussion of all these approaches is beyond the scope of this section. Most related
to our work here are probably [Hal75; SC75; Tod75], which were (to the best of our
knowledge) the first works to study and exploit equivalences over relational algebra.
Rewriting approaches for expressions involving the relational left outer join oper-
ator, which can be seen as the relational counterpart of SPARQL operator OPT,
were investigated in [GLRI7]. We emphasize that, although all these studies form
valuable groundwork for the investigations presented in this chapter, their results do
not trivially carry over to SPARQL algebra. To give an example, the filter pushing
rules from Sections 4.2.5 and 4.3.2 were inspired by the well-known filter pushing
rules for relational algebra proposed in [Hal75; Tod75]; however, the specification of
rules over SPARQL algebra is considerably complicated by the issue of bound and
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unbound variables (whereas in relational algebra the underlying schema is fixed)
and we have seen in Section 4.2.5 that the resulting filter pushing rules for SPARQL
algebra heavily rely on our novel concepts of certain and possible variables.
SPARQL Query Optimization. Also in the context of the SPARQL query
language a variety of optimization approaches have been proposed. Closely related
to the study in this chapter is the work in [PAG06a; PAG09], which (amongst others)
presents a set of rewriting rules over SPARQL abstract syntax expressions, used to
transform SPARQL expressions into the so-called union normal form, an equivalent
representation of the expression in form of a disjunction of UNION-free subqueries.
Although stated at syntax level in [PAG06al, these rules carry immediately over to
SPARQL set algebra. Apart from this goal-driven rewriting scheme (which comprises
only few algebraic equivalences) a closer investigation of [PAG06a] reveals some more
algebraic equivalences that are implicitly used in proofs there. We refer the reader
back to the beginning of Section 4.2, where we listed all equivalences established
in [PAGO6a]. To conclude the discussion of the latter work, we want to remark that
the focus of [PAGO06a] is not on algebraic SPARQL rewriting, but on a study of two
different semantics and normal forms for SPARQL expressions. The initial results on
SPARQL rewriting can be seen as a by-product of the proper contributions. With
the focus on equivalences over SPARQL algebra expressions, the investigation in
this chapter was much more detailed and therefore considerably extends previous
investigations. Going beyond the rewriting of set algebra expressions, we also have
explored the rewriting of bag algebra expressions and syntax expressions evaluated
under bag semantics, which gives our results immediate practical relevance.
Another notable optimization approach for SPARQL is the reordering of graph
patterns based on selectivity estimations proposed in [BKS07; SSB*08]. The rewrit-
ing of SPARQL queries presented there has a strong focus on AND-connected blocks
inside the query and relies on the commutativity and associativity of the join oper-
ator (cf. rules (JComm) and (JAss) from Figure 4.4 in our framework). In addition,
in [BKS07] the decomposition and elimination of filter expressions, similar in style
to rules (FDecompl) from Figure 4.4 and (FElimlI) from Lemma 4.3 has been pro-
posed. However, there the idea is only described by example and conditions when
such rewritings are possible (which we provided in this thesis) are missing. In sum-
mary, [BKS07; SSB108] rely on a small subset of the rules proposed in this chapter
and can be seen as a first step towards efficient SPARQL query optimization. With
our results, we lay foundations for advanced approaches beyond AND-only queries.
The work in [HHO7] proposes a query graph model for SPARQL. In a first step,
the query is translated into a graphical model that reflects the operators and the
data flow between those operators. The authors propose to manipulate the query
graph model to obtain more efficient query plans using so-called transformation
rules. These rules are exemplified by means of a rule that allows to merge triple
patterns that share a variable into a single operator, which can then be evaluated
more efficiently. Unfortunately, the discussion of further transformation rules is not
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subject of the paper. One may expect that our algebraic rewritings can be transferred
into the context of the query graph model (i.e., can be expressed as transformation
rules), so our algebraic results would be beneficial for suchlike approaches as well.
Next, in [GGKO09] rewriting rules for manipulating filter conditions at abstract
syntax level were proposed, some of which are overlapping with the filter rewriting
rules presented in this chapter. We therefore emphasize that the latter work has
been published after we made our results available (as technical report) in [SMLOS].
Another major line of research in the context of SPARQL query optimization
is the investigation of specialized indices for RDF data [HD05; GGL07; WKBOS].
In [GGLO7], an index of precomputed joins for RDF is proposed; the experimental
results show that the approach does not scale to large RDF data sets. Similar by idea,
[HDO05] proposes a combination of indices for the efficient processing of RDF data,
such as keyword indices and quad indices (which, in addition to the three components
of RDF triples, take the RDF document id into account). Further, [WKBOS8] proposes
different combinations of linked lists to provide efficient access to RDF triples and
(as a consequent enhancement of ideas found in [AMMHO7]) supports fast merge
joins when computing any kind of join between two triple patterns. One might
expect that, like in the context of other data formats like the relational model or
XML, indices for RDF are an important step towards efficient RDF processing, as
they provide fast data access paths. A comprehensive optimization scheme may use
them complementarily to the algebraic rules presented in this chapter and optimally
would build upon the (estimated) efficiency of access paths to the RDF data.
Going into a similar direction as indices, in [CPST03] the labeling of large RDF
Schema descriptions has been proposed, akin to XML labeling schemes for the ef-
ficient XPath [xpa] or XQuery [xqu] processing using native relational database
systems (such as [LMO1; Gru02]). The latter work studies the efficiency of different
labeling schemes in order to accelerate path queries along the RDFS subsumption
hierarchy; with this goal, the approach is not SPARQL-specific, yet constitutes an
interesting idea that has not been explored before in the context of RDF data.
Much research effort has been spent in processing RDF data with traditional sys-
tems, such as relational DBMSs or datalog engines [TCK05; CDES05; AMMHOT7;
FB08; NW08; SGK*08; SHK*08; WKBO08; Pol07], thus falling back on established
optimization strategies. The first line of research into this direction are proposals for
mappings from SPARQL or SPARQL algebra to the relational data model [Cyg05;
CLJF06]. From a more practical point of view, in [CDES05; TCKO05] different stor-
age schemes for RDF data were discussed, starting from simple triple tables (which
contain all the triples of the RDF graph), to more advanced schemes like parti-
tioning along the predicate values (thus essentially following the binary relation
view on RDF) and clustering of data. The second, predicate partitioning scheme
was reinvestigated in [AMMHO7], where it is shown that in such a setting (called
Vertical Partitioning there) efficient merge joins often can be exploited for the effi-
cient RDF data processing using relational DBMS. Subsequent work identifies dif-
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ferent deficiencies of the Vertical Partitioning scheme [SGK*08; SHK*08; WKBOS]
and proposes more advanced storage schemes for RDF. In fact, one can observe
that the current trend of RDF data management goes away from using (and cus-
tomizing) existing relational data management systems, to more specialized, native
solutions [NW08; WKB08; NW09]. One reason for this might be that, as shown
in [SHK™08], existing RDF data processing schemes that build upon relational sys-
tems experience severe performance bottlenecks, in particular for complex queries
(such as queries involving negation). This indicates that traditional approaches are
not laid out for the specific challenges that come along with SPARQL processing
and served as an additional motivation for the investigation in this chapter. For in-
stance, with our rewriting scheme for simulated negation presented in Section 4.2.6,
we tackle the problem of the efficient evaluation of SPARQL negation queries.
Concerning the latter issue, it has been shown in [AG08a] that the algebraic
minus operation can be simulated at the syntax level, essentially using operators
OpT, FILTER, and predicate bnd, as discussed in Section 4.2.6. The encoding scheme
presented there was theoretically motivated; our approach to rewriting closed world
negation presented in Section 4.2.6 is practically motivated and goes in the other
direction: we presented a rewriting scheme to transform algebra expressions involving
simulated negation into simple negation expressions using only the minus operator.

4.6. Conclusion

We have presented a large set of rewriting rules for SPARQL algebra, covering alge-
braic laws like idempotence, inverse, commutativity, associativity and distributivity,
advanced optimization techniques like filter and projection pushing, as well as the
rewriting of queries involving negation. Taken together, our rules establish a pow-
erful framework for manipulating algebra expressions. We emphasize that, although
the rules have been established in the context of SPARQL algebra, most of them
can easily be transferred to SPARQL syntax. In particular, each rule that involves
only operators M, U, o, and X directly carries over to the syntax level and — due
to the close connection between SPARQL syntax and SPARQL algebra stated in
Definition 2.11 (for set semantics) and Definition 2.15 (for bag semantics) — can be
expressed at syntax level using the corresponding operators AND, UNION, FILTER,
and OPT, respectively.* To give an example, rule (F.JPush) from Figure 4.4 can be
expressed at syntax level for expressions ()1, ()2 and filter condition R as

(@1 AND Q2) FILTER R = (@) FILTER R) AND Qs.

4Care must be taken for equivalences involving the negation operator \, which has no syntactic
counterpart, and projection m, because its syntactic counterpart, operator SELECT, is always
placed at the top-level of SPARQL queries (cf. Definition 2.5).
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It holds whenever for all 7z € vars(R):?x € cVars([Q1]5)V?x & pVars([Q2]}).
Assuming bag semantics, the correctness follows directly from the semantics in Def-
inition 2.15, which translates the left side of the equation into og([Q1]} X [Q2]}),
the right side into or([Q1]5) X [Q2]5, and both bag algebra expressions are known
to be equivalent according to rule (F.JPush™ ) if the above precondition holds.

With this observation in mind, most of our algebraic rewriting rules also are
useful for engines that rely on evaluation mechanisms that differ from the algebraic
evaluation approach (whenever they are equivalent, of course). To give a concrete
example, mapping schemes that build upon a translation of SPARQL queries into
the relational context or datalog, such as [AMMHO7; Pol07; FB08; NW08; SGK™08;
SHK™*08; WKBO08]), may first transform the SPARQL syntax expression according
to syntactic rules derived from our algebraic rules, then translate and evaluate it.

We again want to emphasize that, although we picked up several ideas from es-
tablished relational algebra optimization approaches, such as filter and projection
pushing, most equivalences fundamentally rely on characteristics of SPARQL al-
gebra. With the novel concepts of possible and certain variables we introduced a
useful tool to deal with these characteristics. The integration of our rules into an
automated optimization scheme based on heuristics and/or cost estimation func-
tions is left as future work. In our opinion, nothing speaks against the assumption
that SPARQL optimizers will benefit from our rewriting techniques in the same way
SQL optimizers benefit from relational algebra equivalences.
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Group ‘ Rule Name A A At AT
I AUA=A Uldem v o voo- —
AXA=A JIdem - v - v
ANXA=A Lldem - v - v
A\A=0 Inv v v v v
II (Al U Ag) UAs =AU (AQ U Ag) UAss v v v v
(Al X Ag) X A3 = Al X (AQ X A3) JAss v v v v
III A1 UAy = Ay U Ay UComm v v Y v
A XAy = Ay X Ay JComm v v v v
IV (Aj U Ag) X Az = (A X A3) U (A X A3) JUDistR v v oV v
Ar X (AU A3) = (A1 M Ag) U (A1 X A3) JUDistL v v oV v
(Al U Ag) \ Az = (Al \ Ag) U (A2 \ A3) MUDistR v v v
(Al U Ag) N Az = (Al X A3) U (A2 X A3) LUDistR v v v
v Tpvars(A)us(A) = A PBasel v v v v
75(A) = Tsapvarsa)(4) PBasell v v vV
Let S":= S U (pVars(A1) NpVars(Asz)), S” := pVars(A1) N pVars(Az). Then
ms(A1 U Ag) = mg(Ar1) Umg(Asg) PUPush v v v v
7T5(A1 MAQ) Eﬂs(WS/(Al) M']TS/(A2>) PJPush v v v v
ms(Ar \ A2) = ms(mgr (A1) \ msr(Az)) PMPush v v v v
7T5(A1 X Ag) = 7T5’(7TSI(A1) X WS/(AQ)) PLPush v v v v
Ts(or(A)) = 7TS(O-R(7-[-5'Uvars(R) (4))) PFPush v v v v
TS,y (7752 (A)) = TSNS,y (A) PMerge v  / v v
VI ORr ARy (A) = 0R, (0R,(A4)) FDecompl | v v v
oRrvRy(A) = or, (A) Uog,(A) FDecompll | v v —  —
or,(0R,(A)) = oRr,(or, (4)) FReord v v v v
Tbnd(7z)(A) = A, if 7z € cVars(A) FBndIl v v v Y
Tbnd(72)(A) = 0, if 72 & pVars(A) FBndlIIl v v v Y
O pnd(2)(A) = 0, if 72 € cVars(A) FBndIIT v v v Y
O-pnd7z)(A) = A, if 7z & pVars(A) FBndlV v v v Y
VII O’R(Al UAQ) = O'R(Al) UO’R(AQ) FUPush v v ve v
O'R(Al\AQ) EUR(Al)\AQ EFMPush v v v v
If for all 7z € vars(R) it holds that ?z € cVars(Ay) V 7z & pVars(Az), then
O'R<A1 X AQ) = O'R(Al) X Ao FJPush v v v v
O'R(Al N Ag) = O'R(Al) X A2 FLPush v v v v
Prop. 4.4 (Al \Ag) \A3 = (Al \ Ag) \A2 MReord v v v v
(A1 \ AQ) \Ag = A \ (AQ U Ag) MMUCorr v v v v
Al\AQEAI\(AlMAQ) MJ v v v v
AlMAQEAlM(AlNAQ) LJ - v - v
Lemma 4.4 | Let 7z € c¢Vars(Az) \ pVars(A;) be a variable. Then
O-—\Imd(?m) (Al X Az) = A1 \A2 FLBndI v v v v
Ubnd(?x) (A1 X Ag) = A1 X AQ FLBndIl v v v v

Table 4.1.: Survey of algebraic equivalences: R, Ry, Ry are conditions, S, Sy, Sy sets
of variables. The four algebra fragment columns A, A, A*, A+ indicate
fragments for which the rules are valid (v') or invalid (—).
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Chapter 5.

Constraints for RDF and Semantic
SPARQL Query Optimization

Roy: “So we’re done with SPARQL query optimization. What’s next?”

Moss: “Hold on a second, we only discussed algebraic optimization.

I would expect that semantic query optimization is particularly
promising in the context of SPARQL and RDFS data.”

Jen:  “Why do you think so?”

Moss: “Well... First, constraints may compensate for the homogeneous
structure of RDF databases. Second, there are already some
implicit constraints by the semantics of RDFS, right?”

Roy: “Oh, I see... Sounds interesting! Let’s have a look at this!”

The study of integrity constraints such as keys, foreign keys, and functional de-
pendencies (also known as data dependencies in the literature) has received con-
siderable attention in the relational context; to give only few examples, early work
in this area includes [Cod70; Cod71; Cod74; HM75; Che76; Cod79]. Integrity con-
straints fix vital relationships between data entities that must hold on every database
instance and that way restrict the state space of the database. The importance
of such constraints is twofold. First of all, they play a major role in schema de-
sign [Cod71; Cod74; Che76], where different types of normals forms and normaliza-
tion techniques based on data dependencies have been developed, with the goal to
avoid insertion, update, and deletion anomalies (cf. [Cod71; Cod74; AHV]). Second,
beyond their importance for schema design and normalization it is well-known that
integrity constraints are valuable input to query optimizers: the knowledge about
relationships between data entities often allows to transform the original query into
queries that are equivalent on every database that satisfies the set of integrity con-
straints, but can be evaluated more efficiently (see e.g. [Kin81; BV84; CGM90)).

Coming along with their central role, data dependencies have become an inherent
part of relational database systems, where they are implicit in primary and foreign
key specifications. In addition, the SQL92 standard provides the CREATE ASSER-
TION statement, which allows to add user-defined constraints on demand. Due to
their importance in the relational model, dependencies also have been studied in the
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context of other data formats like XML (see e.g. [FLO1; FS03]), OWL [MHSO07], and
for deductive databases (see e.g. [CGM90; CGLO09]). In this chapter, we propose in-
tegrity constraints for RDF, highlight their relations to the RDFS inferencing rules,
and investigate the role of the SPARQL query language in such a setting. We discuss
three major aspects of RDF constraints, which will be sketched in the following.

Firstly, motivated by dependencies that are commonly encountered in the rela-
tional context and XML, we propose and formalize several types of data depen-
dencies for RDF, such as keys, foreign keys, and cardinality constraints. Comple-
mentarily, we also address the specific needs of the RDFS data format and propose
constraints like subclass, subproperty, property domain, and property range speci-
fications. We formalize all these dependencies in first-order logic and classify them
as tuple-generating [BV84], equality-generating [BV84|, and disjunctive embedded
dependencies [DT05], showing that many practical RDF(S) constraints fall into con-
straints classes that have been studied before in the relational context and XML.

Secondly, we investigate the role of SPARQL as a constraint language. We argue
that a natural way to check if a constraint holds on some RDF document D is to write
a SPARQL ASK query that checks for constraint violations in the input document.
We then investigate whether, given a constraint in form of a first-order logic sentence
as input, it is always possible to write a SPARQL ASK that implements this task.
Our investigation reveals that there are some minor issues that make it impossible
to check first-order logic sentences with SPARQL in the general case. In response,
we extend SPARQL by so-called constant mappings (which can be understood as
the natural counterparts of constants in relational algebra) to a language which we
call SPARQL® and prove that every first-order sentence can be checked when using
this extended version of the query language. The proof of this result makes the
close connection between SPARQLY and first-order logic sentences (over a ternary
schema, which stores all the triples of the RDF database) explicit.

Finally, in the third part of the chapter we complement the study of algebraic
SPARQL query optimization from the previous chapter with a comprehensive ap-
proach to constraint-based query optimization, also known as semantic query op-
timization (SQO), for the SPARQL query language. As sketched previously, the
central idea behind SQO is to exploit integrity constraints in order to find more ef-
ficient query evaluation plans that yield the same result on every database instance
that satisfies the constraints. The data dependencies that are used for the optimiza-
tion process could be provided by the user, be automatically extracted from the
underlying database, or — in case SPARQL is evaluated on top of an RDFS infer-
ence system — may be implicitly given by the semantics of the RDFS vocabulary,
which implies a variety of correlations among entities in the RDF database, such as
subclass or subproperty relationships (cf. the discussion in Section 2.2.2).

The first part of our semantic optimization approach for SPARQL is to translate
SPARQL AND-blocks inside queries into conjunctive queries over a ternary relation
that is assumed to store all RDF triples. This allows us to optimize the individ-
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ual (conjunctive) subqueries using the well-known chase algorithm [MMS79; JK82;
BV84], which has been proposed 25+ years ago to check equivalence between con-
junctive queries under a set of integrity constraints. In particular, we fall back on
the so-called Chase & Backchase (C&B) algorithm [DPT06] for query optimization,
which builds upon the standard chase and enumerates all minimal equivalent (under
the given set of constraints) queries. The minimized conjunctive queries can then
easily be translated back into SPARQL, which gives us minimized SPARQL queries.

The second part of our SQO scheme is highly SPARQL-specific and goes beyond
the optimization of SPARQL AND-only queries and AND-connected subqueries. We
provide a collection of optimization rules for different SPARQL operators that al-
low us to rewrite and optimize queries with more complex operator constellations.
Motivated by the high complexity of operator OPT established in Section 3.2.3, we
put a special focus on optimizing queries that involve OPT expressions. To give an
example, we propose a rewriting rule that allows to replace operator OPT by op-
erator AND in cases where the expression inside the OPT clause is implied by the
constraint set. In summary, the main contributions of this chapter are the following.

e We formalize a set of practically relevant constraints for RDF in first-order
logic, showing that these constraints fall into existing constraint classes (such
as tuple-generating, equality-generating, or embedded dependencies) that have
been studied extensively in the context of relational databases and XML.

e We investigate the role of SPARQL as a constraint language. Our results show
that, with only minor extensions, the SPARQL query language can be used
to specify and check all RDF constraints that can be expressed by first-order
sentences. This result shows that SPARQL is an excellent candidate for dealing
with constraints. From a practical point of view, it motivates the extension of
SPARQL by a query form that allows to enforce user-defined constraints over
RDF databases, akin to SQL CREATE ASSERTION statements for RDBMSs.

e We present an SQO scheme for SPARQL that can be used to optimize queries
under a set of constraints over the RDF database. Falling back on the well-
known Chase & Backchase algorithm from [DPTO06], we derive guarantees for
cases in which we can find minimal equivalent subqueries. Going beyond AND-
only queries, we also tackle SPARQL-specific desiderata, such as the optimiza-
tion of queries that involve operators FILTER and OPT.

Structure. We revisit the necessary background from first-order logic, relational
databases, constraints, and the chase algorithm in Section 5.1. Next, in Section 5.2
we introduce and classify different types of constraints for RDF data. Section 5.3
investigates the role of SPARQL as a constraint language. Our semantic query op-
timization scheme for SPARQL is presented in Section 5.4. We wrap up with a
discussion of related work and a short conclusion in Sections 5.5 and 5.6.
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5.1. Preliminaries: First-order Logic, Relational
Databases, Constraints, and Chase

In the following we introduce the necessary background for the study in the remain-
der of this chapter. We start with preliminaries from first-order logic in Section 5.1.1,
then turn towards relational databases and conjunctive queries in Section 5.1.2, pro-
vide background on integrity constraints and their formalization in first-order logic
in Section 5.1.3, and introduce the chase algorithm in Section 5.1.4.

5.1.1. First-order Logic

Our introduction to first-order logic follows the formalization in [EFT94]. We de-
fine three pairwise disjoint, infinite sets: the set of constants A, the set of labeled
nulls A,.u, and the set of variables Vz.! Usually, we use identifiers z, v, z to denote
variables in Vi, letters ¢, d for constants from A, and nq, no, ... to denote elements
from the set A,,,; of labeled nulls. We start with the definition of signatures:

Definition 5.1 (Relational Signature) A relational signature R is a finite set of
relational symbols { Ry, ..., R, }, where we assign to each relational symbol R; € R
a number ar(R;) € N, called arity of R;. When used in the context of relational
databases, we often call a relational signature database schema.

We use the term position to refer to the positions of a relational symbol R; € R.
If ar(R;) = n, then R; has n positions, which we denote by R}, ..., R?. O

Building upon relational signatures, we next introduce the concept of R-formulas:

Definition 5.2 (R-formula) Let R be a relational signature. An R-formula is an
expression that is obtained by a finite number of applications of the following rules.

If t1,t € AU Vg, then t; = t5 is an R-formula.

If Re Rand ty,...,tar) € AU Vg, then R(ty,...,tu(r)) is an R-formula.
If ¢ is an R-formula, then - is an R-formula.

If ¢, are R-formulas, then (¢ V ¢) and (¢ A 1) are R-formulas.

If v is an R-formula and = € Vi, then Jxp and Vryp are R-formulas.

We call R-formulas of the form R;(t1,...,ta(r,)) (i-e., those obtained by applica-
tion of the second bullet) R-atoms, formulas of the form ¢, = t5 equality R-formulas,
and formulas of the form —t; = t5 non-equality R-formulas. O

We next define free variables in R-formulas and the related notion of sentences:

'We use Vg to distinguish this set from the set V' of SPARQL variables.
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Definition 5.3 (Free Variables of R-formulas) For any R-formula ¢, the set
of free variables, free(y), is inductively defined as follows.

free(t; = to) = {t1, 6} N Vg

free(R(t, ..., taxr))) = {t1, s tarm) } N Vg

free(—) = free(y )

free((¢1 V 92)) = free(11) U free(iz)

free((v1 A ¢2)) 1= free(yr) U free(y)

free(Vzy) 1= free(y)\{z}

free(3zy) = free(y)\{z} 0

Definition 5.4 (R-sentence) Let ¢ be an R-formula. Then ¢ is called R-sentence,
or simply sentence if R is known from the context, iff free(¢) = 0. a

Structures, Interpretations, and Satisfaction. Having introduced the syntax
of first-order formulas, we now come to a formal definition of their semantics.

Definition 5.5 (R-structure) An R-structure is a pair [ := (AUA,., a), where
symbol a denotes a function that is defined on R and assigns to every relational
symbol R € R a subset of (AU A,.u) ™ ie. a(R) C (AU A ). O

We introduce some additional notation. Given a relational symbol R € R, we
often write R’ instead of a(R). Further, by R(t1,...,tur)) we denote the fact
that (t1,...,tam) € R'. Given a signature R := {Ry,..., R,}, we shall use the pre-
vious notation and denote a structure I := (AUA,.;1,a) as (AUA 1, RIU---URL),
where we represent each R{ (for 1 <i < n) as the set of its facts.

Example 5.1 Let R := {5, T} with ar(S) := 1 and ar(7T") := 2. Consider the R-
structure [ := (AUA.u1, a) where a(S {(a),(b)}, a(T) := {(a,b)}. The structure

)=
contains three facts, namely S(a), S(b), and T'(a,b). Using the notation introduced
above, we denote I as (AU A, {S(a),S(b), T(a,b)}). O

Definition 5.6 (Variable Assignment, Interpretation) An assignment of vari-
ables in an R-structure [ is a mapping v : Vg — AU A,- An R-interpretation T
is a pair (1,7), where [ is an R-structure and v an assignment of variables in I.

If v is an assignment of variables in I, then we denote by v the assignment that
maps r to a and coincides with « for all variables different from x. Similarly, given
an interpretation Z := (/,7), we write Z¢ for the interpretation (I,7%). O

We are now in the position to define the semantics of R-formulas. The definition
is folklore and works by induction on the structure of such formulas:
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Definition 5.7 (Satisfaction of R-formulas by R-interpretations) Consider
an R-interpretation Z := (I,v). For every z € Vi we define Z(x) := 7(z) and
for every constant ¢ € A we put Z(c) := c¢. We define the notion of satisfaction
of R-formulas by R-interpretations by induction on the structure of R-formulas:

Tt =t I(t) = I(t2),

I E R(t1, ..., tar) < (Z(t1), ... Z(tanr))) € R,
ITE-p&notZE=ep,
IE(pVy)elkpollEy

Th(prv) o ThpandT kv,
7 = Jxp & there is some a € A U A, such that e = ¢, and

T = Vo < for all a € AU A,y it holds that 72 = .

For a set ¥ of R-formulas we write Z = X iff for all p € ¥ : 7 |= . O

From the coincidence lemma in classical logic [EFT94] we know that if an R-
formula ¢ is an R-sentence, then for every R-structure / and each two assignments
of variables 71,7, in I it holds that

(I,m) Fe e (I,7%) F e (5.1)

This equation implies that for every sentence ¢ and R-structure I there is either
no variable assignment « such that (/,v) = ¢ or it holds that (I,v) |= ¢ for every
variable assignment ~. If the second case applies, we shall also write I = ¢, thus
implicitly stating that (I,~) |= ¢ for every variable assignment ~.

Notational Conventions and Shortcuts. We define the common shortcut
(p — ) = (- V1Y) and write t; # ty for =t; = ty. Usually, we abbreviate
a sequence of quantifiers Jzy...3x,p (or Vay...Va,p) as 3z, ..., 2, (respec-
tively, Vaq, ..., x,¢). Similarly, if T := (x1,...,2,) is a tuple of variables, we often
write 3T and VZp in place of dz;...dx,p and V; ... Vx, ¢, respectively.

To improve the readability of R-formulas, we will use brackets liberally. We assume
that A and V are left-associative and define the following precedence order: (i) —
binds stronger than A, V; (ii) A, V bind stronger than V, 3; (iii) V, 3 bind stronger
than —. Occasionally, we use brackets redundantly, to facilitate reading.

If a formula ¢ contains at most variables from T, we denote this by writing ¢(T);
note that this does not mean that all variables occurring in  must appear in .

5.1.2. Relational Databases and Conjunctive Queries

We introduced the concept of database schema (also called relational signature) in
Definition 5.1. Complementarily, we now define the notion of database instances:

116



5.1. Preliminaries: First-order Logic, Relational Databases, Constraints, and Chase

Definition 5.8 (Database Instance) A database instance I over some database
schema R := {Riy,...,R,} is a set of relational atoms with predicate symbols
from R that contain only elements from A U A, in its positions, i.e. atoms of
the form R(ai, ..., aur)) where R € R and ay, ..., Ganry € AU Apusr.

The domain of an instance I, dom([I), is the set of elements from A U A,,,; that
appear in I, i.e. dom(I) = {a1, ..., Ganr) | R(a1, ..., aar(r)) € 1}. O

Each database instance I can be understood as an R-structure (A U A, 1),
where [ contains the set of all facts in the structure. Given a sentence ¢ and an
instance I, we therefore shall write I |= ¢ as a shortcut for (AU A, 1) = .

Conjunctive Queries. The definition of conjunctive queries is folklore:

Definition 5.9 (Conjunctive Query) A conjunctive query (CQ) is an expression
of the form ¢ : ans(Z) «— ¢(7,7), where (a) ¢(T,7) is a conjunction of R-atoms,
(b) Z,y are tuples of variables and constants, and (c) every variable that occurs
in 7 also occurs in ¢(7, 7). We denote by body(q) the set of R-atoms in ¢(Z,y). The
evaluation result of ¢ on instance [ is defined as ¢(I) :={ a | I =3Jyp(a,y) }. O

5.1.3. Relational Constraints

We use the terms (integrity) constraints and (data) dependencies interchangeably.
Following [Nic78; Deu08], we encode constraints as first-order sentences. We next
introduce different classes of constraints proposed in previous work [Fag77; Fag82;
BV84; DT01; DT05], highlight their expressiveness, relevance in practice, and their
interrelationships. We start with equality- and tuple-generating dependencies:

Definition 5.10 (Equality-generating Dependency) Let Z, 7 be tuples of vari-
ables. An equality-generating dependency (EGD) is a first-order sentence

¢ = VT(9(T) — z; = 75)

such that (a) ¢(7) is a non-empty conjunction of R-atoms, (b) z;, z; are variables
from 7, and (c) x;, z; occur in ¢(T). We denote by body(p) the set of R-atoms
in ¢(7) and by head(yp) the set {z; = z,}. O

Definition 5.11 (Tuple-generating Dependency) Let 7,7 be tuples of vari-
ables. A tuple-generating dependency (TGD) is a first-order sentence

= Vz(p(T) — IyY(7,7))

such that (a) ¢(7) and ¥ (Z,7y) are conjunctions of R-atoms, (b) ¥ (Z,7) is not
empty, (¢) ¢(T) is possibly empty, and (d) all variables from T that occur in ¥(Z,7)
also occur in ¢(7). We denote by body(y) the set of R-atoms in ¢(Z) and by head(y)
the set of R-atoms in (Z,7). O
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TGDs can be seen as a generalization of join and inclusion dependencies, while
EGDs generalize functional dependencies (the interested reader will find more back-
ground on join, inclusion, and functional dependencies in [AHV]). We illustrate
equality-generating and tuple-generating dependencies by a small example:

Example 5.2 Let R := {R,S} with ar(R) := 2 and ar(S) := 2 be a relational
signature. Further consider the EGD ¢, and the TGD ¢, defined as

01 =V, y1, y2(R(z, 11) A R(x,y2) — 11 = Ya),
g =V, y(R(z,y) — J25(y, 2)).

The dependency ¢; can be understood as a primary key constraint. Informally
speaking, it states that for each database instance I |= ¢; the value in the first
position R! of predicate R uniquely identifies tuples in RZ. It is well-known that (in
the relational context) primary keys are special case of functional dependencies.

The TGD ¢, represents a foreign key constraint (which is a special case of inclusion
dependencies). It enforces that each value that appears in position R? of some tuple
tr € R is also encountered in the first position of some tuple tg € S'. O

Having introduced EGDs and TGDs, we go one step further and define the class
of so-called embedded dependencies, originally proposed in [Fag77; Fag82]:

Definition 5.12 (Embedded Dependency) Let T, § be tuples of variables. An
embedded dependency (ED) is a first-order sentence

v = Va(6(T) — (T, 7))

such that (a) ¢(T) is a possibly empty conjunction of R-atoms, (b) ¥ (Z,7) is a
non-empty conjunction of R-atoms and equality R-formulas, and (c¢) each variable
from T that occurs in (7, y) also occurs in ¢(T). O

It is easy to see that both EGDs and TGDs are special cases of EDs: EGDs
are obtained from EDs when restricting to a single equality R-formula in the head,
while TGDs are obtained when restricting to a conjunction of R-atoms in the head of
the embedded dependency. Conversely, it is well-known that every set of embedded
dependencies can be expressed as a set of TGDs and EGDs [Fag82].

As argued in previous work such as [Deu08; DPT06], embedded dependencies
comprise most of the natural constraints used in practical database scenarios, such
as keys, join dependencies, inclusion dependencies, and functional dependencies. As
a contribution, we will later discuss natural counterparts of relational constraints
for RDF in Section 5.2, showing that embedded dependencies also capture many
natural constraints that appear in the context of RDF data.

As an extension of EDs, we finally define disjunctive embedded dependencies [DTO01]
and disjunctive embedded dependencies with non-equality [DTO05]:
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Definition 5.13 (Disjunctive Embedded Dependency) Let T, 7 be tuples of
variables. A disjunctive embedded dependency (DED) is a first-order sentence

o = VT(o(T) — Vi, (Tjis(T. 7))

such that (a) ¢(T) is a possibly empty conjunction of R-atoms, (b) ¥;(Z,7;) is a
non-empty conjunction of R-atoms and equality R-formulas, and (c) each variable
from T that occurs in ¢;(Z, ;) (for some 1 < i <) also occurs in ¢(T).

The class of disjunctive embedded dependencies with non-equality (DED7) is ob-
tained when we replace condition (b) above by the condition (b7) v;(Z,%;) is a non-
empty conjunction of R-atoms, equality R-formulas, and non-equality R-formulas.0

5.1.4. The Chase Algorithm

The chase procedure [MMS79; BV84] is a fundamental algorithm that has been
successfully applied in different areas of database research (we will list possible
application scenarios when discussing related work in Section 5.5). Our focus here is
the use of the algorithm for SPARQL query optimization under data dependencies.
To achieve this goal, we exploit known results and properties of the chase algorithm
that have been established in the context of conjunctive query optimization under
data dependencies [ASU79; JK82; DPT06]. We will restrict ourselves to chasing sets
of TGDs and EGDs here (which are known to be as expressive as sets of EDs, as
discussed previously in Section 5.1.3). Note, however, that the chase also has been
successfully applied in the context of DEDs (see e.g. [DT05]), so the techniques
presented in this chapter can easily be extended to this larger class of constraints.

The core idea of the chase is simple: given a set of dependencies and a database
instance as input, the algorithm successively fixes constraint violations in the in-
stance. When using the chase for query optimization under a set of dependencies,
this means that the query — interpreted as database instance — is provided as input,
together with the constraints that are known to hold on every database instance.

One major problem with the chase is that — given an arbitrary set of constraints
— it does not terminate in the general case; even worse, the termination problem is
undecidable in general, even for a fixed instance [DNRO8]. We start with a formal
definition of the chase algorithm and come back to the issue of chase termination
later. As a prerequisite, we give a formal definition of homomorphisms:

Definition 5.14 (Homomorphism) A homomorphism from database instance I
to database instance I is a mapping v : AU A, — A U A,y such that the
following three conditions hold: (1) if ¢ € A, then v(c) = ¢; (2) if n € A, then
v(n) € AU Anu; (3) if R(ty, ..., tar)) € 11, then R(v(t1), ..., v(tanr))) € Lo O
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Using the notion of homomorphism, we are now ready to define the chase algo-
rithm. We fix a set of TGDs and EGDs ¥ and a database instance 1.
A tuple-generating dependency YTy € 3 is applicable to I if there is a homomor-

phism v from body(VZ¢) to I and v cannot be extended to a homomorphism v/ O v

from head(¥Zy) to I. In such a case, the chase step I Vo) J is defined as follows.

We define a homomorphism v, with the following two properties: (a) v, agrees
with v on all universally quantified variables in ¢ and (b) for every existentially
quantified variable y in VZy we choose a “fresh” labeled null n, € A,,; and define
v (y) := n,. Finally, we set J to I U vy (head(VTy)).

We say that an equality-generating dependency Vry € X is applicable to I if there

is a homomorphism v from body(VZy) to I and v(x;) # v(x;). In such a case the

chase step 1 vEP () J is defined as follows. We set J to be

e [ except that all occurrences of v(z;) are substituted by v(z;), if v(z;) € Apu,

e [ except that all occurrences of v(x;) are substituted by v(x;), if v(x;) € Apu,

e undefined, if both v(xz;) and v(x;) are constants. In this case we say that the
chase fails.

A chase sequence is an exhaustive application of applicable constraints

[0 <P0,a0 [1 p1,a1 [2 p2,a2 o
where we impose no strict order on what constraint must be applied in case sev-
eral constraints are applicable. If the chase sequence is finite, say I, being its final
element, the chase terminates and its result I3 is defined as I,. Although different
orders of application of applicable constraints may lead to different chase results, it
is common knowledge that two different chase orders always lead to homomorphi-
cally equivalent results, if these exist (see e.g. [FKMP05]). Therefore, we write [*
for the result of the chase on an instance I under constraint set . It has been
shown in [MMS79; JK82; BV84| that I* |= X. If a chase step cannot be performed
(e.g., because a homomorphism would have to equate two constants, see bullet three
above) or in case of an infinite chase sequence, the chase result is undefined.

Example 5.3 Consider the database schema R := {E,S} with ar(E) := 2 and
ar(S) := 1, where E stores graph edges and S stores a subset of graph nodes. Put

ay =V, y(E(z,y) — E(y,x)),
ay =V (S(r) — JyE(x,y)),
ag =V, y(S(z) N E(z,y) N E(y,z) — x =1y),

and ¥ := {o, ag, az}. One chase sequence for I := {S(a), E(c,d)} with ¥ is
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I:={S(a),E(c,d)}

2D (S (a), B(e,d), E(d, )}

{s<> B(c,d), E(d, c), B(a,n1)}
@8 (5(a), Ele,d), B(d. ¢), E(a,n1), E(n1,a)}
1) (S(a), Ele,d), B(d. ), E(a,a)} =: I%,

where n; € A,uu. Observe that I satisfies all constraints from X. O

Chase Termination. Non-termination of the chase can be caused by fresh la-
beled null values that are repeatedly created when fixing constraint violations:

Example 5.4 Consider the database schema from Example 5.3, the tuple-generating
dependency ay := Vz,y(E(x,y) — 32E(y, 2)), and the instance I := {E(a,b)}. We
chase instance I with the constraint set ¥’ := {ay}:

I:={E(a,b)}

D B (a,b), B(b,n)}

a (bn1 ){E( 0), E(b,m), E(n1,n2)}

B (a,0), E(b,m), E(ny,na), B(nz,ns)}

ay,(n2,n3)
— .,

where nq,nq, ... are fresh labeled nulls. The chase does not terminate. O

Addressing the issue of non-terminating chase sequences, sufficient conditions for
the constraint set have been proposed that guarantee termination on every database
instance [FKMPO05; DNRO8; SMLO08; MSL09d]. Whenever such conditions apply,
one can safely chase without risking non-termination. One such condition is weak
acyclicity [FKMPO5], which asserts that there are no cyclically connected positions
in the constraint set that may introduce fresh labeled null values, by a global study of
relations between the constraints. Although more general termination conditions ex-
ist [DNRO8; MSL09d; MSL09a] (we will survey them in Section 5.5), we will restrict
our discussion to weak acyclicity, which is sufficient to illustrate the idea behind such
conditions and is strong enough to guarantee termination for all examples that we
will discuss later. In practical scenarios, however, it makes sense to fall back on more
general termination conditions, to extend the applicability of the chase algorithm.

Weak acyclicity builds on the so-called dependency graph introduced in [FKMPO5]:

Definition 5.15 (Dependency Graph [FKMPO05]) Let X be a set of TGDs and
EGDs. The dependency graph dep(X) := (V, E) of X is the directed graph defined
as follows. There are two kinds of edges in E. Add them as follows: for every TGD
VZ(o(T) — Jyv(T,7)) € ¥ and for every z in T that occurs in ¥(Z,y) and every
occurrence of z in ¢(Z) in position m

121



Chapter 5. Constraints for RDF and Semantic SPARQL Query Optimization

e for every occurrence of x in ¥ (7,7) in position 7y, add an edge m — mo (if it
does not already exist), and

e for every existentially quantified variable y and for every occurrence of y in a
position 7y, add a so-called special edge ™ — 7y (if it does not already exist).O

On top of the dependency graph we can easily define the notion of weak acyclicity:

Definition 5.16 (Weak Acyclicity [FKMPO05]) Let ¥ be a set of TGDs and
EGDs. ¥ is weakly acyclic iff dep(X) has no cycles going through a special edge.Od

It is known that, for weakly acyclic constraint sets, the chase terminates on every
database instance in polynomial-time data complexity [FKMPO5].

Example 5.5 The dependency graphs for the constraint set ¥ from Example 5.3
and for the constraint set ¥’ from Example 5.4 are

dep(X) i= ({EY, B2, 81}, {E' — E2, B? — BV, §' — E', ' % B2}),
dep(S)) = ({EY, B2, $1}, {E? — E', E* 5 E?}).

We observe that dep(X) has no cycle going through a special edge, so ¥ is weakly
acyclic and the chase with ¥ always terminates. In contrast, dep(X') contains the
cycle B2 5 E?, so no chase termination guarantees for ¥’ can be made (in fact,
Example 5.4 shows a non-terminating chase sequence for ). O

The Chase for Semantic Query Optimization. In the context of SQO, the
chase takes a CQ ¢ and a set of TGDs and EGDs X as input. It interprets the
body of the query, body(q), as database instance and successively fixes constraint
violations in body(q). We denote the output obtained when chasing ¢ with © as ¢*.
It is known that body(¢”) = ¥ and that ¢* is equivalent to ¢ on every instance
D = . Note that ¢* is undefined whenever the chase fails or does not terminate.

The semantic optimization approach for SPARQL that we will present in Sec-
tion 5.4 relies on the Chase & Backchase (C&B) algorithm for semantic optimiza-
tion of CQs proposed in [DPT06], which builds upon the standard chase procedure.
To give a short description, the C&B algorithm does the following: given a CQ ¢
and a set of constraints ¥ as input, it lists all ¥-equivalent minimal (with respect
to the number of atoms in the body) rewritings of ¢, up to isomorphism. We do
not describe the C&B algorithm in detail here, but use it as a black-box with the
above-mentioned properties. It is important to note that also the C&B algorithm
does not necessarily terminate, because it uses the standard chase as a subproce-
dure. However, all sufficient termination conditions for the chase also apply to the
C&B algorithm. Given a set X of EGDs and TGDs and a conjunctive query ¢, we
denote the output of the C&B algorithm, namely the set of all minimal conjunctive
queries that are Y-equivalent to ¢, by cbs(q), if it is defined (the output is defined
whenever all chase sequences that are triggered by C&B are defined).
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5.2. Constraints for RDF

In the previous section, we formalized dependencies for relational databases as first-
order sentences. RDF constraints can be seen as a special case of such sentences:

Definition 5.17 (RDF Constraint) An RDF constraint is a first-order sentence
over signature R := {T'} with ar(T) := 3. We define the satisfaction of an RDF
constraint ¢ as follows. Let D be an RDF document. We define the R-structure
Ip = (dom(D),{T(s,p,0) | (s,p,0) € D}). We say that D satisfies ¢, written
D = ¢, iff Ip = . Similarly, for a set of RDF constraints 3, D = X iff Ip = .0

Example 5.6 Consider the RDF constraints

B =V, x9, m( T'(x1, rdf-type, Student) N\ T (xo, rdf:type, Student) A\
T(x1, matric,m) A T(xzo, matric,m) — x1 = x3),
By := V(T (z, rdf:type, Student) — Im T'(x, matric,m)).

The EGD f; can be understood as a key stating that the matriculation number
matric identifies objects of type student; TGD [, states that each student has at
least one matriculation number associated. Now consider the RDF document

D = {(Py, rdf:type, Student), (Py, matric, “1111117), ( Py, rdf:type, Student),
(Ps, rdf:type, Student), (P, matric, “222222”)}.

It is easily verified that D = o1, D F= ¢, and therefore D = {1, pa}. O

In the remainder of Section 5.2, we propose a collection of constraint templates for
RDF and classify them as TGDs, EGDs, and DED7s. The subsequent listing is not
complete in any sense, but pursues the goals (a) to show that constraints like keys
and foreign keys for structured and semi-structured data models or cardinality con-
straints for XML (as found e.g. in XML Schema [xml]), naturally carry over to RDF
and fall into established constraint classes and (b) to present a proper formalization
of different constraint types, which can be used in subsequent discussions.

5.2.1. Equality-generating Dependencies

In Figure 5.1 we summarize EGD templates for RDF, where C' is to be instantiated
by some RDF class and p, p1, ..., pn,q are to be replaced by RDF properties. When
instantiated, these templates express different types of functional dependencies over
RDF data. First, constraint Key(C, [p1,...,pn]) states that properties py,...,p,
form an n-ary key for objects of type C' in the sense that they identify objects
of this type. Note that the constraint “applies” only in cases where py,...,p, are
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Name Formalization in First-order Logic (EGD)
Vl’l,xg, O1y..., On(
T(x1, rdf:type, C') N T'(x, rdf:type, C)A
Key(C, [p1; - - ., pn]) T(x1,pr,00) A=+ NT(21,pnsy 0n) A

T(x2,p1,01) A -+ AT (x2,pn,0n)
— l’l = :1';2)
V1, 22,01, ..., 0n, 0, 0b(
T(z1,p1,01) A+ ANT(x1,pn, 0n) AT (21,9, 07)A

FD([p1,---,pn],q) T(x2,p1,01) A -+ AT (22, Pn,0n) A T(xQ,q,OIZ)
—of = o)
Vl‘l,l‘Q,Ol,---,On,O&,OIQ(

T(x1, rdf:type, C') N T (x4, rdf:type, C)A
FD*(C,[p1,---,pul,q) T(x1,p1,01) A+ AT (21, pny 0n) AT (21, ¢, 0))A
T(z2,p1,01) A+ ANT(x2,pn,0n) AT (22,4, 0)
— 0} = 03)
Func(p) YV, 01,02(T(x,p,01) ANT(x,p,02) — 01 = 02)
Func®(C,p) Y, 01, 00(T (z, rdf:type, C) N T (x,p,01) NT(x,p,02) — 01 = 03)

Figure 5.1.: Templates of equality-generating dependencies for RDF, where C' stands
for an RDF class and p, p1,..., pn, q denote RDF properties.

all bound; we will present a variant of the constraint in Section 5.2.3, called Key,,
which additionally enforces that py, ..., p, are bound (but is not an EGD anymore).

The templates F'D([p1,...,ps],q) and FD*(C,[p1,...,pal, q) express general func-
tional dependencies, stating that a set of properties py, ..., p, with their correspond-
ing values identify the value of property ¢ whenever all properties py,...,p,,q are
present. While FD can be understood as a universal functional dependency that
holds for objects of any type (and even untyped objects), template F'D* allows to
encode functional dependencies for objects of some fixed type C' only.

Finally, the two constraint templates Func(p) and Func®(C,p) express that RDF
property p is functional in the sense that it occurs either zero or one times for each
object (cf. Func(p)) or objects of some fixed type C (cf. Func®(C,p)).

Example 5.7 3 from Example 5.6 can be encoded as Key(Student,[matric]). O

5.2.2. Tuple-generating Dependencies

Figure 5.2 presents TGD templates for RDF. FKey(C,[p1,...,pul, D, [q1,- -, qn))
can be understood as an n-ary foreign key constraint for RDF. It states that, for
each object of type C with properties py, ..., p,, there is an object of type D with
properties ¢, . .., ¢, such that each ¢; (1 <1i < n) maps to the same value as p;.
Next, SubC(C, D) and SubP(p,q) express the subclass and subproperty relation-
ships between classes and properties, respectively. These constraints are motivated
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Name Formalization in First-order Logic (TGD)

Va,01,...,0n(

FKey(C, [p1;.--- pn] T (z, rdf:type, C) AT (z,p1,01) A+ NT (2, pp, 0n)

Dolar, - 4al) — Jy T'(y, rdf:type, D) AT (y,q1,01) A+ ANT(Y, Gn, 0n))
SubC(C, D) V(T (z, rdf-type, C') — T(x, rdf:type, D))
SubP(p, q) Va,o(T(x,p,0) — T(x,q,0))
PDom(p,C) Vo, y(T(z,p,y) — T(z, rdf:type, C))
PRan(p,C) Va,y(T'(z, p,y) — T(y, rdf-type, C))
Va,01,...,0n(
PChainP([p1,...,pnl,q) T(z,p1,01) ANT(01,p2,02) A+ ANT(0p—1, P, On)
— T(z,q,04))
YV, 01,...,00(T(x, rdf:type, C)\
PChainP*(C, [p1, ..., pnl, q) T(x,p1,01) NT(01,p2,02) A+ ANT(0p-1,Pn,0n)
— T(z,q,0n))
YV, 01,...,0n(
PChainC([p1,...,pn), D) T(x,p1,01) ANT(01,p2,02) A+ ANT(0p—1,Pn,0n)

— T (on, rdf:type, D))
YV, 01,...,00(T(x, rdf:type, C)\
PChainC*(C, [p1, ... ,pul, D) T(x,p1,01) NT(01,p2,02) A+ ANT(0p-1,pn,0n)
— T(op, rdf:type, D))

Figure 5.2.: Templates of tuple-generating dependencies for RDF, where C', D stand
for RDF classes and p, p1,...,Pn, 4, q1,- ., qm denote RDF properties.

by the predefined RDFS properties rdfs:subClass0f and rdfs:subProperty0f
(cf. the discussion in Section 2.2.2). Note, however, that there is a very basic concep-
tual difference: the RDFS vocabulary can be seen as a set of axioms that imply sub-
class and subproperty relationships that are not explicit in the RDF database accord-
ing to the semantics of RDFS; in contrast, we understand SubC(C, D), SubP(p, q)
as hard database constraints, which assert that the specified subclass and subprop-
erty relationships are explicitly contained in the database. Also closely related to
the RDFS vocabulary are the constraints PDom(p,C) and PRan(p,C'), which fix
the domain and range of property p to C' and can be understood as the constraint
versions of the RDFS properties rdfs:domain and rdfs:range, respectively. We
will resume the discussion about connections between RDFS and constraints later
in Section 5.4.1 when motivating constraint-based query optimization for SPARQL.

Next, Figure 5.2 contains the template constraints PChainP([p1,...,ps],q) and
PChainP*(C, [p1,...,pn),q). These two constraints can be understood as referential
integrity constraints along a chain of properties py, ..., p,, stating that each value
reachable when walking along py, ..., p, is linked directly through property ¢ (again,
there is a universal version and a version for objects of some class C'). Complementar-
ily, the path constraints PChainC([p1,...,pn], D) and PChainC*(C,[p1,...,pnl, D)
assert that objects reached when walking along properties pq, ..., p, are of type D.

125



Chapter 5. Constraints for RDF and Semantic SPARQL Query Optimization

Name Formalization (DEDs/DED7s or sets thereof)

We define someEq([01, - .., 0m]) == Vi<jcm Vicjom 0i = 055
allDist([o1, ..., 0m]) = N1<icm Nicj<m 0i # 0j-

YV, o(T (x, rdf:type, 0) —

Wi ) Jo1,...,0.T(x,p,01) N+ NT(z,p,0,) A allDist([o1, ..., 0n]))
e V(T (x, rdf:type, C) —
Min®(C' . p) Jdo1,...,0.T(x,p,01) N+ NT(z,p,0,) A allDist([o1,...,0n]))
Vx,0,01,...,0n04+1(T (z, rdf:type, o)\
Max(n,p) T(:Capa 01) ARRRNA T(ﬁ,p, OTL+1) i someEq([ol, 000g 0n+1]))
R YV, 01, ..., 0041 (T (x, rdf:type, C)A
Maz*(C,m.p) T(z,p,01) A+ AT(z,p,0ns1) — someBq(or, .., ont1]))
Bract(n, ) {Min{n, ), Mas(n, p)}
Ezact®*(C,n,p) {Min®*(C,n,p), Maz®*(C,n,p)}
Total(p) Ezact(1,p)
Total®*(C,p) Ezact*(C,1,p)

PDomV(p, [017 coog Cn]) VCB, y(T(vav y) ~ T(:L‘v rdf'type, Cl) VeV T(ZL’, rdf:type, Cn))
PRanY (p,[C1,...,Cn])  Va,y(T(x,p,y) — T(y, rdf:type, C1) \V - - -V T(y, rdf:type, Cy))
CProp”(C, [p1;-..,pnl)  Va,p,o(T(z, rdf:type, C) AT (x,p,0) = p=p1V---Vp=pn)
Key, (C,[p1,---,pn)) {Key(C,[p1,...,pn])} U Total®*(C,p1) U--- U Total*(C, py,)

Figure 5.3.: Templates of disjunctive embedded dependencies with non-equality,
where C, C1, ..., C, stand for RDF classes and p,p1, ..., pn, ¢, q1, - - Qn
denote RDF properties.

5.2.3. Disjunctive Embedded Dependencies

We conclude our discussion of constraints for RDF with a collection of constraint
templates that can be expressed as (sets of) disjunctive embedded dependencies or
disjunctive embedded dependencies with non-equality. The first constraint types that
are listed in Figure 5.3 are the cardinality constraints Min(n, p) and Maz(n, p), stat-
ing that for objects of any o type the RDF property p is present minimally or maxi-
mally n times, respectively. As usual, the corresponding constraints Min®(C,n,p)
and Maz®(C,n,p) impose the respective restrictions to objects of type C only.
Note that we use the shortcuts someFEq([o1,...,0,]) (encoding that there must be
some i # j such that o; = 0;) and allDist([oy, ..., 0] (stating that for all i # j it
holds that o; # 0,); the formal definition of these functions is given in the figure. As
can be seen, the templates Total(p), Total’(C,p), Exact(n, p), and Ezact®(C,n,p) are
easily obtained when combining the different versions of min- and max-cardinality
constraints; note that the latter templates are expressed as sets of constraints.

Example 5.8 (3, from Example 5.6 can be encoded as Min®(Student, 1, matric). O

126



5.3. SPARQL as a Constraint Language

Next, as generalizations of the tuple-generating constraint templates P Dom(p, C)
and PRan(p,C), we introduce PDom" (p, [C},...,C,]) and PRan"(p,[C4,...,Cy]).
They enforce that URIs or literals appearing in the subject and object position of
property p are typed with at least one of the classes C,...,C,; observe that, in
line with the philosophy of RDF, we allow for multiple domain assignments. Com-
plementarily to the extended versions of the property domain and range restriction
constraints, the template CProp”(C, [p1,...,pn]) allows to restrict the set of prop-
erties that are used in combination with objects of type C to py,...,p,.

Finally, the constraint Key.(C,[pi,...,ps]) is a variant of the key constraint
Key(C,[p1,...,pn]) presented in Figure 5.1. Like the original key constraint, it
enforces that the values of properties pi,...,p, identify objects of type C, and
additionally asserts that all these properties are present exactly once.

5.3. SPARQL as a Constraint Language

One interesting question that arises in the context of constraints for RDF data is
to which degree SPARQL can be used to check if constraints hold over the input
RDF database. Before starting, we give a formal notion of constraint checking with
SPARQL. We argue that the natural way to verify if a constraint holds on some
RDF document is using the SPARQL Ask query form introduced in Definition 2.6:

Definition 5.18 (Constraint Checking with SPARQL) Let @ be a SPARQL
ASK query and ¢ be an RDF constraint. We say that () checks ¢ iff for every RDF
document D it holds that [Q]p < D ¥ . O

Informally speaking, to check a constraint we have to write a SPARQL ASK
query that detects exactly the constraint violations in the database. If the constraint
holds on some database, then there is no constraint violation in the database and
consequently the ASK query evaluates to false; otherwise, it evaluates to true.

Example 5.9 Let us consider the equality-generating dependency (; from Exam-
ple 5.6 and the tuple-generating dependency (s := JzT'(z, rdf:type, Student). 1t is
easy to see that the SPARQL query

Qp, = ASK(((?x1, rdf:type, Student) AND (?xy, rdf:type, Student) AND
(?x1, matric, m) AND (7o, matric, ?m)) FILTER (—(7x1 =7x9))),

checks constraint 3;: obviously, the query returns true if and only if there are two
distinct students in the database that have the same matriculation number.

We further argue that there is no SPARQL query that checks constraint (3. To
see why this is the case, consider the empty RDF document D := ). We observe
that D [~ (s, so one restriction for the SPARQL check query is that it must return
true on the empty document. It can easily be shown (by induction on the structure
of SPARQL expressions) that such a SPARQL query does not exist. O
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The example shows that we cannot check TGDs in the general case. It follows
immediately that we generally cannot check the constraint classes ED, DED, and
DED7, which generalize the class of TGDs. We next present a simple extension of
SPARQL by constant mappings, called SPARQLC, which can be understood as the
counterpart of constants in relational algebra; we shall see later that this extension
gives SPARQL the expressive power to check arbitrary first-order logic sentences.

Given the result from [AG08a] that SPARQL has the same expressiveness as re-
lational algebra and the close connection between relational algebra and first-order
logic, one might wonder why such an extension is necessary. The crucial observation
is that, in the proof of the result that relational algebra has the same expressiveness
as SPARQL in [AGO08a], the authors use a version of SPARQL that extends our
fragment from Definition 2.4 by (i) so-called empty graph patterns {} (with seman-
tics [{}]p := {0}) and by (ii) a MINUS operator at syntax level (with semantics
[Q1 MINUS Qq]p := [@1]p \ [@2]p). We emphasize that the encoding of RDF con-
straints (cf. Theorem 5.1 below) is also possible when using these two extensions.
With SPARQLY we propose another extension of SPARQL that compensates for
both missing empty graph patterns and a missing syntactic MINUS operator:?

Definition 5.19 (SPARQL®) Let 7z € V and ¢ € LU be a literal or a URIL. A
constant triple pattern, or c-pattern for short, is an expression of the form t(?x — ¢).
We extend the set and bag semantics from Definitions 2.11 and 2.15 as follows:

[t(?z — o)]p :={{?x— c}}
[t(?z — )]F == ({{?x + ¢}},m), where for 4 € M we define
m(p) :=1if p={?x — ¢}, and m(u) := 0 otherwise.

A SPARQLY expression or query is defined as a SPARQL expression or query in
which c-patterns can be used in place of simple triple patterns. O

Example 5.10 Consider the SPARQL® query

QCCZ SELECT?%?status(t(?Sta’tus = “StUdent”> AND
(?p, rdf:type, Person) AND (7p, matric, ?m))

which extracts all persons with matriculation number (property matric) from the
database and assigns status “Student” to these persons. Let us assume that the
database D := {(Jil, rdf:type, Person), (Jil, matric, “1234”), (John, rdf:type, Person)}
is given. It is easily verified that [Qc]lp = {{?p — Jil, ?status — “Student”}}. O

Resuming our discussion of constraint checking with SPARQL, first observe that
we can check the constraint 35 from Example 5.9 in SPARQLC:

2In fact, similar extensions have already been used in practice. For instance, the ARQ SPARQL
processor [arq] supports such constant patterns by means of a LET clause, which allows to bind
variables to some fixed value, see http://jena.sourceforge.net/ARQ/assignment.html.
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Example 5.11 The SPARQL® query
Qp, = ASK((t(?z — ¢) OpT (?y, rdf:type, Student)) FILTER (=bnd(?y)))

checks constraint (3 from Example 5.9: if database D contains no object of type
Student then D B (3 and [Qg,]p = true, otherwise D |= (3 and [Qg,]p = false. O

As illustrated in the example, the SPARQL language allows to encode (top-level)
negation in SPARQL queries. We generalize this construction as follows (we use the
concept of possible variables, i.e. function pVars introduced in Section 4.1).

Proposition 5.1 Let Q be a SPARQL® expression and ?z, 7y € V' \ pVars([Q]p).
Define Q™ := (t(?z +— ¢) OpT (t(?7y — ¢) AND @Q)) FILTER (—bnd(?y)). Then for
every RDF document D it holds that [ASK(Q)]p < —[ASK(Q7)]p- O

Proof of Proposition 5.1

=: (a) Assume that [ASK(Q)]p = true. Then [Q]p is not empty. Now consider
what happens when evaluating [Q7]p. First recall that 7z, 7y & pVars([Q]p) by
assumption, so it is easy to see that the inner AND expression extends each mapping
in [Q]p by 7y — ¢, and the OPT expression further extends each mapping by
?x +— ¢; consequently, the surrounding filter discards all mappings, so [Q7]p = 0
and [ASK(Q7)]p = false. If (b) [ASK(Q)]p = false, then [Q]p = 0. Tt is easily
verified that, in this case, [Q"]p = {{?z — c}} and therefore [ASK(Q™)]p = true.

<: (a) Assume that [ASk(Q™)]p = true. Then [Q"]p is not empty. This implies
that there is a mapping in [t(?z — ¢) OPT ({(?y — ¢) AND Q)] p such that 7y is not
bound. It is easily verified that 7y is bound in every result mapping whenever [Q] p
is not empty, so we conclude that [Q]p = 0 and therefore [ASK(Q)]p = false.
(b) If [ASK(Q™)]p = false, then [Q"]p = 0. Hence, it must hold that 7y is bound
in every mapping obtained when evaluating [t(?z — ¢) OPT (t(?y — ¢) AND Q)] p.
Assume for the sake of contradiction that [Q]p = (). It is easily verified that, in this
case, [Q7]p = {{?z + c}}, which is a contradiction. We conclude that [Q]p # 0
and therefore it holds that [ASK(Q)]p = true.O

We emphasize that top-level negation cannot be encoded in standard SPARQL,
because we cannot write a SPARQL query that returns true on the empty docu-
ment and therefore we cannot negate the result of a query in the general case. The
main result in this subsection is that the extension from SPARQL to SPARQLC is
sufficient to check every first-order sentence (over a single, ternary signature). Of
course, this comprises all dependency classes (i.e., EGDs, EDs, DEDs, and DED7s)
and consequently all the constraint templates proposed in Section 5.2.

Theorem 5.1 Let ¢ be an RDF constraint. Then there is a SPARQL® query that
checks . O
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As a practical implication, the theorem shows that SPARQL (when marginally
extended) is a good candidate for a constraint language. In particular, SPARQL®
can be used for checking if a constraint holds on some database instance and —
phrased more generally — for expressing arbitrary RDF constraints. In practice, it
would make sense to define an ASSERT query form for SPARQLC, which — akin to
CREATE ASSERTION statements in SQL — allows to specify user-defined constraints
on top of RDF database management systems. Such fixed constraints could then
be used internally to check data integrity and also for SQO. We finally point out
that, although we defined constraint checking over set semantics in Definition 5.18,
our results immediately carry over to bag semantics, because the evaluation of ASK
queries is invariant w.r.t. the underlying semantics (see Lemma 4.14(1)). In the
remainder of this subsection we present the proof for Theorem 5.1. It is constructive
and makes the connection between first-order logic and SPARQL explicit.

Proof of Theorem 5.1

We show that for each RDF constraint, i.e. each first-order sentence ¢ over sig-
nature R := {7} with ar(T) := 3, there is a SPARQLY query @, such that
[ASK(Q,)]p = true & D = ¢. This is sufficient, because the construction from
Proposition 5.1 then gives us a query Q) such that [ASK(Q)]p = false & D = ¢.°

More precisely, we present a SPARQL® encoding of a first-order sentence ¢ that
is built using (1) equality R-formulas ¢; = t5, (2) R-atoms of the form T'(ty, to, t3),
(3) the negation operator =, (4) the conjunction operator A, and (5) R-formulas of
the form —3z1. It is folklore that i V 1)y can be written as —(—t; A —1)y) and each
quantifier R-formula can easily be brought into the form (5), i.e. V1) is equivalent
to =3x—) and Jze) can be written as —(—3x)), so cases (1)-(5) are sufficient. Note
that we chose the variant =3zt because its encoding is simpler than e.g. Vv or Jxi).

Having fixed the structural constraints for the input formula ¢, we now show how
to construct a SPARQLY query @, such that [Q,]p = 0 if and only if Ip F~ ¢,
where Ip := (dom(D),{T(s,p,0) | (s,p,0) € D}). Before presenting this encoding,
we introduce some additional notation and shortcut definitions.

Let var(y) := {z1,...,x,} denote all variables appearing in formula ¢. We define
the set S := {7z1,...,72,} of corresponding SPARQL variables. Further, we intro-
duce the function v : var(p) — S that translates each variable occurring in ¢ into
its corresponding SPARQL variable, i.e. we define v(z;) :=7z; for 1 <i < n. Further
assume that S™ is an infinite set of variables disjoint from S, i.e. SNS™ = (). For each
subexpression 1 of the input formula ¢ we define an infinite partition S,;; C S™ such
that, for each pair of distinct subexpressions 11 # 13 of ¢ it holds that S;; NS = 0.
Based on these variable set partitions, we define for each subexpression v of ¢ its so-
called active domain expression Q) as follows. Let free(v)) := {v1,...,vx} € var(yp)
be the set of free variables in subexpression 1. Then we define @), as

3This shows that we also could negate the definition of SPARQL check queries (Definition 5.18),
i.e. define a check query as an ASK query that returns true iff the constraint is satisfied.
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Qy (Ta+— ¢) AND

( (Ul), ?(IH, ?(I12) UNION (?an, U(Ul), ?am) UNION (?an, ?alg, U(Ul))) AND
( (’02), ?CL21, ?CLQQ) UNION (?CLQl, U(’Ug), ?CLQQ) UNION (?agl, ?agg, 2)(1)2))) AND
... AND

((v(vg), ?ak1, Tagz) UNION (?agy,v(vk), Tak) UNION (?agy, ?ake, v(vg)))

=1
(
(

v
v

where 7a, 7a11, Ta1a, . . ., Tag1, Tagz are pairwise distinct variables from S,/ It is cru-
cial to note that the active domain expressions for two distinct subexpressions share
at most variables from S, because 7a and all 7a;; are chosen from partitions that
belong to the respective subexpressions. Furthermore, observe that @, := t(?a — ¢),
because ¢ is a sentence and therefore free(p) = 0. To give the intuition, each @y rep-
resents all combinations of binding the free variables vy, ..., v; in ¢ (more precisely,
the corresponding SPARQL variables v(vy), ..., v(v;)) to elements of the input doc-
ument, where 7a and the 7a;; are globally unique dummy variables that are not of
further importance (but were required for the construction).

The remainder of the proof follows a naive evaluation of first-order formulas on
finite structures. With the help of the active domain subexpressions )y, we generate
all possible bindings for the free variables in a subformula. Note that there is no
need to project away the dummy variables ?a;;: we use fresh, distinct variables for
every subformula v, so they never affect compatibility between two mappings (and
hence do not influence the evaluation process); in the end, we are only interested in
the boolean value, so these bindings do not harm the construction.

Coming to the encoding, we define enc(t) := v(t) if ¢ is a variable and enc(t) :==t
if ¢ is a constant (i.e. we simply interpret ¢ as a URI). The idea of the encoding enc(yp)
for ¢ is to inductively simulate the formula’s semantics by generating all possible
bindings for the free variables of some (sub)formula using SPARQL. Thereby, we
follow the structural constraints for ¢ fixed in cases (1)-(5) before:

(1) For ¢ :=t; =ty we define enc(v)) := @y FILTER (enc(t;) = enc(ts)).
(2) For ¢ :=T(t1,ts,t3) we define enc(y)) := Qy, AND (enc(ty), enc(ts), enc(ts)).
(3) For ¢ := =y we define
enc(y)) := (Qy OPT (t(?b+— ¢) AND enc(zq))) FILTER (=bnd(?D)),
where ?b € S™ neither appears in the encoding enc(t;) nor in Q.
(4) For ¢ := (11 A 1hs) we define enc(v)) := enc(ip1) AND enc(1s).
(5) For ¢ := =3z, we define
enc(y) := (Qy OPT (t(?b+— ¢) AND enc(t)1))) FILTER (=bnd(?D)),
where 7b € ST neither appears in the encoding enc(t);) nor in Q.

Rather than going into detail, we sketch the idea behind the encoding. It satisfies
the following property: for each formula ¢ with free(v)) := {vy, ..., v} it holds that
(=) foreach interpretation Z := (Ip,~) such that Z = 9 there exists a mapping
w € [enc(e)]p such that u O {?vy — ~(v1),..., 70 — (vp)} and (<) foreach
mapping p € [enc(e)]p it holds that every interpretation (Ip,y) with v(v;) := p(?v;)
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for 1 <4 < ksatisfies . It is straightforward to verify that these two directions imply
the original claim, i.e. it follows from “<” and “=" that Ip [~ ¢ < [enc(o)]p = 0.

The two directions can be proven by induction on the structure of formulas.
Concerning the two basic cases (1) and (2) it is easy to see that in their encoding the
active domain expressions generate the universe of all bindings for the free variables,
which is then restricted by application of the filter (for case (1) ¢ := t; = t3) or
by joining the active domain expression with the respective triple pattern (for case
(2) ¢ = T(t1,19,t3)). We omit the detailed proof of these cases. In the induction
step there are three cases that remain to be shown. The idea of the encoding for
(3) ¥ := =)y is to subtract from the universe of solutions exactly the solutions of
1, encoded by enc(i1). To see how the encoding works, observe that

[enc(¥)]p=[(Qy OPT (¢(?b+ ¢) AND enc(i)) FILTER (—bnd(?b))]p
= T-pmd(m)([Qulp 3 ([t(?0 = ¢)]p X [enc(y1)]p))

2 [Qullo \ ([(? = )b X [enc(yn)]p)
2 [Qulo \ [enc(v1)]

where step (1) follows by application of equivalence (FLBndl) from Lemma 4.4
presented in Section 4.2.6 and step (k2) follows from the observation that the single
mapping in [t(?b — ¢)]p = {{?b — c}} is compatible with every mapping in [¢1]p
(?b does not appear in enc(1);)) and the extension of mappings from ¢ ] p by 7b — ¢
does not modify the result. Hence, the encoding implements negation.

To discuss the remaining cases, observe that (4) a conjunction ¥ := vy A 1y is
straightforwardly mapped to a join operation between enc(v;) and enc(1)y). Finally,
the encoding for (5) v := =3z is similar to the encoding for the negation; however,
in this case it holds that 7z ¢ free(), so the active domain expression does not
contain variable ?x anymore, which gives us an implicit projection.

We conclude with a small example that illustrates the construction.

Example 5.12 Consider the RDF constraint 327'(z, a, a), which can be rewritten
as ¢ = —(—=3xT(z,a,a)). First, we set up the active domain expressions for the
subexpressions of ¢:

QT(z,a,0) := t(?a c) AND ((?z,7a1, 7az) UNION (?ay,?x,7az) UNION (7ay, ?az, 7)),
QﬂﬂxT(ac,a,a) = t(?a, = C)a
Qyp :=1t(?d" — c).

Next, we encode the formula using these active domain expressions:

enc(T(z,a,a)) .= Qr(z,a,a) AND (77,0, a),

enc(=3zT(x,a,a)) := (Q-327(z,a,0) OPT (t(?b +— ¢) AND enc(T(z,a,a)))
FILTER (—bnd(?b)),

enc(p) := (Qy, OPT (t(?' — ¢) AND enc(—32T(z,a,a)))) FILTER (—bnd(?V')).

132



5.4. Semantic Query Optimization for SPARQL

Now consider the RDF database D := {(a,a,a), (b,b,b)} = ¢. We observe that

Qraenlp ={{7r+— a7 c, a1 — a,?ay — a},
{72 — b,%a — ¢,7a; — b,7ay — b}},

HQﬁEIxT(x,a,a)]]D - {{?a/ — C}},

[Qelp = {{%" = c}},

[enc(T(z,a,a))]p ={{?r+ a,7a ¢,7ay — a,?ay — a}},
[enc(—=3T(z,a,a))]p = 0, and finally
[enc(@)]p {7a" = c}}.

This coincides with the observation that D |= ¢. It is easily verified that, when
evaluating enc(p) on e.g. D' := {(b,b,b)} I~ ¢ we obtain the empty result. O

5.4. Semantic Query Optimization for SPARQL

We now present a scheme for the semantic optimization (SQO) of SPARQL queries.
Generally speaking, the key idea of SQO is as follows. Given a query and a set
of integrity constraints over the database, the goal is to find more efficient queries
that are semantically equivalent to the original query for each database instance
that satisfies the constraints. The constraints that are given as input may have been
specified by the user, automatically extracted from the underlying database, or — in
our scenario — may be implicitly given by the semantics of RDFS when SPARQL is
coupled with an RDFS inference system (we will describe the latter setting in more
detail later in Section 5.4.1). Formally, we define the SQO problem for SPARQL as
follows: given a SPARQL expression or query @@ and a set of RDF constraints X, we
want to enumerate expressions or queries @' (typically with some desired property,
such as minimality or optimality w.r.t. some cost measure) that are equivalent to @
on every database D such that D | . If @ is equivalent to " on every D such
that D | 3, we say that @) and @' are Y-equivalent and denote this by Q =sx @'.

We note that constraint-based query optimization in the context of RDF'S infer-
ence has been discussed before in [SKCT05]. Our approach is much more general
and supports constraints beyond those implied by the semantics of RDFS; i.e. it also
works on top of user-defined or automatically extracted constraints. In [LMSO08], for
instance, we propose to carry over constraints from relational databases, such as
primary and foreign keys, when translating relational data into RDF. Also the lat-
ter may serve as input to our semantic optimization scheme. As another difference
to [SKCTO05], our approach addresses the specifics of SPARQL, e.g. we also provide
rules for the semantic optimization of queries that involve operator OPT.
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5.4.1. A Motivating Scenario

Before presenting our constraint-based SPARQL optimization scheme, we will sketch
a motivating scenario that illustrates the benefits of semantic query optimization in
the context of SPARQL and RDF. We start with the observation that, as discussed
earlier in Section 2.2.2, the SPARQL standard disregards RDF'S reasoning, but eval-
uates queries on the database as is. Consider for instance the RDF database

D = {(knows, rdfs:domain, Person), (knows, rdfs:range, Person),

(P1, knows, P2), (P1, knows, P3)}

The first and the second triple in the database state that the domain and range
of property knows is Person. According to the RDFS semantics definition (cf. Sec-
tion 2.2.2; Figure 2.5), these two triples imply that, for each triple (s, knows, o) in
the database the subject s and the object o are of type Person. Formally speaking,
the triples (knows, rdfs:domain, Person) and (knows, rdfs:range, Person) thus can be
understood as tuple-generating dependencies

w4 := PDom(knows, Person) = Vs, o(T'(s, knows, 0) — T'(s, rdf:type, Person)),
@ := PRan(knows, Person) = Vs, o(T (s, knows,0) — T (o, rdf:type, Person)),

which assert that subjects and objects occurring in triples with predicate knows
are typed accordingly with class Person. In this line, the RDF'S reasoning process can
be seen as a chase sequence that fixes constraint violations in the database, i.e. for
database D this process would derive the fresh triples t; := (P1, rdf:type, Person),
ty := (P2, rdf:type, Person), ts := (P3, rdf:type, Person). Hence, according to the
semantics of RDFS, database D is equivalent to D’ := D U {t1, t,t3}.

Now let us see what happens when evaluating SPARQL queries on top of the two
RDF databases defined above. Let us exemplarily consider the SPARQL query

() := SELECT2,1 2p2((?pl, rdf:type, Person) AND (7p2, rdf:type, Person)
AND (7pl, knows, 7p2)),

which is supposed to extract all pairs of persons (represented through variables #p1
and ?p2) that know each other. When evaluated on the original database D, we
observe that [Q]p = 0, because D lacks triples stating that PI, P2, and P3 are
Person-typed objects. In contrast, when evaluating () on the implied database D’
we get the desired result [Q] ,, = {{"pl — PI1,7p2 — P2} {?pl — P1,7p2 — P3}}.

At first glance, this seems paradoxical and one might argue that the decision to
exclude RDFS inferencing from the SPARQL semantics specification was an unfor-
tunate design decision. However, the idea is that SPARQL can easily be coupled with
an RDF'S inference engine whenever RDFS reasoning is desired. In such a scenario,
the SPARQL engine would request the implied database from the underlying RDFS
reasoning engine and therefore always operates on top of the implied database.
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The interesting observation here — which also is one of the major motivations for
our study of constraint-based SPARQL optimization — is that, whenever SPARQL
engines are coupled with RDF'S inference engines, then ¢, and ¢, can be understood
as hard database constraints: the RDF'S inference mechanism guarantees that these
constraints are always satisfied on the implied database. Consequently, the SPARQL
engine can take these constraints as granted and may exploit them for query op-
timization. In fact, it is easy to see that, for each database instance that satisfies
constraints 4 and ¢,, query @ is equivalent to the (arguably simpler) query

Q°P" := SELECT9p1 2p2((?p1, knows, 7p2)),

because @, and @, imply the existence of the missing tuples (?pl, rdf:type, Person)
and (7p2, rdf:type, Person) in the database. Thus, instead of evaluating the original
query (), a SPARQL engine that operates on top of an RDFS inference layer could
evaluate the simpler query Q°°'. The SQO scheme that we present in the following
would propose Q" as an alternative when given ) and constraints ¢,, 4 as input.

In the example above, we interpreted RDF triples containing RDFS vocabulary
as data dependencies. We can even go one step further and interpret the RDFS
reasoning rules (cf. Figure 2.5) as integrity constraints. Consider for instance the
two rules in group (III) of Figure 2.5. These rules can be expressed by the TGDs

Cupingt = Va,c,x,y(T(a, rdfs:domain, c) N T(x,a,y) — T (z, rdf:type, c)),
Ouping2 = Va, ¢, x,y(T(a, rdfs:range, c) NT(z, a,y) — T (y, rdf:type, c)),

which — like ¢4 and @, — imply database D" when D is given as input. Analogously
t0 Qiypingr AN Qyyping2, We can easily express the remaining rules from Figure 2.5
(and other RDFS rules [rdfd; GHMO04]) as first-order sentences. All these RDF'S con-
straints then can be used as a basis for semantic query optimization by SPARQL
engines that are built on top of an RDF'S reasoning layer. This fixed RDF'S constraint
base can be extended by user-defined constraints and automatically extracted con-
straints that are known to hold on the (implied) input database, whenever available.

5.4.2. Chase-based Optimization of SPARQL

Having motivated semantic query optimization for SPARQL, we now come to a
detailed discussion of our SQO scheme. The basic idea of our approach is as follows.
Given a SPARQL query and a set of constraints, we first translate AND-only blocks
(or full AND-only queries), into conjunctive queries. In a second step, we then use the
Chase & Backchase (C&B) algorithm [DPT06] described in Section 5.1.4 to minimize
these conjunctive queries and translate the minimized CQs (i.e., the output of the
C&B algorithm) back into SPARQL, which usually gives us more efficient SPARQL
queries. It should be mentioned that the C&B algorithm by default returns the set
of all ¥-equivalent queries that are minimal w.r.t. the number of atoms in the body
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of the query. There are, of course, no guarantees that these queries can be evaluated
more efficiently than the original one. We therefore emphasize that, as described
in [DPT06], the C&B algorithm also can be coupled with a cost estimation function
and in that case would return the set of queries that are minimal w.r.t. the estimated
evaluation cost. In the absence of a cost function, though, we restrict ourselves to
the minimality property in the following discussion, but point out that our approach
also works in combination with advanced, implementation-specific cost measures.
The optimization scheme described above, which is restricted to AND-only queries
or AND-only subqueries, will be described in more detail in Section 5.4.3. Com-
plementarily, in Section 5.4.4 we discuss SPARQL-specific rules that allow for the
semantic optimization of complex queries involving operators FILTER and OPT.

5.4.3. Optimizing AND-only Blocks

We start with a translation scheme for AND-only queries into conjunctive queries.
We reuse the notation introduced in Section 3.2, e.g. writing A™ for SPARQL queries
of the form SELECTg(Q), where S C V and () is an AND-only expression.

Definition 5.20 Let S C V and @ € A™ be a SPARQL query defined as
() := SELECTg((s1,p1,01) AND ... AND (Sp,Pn,0n)),
We define the translation cq(Q) := ¢ of SPARQL query @ into CQ ¢, where
q = ans(3) « T(s1,p1,01) A+ AT (8p;Pn; 0n),

the tuple s contains exactly the variables from S, and in ¢ we interpret variables
from S as elements from Vi and elements from LU as constants from A.

Further, we define cg'(q) as follows. It takes a CQ in the form of ¢ as input and
returns @ if it is a valid SPARQL query, i.e. if (s;,p;,0;) € UV x UV x LUV for
all i € [n]; in case @ is not a valid SPARQL query, cg~!(q) is undefined. O

Functions cq and cqg~! are straightforward translations from AND-only SPARQL

queries to CQs and back. We illustrate their definition by example:
Example 5.13 Consider query () from the running example in Section 5.4.1. Then

cq(Q) = ans(?pl1, ?p2) «— T(?p1, knows, ?p2) N T(?p1, rdf:type, Person)
NT(2p2, rdf:type, Person)

and c¢q '(cq(Q)) = Q. As another example, cg~!(ans(?x) « T(“a”, rdf:type, 7))

is undefined: SELECT,(( “a”, rdf:type, ?r)) is not valid SPARQL, because literal “a”
appears in subject position. O
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The key property of our translation functions is that they are semantics-preserving:

Lemma 5.1 Let ¢ : ans(?xq,...,7z,) < ¢(?x1,...,72,,7) be a conjunctive query
and Q™ € A be a SPARQL query s.t. ¢q(Q) = ¢ and cq~(q) = Q. For every RDF
document D and associated relational instance [ := {T'(s,p,0) | (s,p,0) € D} it
holds that {?x1 — ¢1,..., %2, — ¢} € [Q]p < (c1,...,¢n) € q(I). O

The lemma shows that we can safely transform SPARQL AND-only queries into
conjunctive queries, apply equivalence transformations, and translate the resulting
CQ back into SPARQL without changing the semantics. The proof of the lemma is
straightforward and relies on the observation that operator AND implements a join
in the style of conjunctive queries, where the atoms in the body are joined together
(observe that all variables in AND-only expressions are bound in SPARQL result
mappings, so unbound variables are not an issue here). We omit the details.

Our first result is that, when coupled with the C&B algorithm, the forth-and-back
translations cg and c¢g~! provide a sound approach to semantic query optimization
for AND-only queries whenever the underlying chase algorithm terminates regularly:

Lemma 5.2 Let () be an A™ expression, D be an RDF database, and let 3 be a set
of EGDs and TGDs. If ¢bs(cq(Q)) is defined, g € cbs(cq(Q)), and cqg*(q) is defined,

then cqg(q) =5 Q. O

The lemma follows immediately from the correctness of the C&B algorithm and
the correctness of the functions cq and cq! stated in Lemma 5.1:

Proof of Lemma 5.2
Let Q' € cq(cbs(cq(Q))) N A™. Then cq(Q') € cbs(cq(Q)). This directly implies
that cg(Q’) =s cq(Q) and it follows (by Lemma 5.1) that Q' =5 Q.0

Lemma 5.2 formalizes the key idea of our SQO scheme: given that the chase result
for the translation cg(Q) of an AND-only query @) is defined (which implies that the
chase terminates), we can apply the C&B algorithm to cg(Q) and translate the
resulting minimal queries back into SPARQL, to obtain minimal SPARQL AND-
only queries that are »-equivalent to (). The following example clarifies the idea.

Example 5.14 Consider queries Q, Q%", and constraints @iyping1, Qiypings from Sec-
tion 5.4.1. Put ¥ := {Qupings, Prypinge}- First note that ¥ is weakly acyclic, so the
chase with X always terminates. Moreover, we have that cg(Q") € cbs(cq(Q)). Tt
follows from Lemma 5.2 that cqg ' (cq(Q°P')) = Q" is L-equivalent to Q. O

We emphasize that our approach is not restricted to AND-only queries, but also
works for AND-connected blocks inside more complex queries, i.e. we can apply our
scheme to AND-connected blocks and replace the original blocks by the minimized
blocks delivered by the C&B algorithm. Given that our translation function cq is
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defined for SPARQL queries (rather than expressions), there are two possibilities
to implement this idea. First, observe that every expression () € A is equivalent to
the A™ query SELECT,vars([0] ) (@), 50 we could simply use the latter query for our
optimization scheme. A second approach is to map the whole SPARQL expression
to SPARQL algebra, apply the projection pushing rules from Figure 4.3 to push
top-level projection down on top of X-connected blocks, and interpret the inner
projection expressions as AND-only queries. Interestingly, this may gives us better
optimization results as the first approach, as illustrated in the following example.

Example 5.15 Consider the SPARQL query
Q' := SELECT,(((?p, rdf:type, Person) AND (7p, email, 7e)) FILTER (=7p = P1)),

which selects all persons different from P17 that have an email address. Assume
that the constraint set > := { Min®*(Person, email, 1)} is given, stating that each ob-
ject of type Person has an email address. Now assume we want to optimize the inner
AND block (?p, rdf:type, Person) AND (?p, email, 7e). One possibility is to interpret
this block as query @Q; := SELECTy, . ((?p, rdf:type, Person) AND (7p, email, ?e)).
This query, however, is already minimal and the C&B algorithm (when given >
as input) is not able to minimize ¢q(Q);), because variable 7e appears in the result.

An alternative way is to translate ' into SPARQL algebra, which gives us

[Q ] p:= mop(0—2p=pi([(?p, rdf:type, Person)]p ™M [(?p, email, ?e)]p))

Applying rule (PFPush) from Figure 4.3, we transform this expression into

A" = mop(0-2p=pi (2, ([(?p, rdf:type, Person)|p M [(?p, email, ?e)]p))).

In the next step we translate the inner projection expression back into the SPARQL
query @} := SELECT+,((?p, rdf:type, Person) AND (7p, email, 7e)) and pass the con-
junctive query cq(Q}) and ¥’ to the C&B algorithm. The output of C&B (inter-
preted as SPARQL query) is SELECT9,((?p, rdf:type, Person)), which is equivalent
t0 Qumin = (p, rdf:type, Person). Substituting @, into the original query, we get

Lot i= SELECTq,((?p, rdf:type, Person) FILTER (=7p = P1I))

opt *

as an optimized version of ()" (which is equivalent to Q" on every D |= ).

The crucial point here is that @)} has an optimized SELECT clause, which projects
only ?p instead of ?p and 7e. The example shows that our semantic optimization
approach for SPARQL can benefit from the algebraic rewriting rules in Chapter 4.0

Coming back to the discussion of Lemma 5.2, the observant reader may have
noticed that it states only soundness of the SQO scheme for AND-only queries.
In fact, one can observe that under certain circumstance the scheme proposed in
Lemma 5.2 is not complete. We demonstrate the problem in the following example.
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Example 5.16 Consider the SPARQL queries

Q1 := SELECT,((?x, a, “17)),
Qo 1= SELECTy,((?2,a, 1”) AND (?z,b, c)),

and X := {Vz,y, 2(T(z,y,2) — T(z,y,x))}. It holds that @1 =5 Q2 because the
answer to both )7 and (), is always the empty set on documents that satisfy >:
the single constraint in ¥ enforces that all RDF documents satisfying > have no
literal in object position, because otherwise this literal would also appear in subject
position, which is invalid RDF. On the other hand, ¢¢(Q1) =s ¢q(Q2) does not
hold. To see why, consider the relational instance I := {T'(a,a, “1”),T(“",a,a)},
where a, 1”7 € A. We observe that I =%, (¢q(Q1))(I) = {(a)}, and (cq(Q2))(I) = 0.

Therefore, our scheme would not detect Y-equivalence between ()1 and (5. O

Arguably, Example 5.16 presents a constructed scenario and it seems reasonable
to assume that such constraints (which in some sense contradict the type restrictions
of RDF) do not occur in practice. We next provide a precondition that guarantees
completeness for virtually all practical scenarios. It relies on the observation that, in
the example above, (cg(Q1))* and (cq(Q2))* (i.e., the queries obtained when chasing
cq(@1) and cq(Q9) with X, respectively) do not reflect valid SPARQL queries. We
can guarantee completeness if we explicitly exclude such cases:

Lemma 5.3 Let D be an RDF database and let ) be an A™ expression such
that cg*((cq(Q))*) € A™. If cbs(cq(Q)) terminates then for all Q' € A™ such that
cqg H((cqg(Q))*) € A™ we have Q' € cq *(cbs(cq(Q))) & Q' =s Q and Q' minimal.O

Conditions c¢g*((cq(Q))¥) € A™ and cq ((cqg(Q"))*) € A™ in the lemma encode
exactly the before-mentioned restrictions that the back-translation of the chase re-
sult for cg(Q) and cg(Q') with ¥ are valid SPARQL (AND-only) queries.

Proof of Lemma 5.3

Direction “=" follows from Lemma 5.2, so it suffices to prove direction “<=". So let
us assume that Q' =x Q and @’ is minimal. First observe that cg !((cg(Q’))*) and
cqg 1 ((cq(Q))*) are A™ expressions. From Lemma 5.1 it follows that cg(Q') =s cq(Q).
From this observation, the minimality of ()’, and the correctness of the translation
in Lemma 5.1 it follows that cq(Q’) € cbs(cq(Q)) and Q' € cq*(cbs(cq(Q))).O

5.4.4. SPARQL-specific Optimization

By now we have established a mechanism that allows us to enumerate equivalent
minimal queries of SPARQL AND-only queries or subqueries. Next, we present ex-
tensions that go beyond AND-only queries. We open the discussion with rewritings
that can be used to simplify queries involving operator FILTER:

139



Chapter 5. Constraints for RDF and Semantic SPARQL Query Optimization

Lemma 5.4 Let Q1,Q2 € A, S C V \ {7y} be a set of variables, ¥ be a set of
TGDs and EGDs, 7z, ?y € pVars([Q2]p), and D be a document such that D = .
We write Qg% to denote the query obtained from ()» by replacing each occurrence
of 7y through ?7x. The following rules are valid.

(FSI)  If Q3 =5 Q2 FILTER (7x =7y), then
SELECTs(Q2) = SELECTs(Qa77).

(FSII) If Q; =x, Q> FILTER (7z =7y), then
Q2 Fumen (<2 =2)]o = .

(FS]]I) If Ql =x SELECTpVars([QlﬂD)(Ql AND QQ)’ then
[(Q1 OPT Q5) FILTER(=bnd(?2))]p = 0. O

The intended use of the rewriting rules in Lemma 5.4 is as follows. We utilize
the chase algorithm to check if the precondition holds; whenever this is the case,
then we may exploit the equivalences in the conclusion. More precisely, the pre-
condition Q1 =s SELECTvars([Q1]p) (@1 AND @2) in rule (FSIII) can be checked by
testing if c¢(SELECTvars(01]p)(@1)) and cq(SELECT, vars([01]p) (@1 AND @2)) are -
equivalent (it is folklore that Y-equivalence between CQs can be tested with the chase
whenever the chase result for both queries is defined). To test the preconditions for
(FSI) and (FSII), we can check if ¥ = body(cq(Q2)) —?x =7y holds, which can
easily be proven to be equivalent to the precondition Q3 =5 Q2 FILTER (72 =7y);
thus, we reduce the problem of checking the precondition to the implication problem
for constraints, which has been studied e.g. in [BB79; MMS79; BV84; CV85].

The first rule (FSI) in Lemma 5.4 states that, if the constraint set implies equiva-
lence between 7z and 7y (in some AND-only query), we can replace each occurrence
of 7y by 7z if 7y if projected away (observe that S C V' \ {7y} by assumption). Rule
(FSII) states that, under the same precondition, a filter for condition —(?z =7y)
is never satisfied. Finally (F'SIII) tackles negation queries discussed before in Sec-
tion 4.2.6. We illustrate the idea behind rule (FSIII) in the following example.

Example 5.17 Consider the SPARQL query

Qs = SELECT? 2, (
((?s, rdf:type, Student) OPT (7s, matric, ?m)) FILTER (—=bnd(?m))),

which selects all students without matriculation number. Further assume that the
constraint set X := {Min®(Student, 1, matric)} is given, which asserts that every
student has a matriculation number. First note that ¥ is weakly acyclic, so the
chase with X terminates for every instance. Next, we observe that the precondition
of rule (FSIII) from Lemma 5.4 holds, i.e. it is easy to see that (?s, rdf:type, Student)
is Y-equivalent to SELECTq((7s, rdf:type, Student) AND (7s, matric,7m)). We there-
fore conclude that [Qs]p = 0 holds on every document D = 3. O
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Having discussed the idea behind the rules, we next prove them formally.

Proof of Lemma 5.4

Rule (FSI): =: Assume that Q3 =5, Q2 FILTER (72 =7y) and consider a mapping
i € [SELECTg(Q2)]p. Then p is obtained from some p; € [Q2]p by projecting S.
By precondition, g is also contained in [Q FILTER (?x =7y)]p, so we know that
T,y € dom(py) and py(7x) = i (?y). It is easily verified that in this case there is a
mapping j, € QZ% that agrees with p,; on all variables dom(p;)\?y and is unbound
for 7y (cf. the proof of rule (FElimI) from Lemma 4.3). Given that 7y ¢ S and
the observation that p is obtained from p; by projecting S, we conclude that u
is also obtained from p, when projecting S. Consequently, p is generated by the
right side expression SELECTS(QQ%). <: Assume that Q2 =5 @2 FILTER (72 =7y)
and consider a mapping u € HSELECTS(QQ%)]] p. Then p is obtained from some
Wy € [[QQ%]] p by projecting the variables S. It can be shown that then the mapping
= pr {7y — p,.(7x)} is contained in [Q2] p (cf. the proof of rule (FElimI) from
Lemma 4.3). Given that 7y ¢ S and the observation that p is obtained from pu,
by projecting S, we conclude that p is also obtained from p; when projecting S.
Consequently, the left side expression [SELECTg(Q2)]p generates mapping .

Rule (FSII): Follows directly by assumption, i.e. each p € [@Q2]p is also generated
by [Q2 FILTER (72 =7y)]p and therefore cannot satisfy the filter condition =7z =7y.

Rule (FSIII): First observe that precondition 7z € pVars([Q2]p) and Q2 € A
implies that 7z € c¢Vars([Q2]p). From Proposition 4.2 we obtain that 7z € dom(us)
foreach py € [Q2] p and it easily follows from Definition 4.2 that 7z € dom(u)
foreach mapping p € [@Q1 AND Q3] p. Now consider the expression

[Q: OPT Q2]p = ([Q1]p X [Q2]p) U ([Q:1]p \ [Q2]p)

and put Oy := [Q1]p X [Q2]p = [Q1 AND Q2] p, Q\ = [Q:1]p \ [Q2] - From the
above considerations we know that ?x € dom(ux) foreach px € Qn. We now argue
that Q, = (), which implies that the equivalence holds, because then 7z € dom(u)
for every p € [@Q1 OPT Q3] p and therefore no mapping satisfies the filter condi-
tion —bnd(?z). To show that Q\ = 0 let us for the sake of contradiction assume there
is 1y € €. This implies that u, € [@1]p and there is no compatible mapping ps ~ 11,
in [Q2] p. Now observe that by assumption i € [SELECT,vars([0.]5)(@1 AND Q2)]p.
Hence, there must be py € [Q1]p, po € [Q2]p such that pig ~ po and py U g D puy.
Consequently, it trivially holds that po ~ g, which contradicts the initial assump-
tion that there is no compatible mapping p1o ~ iy in [Q2]p.O

Having presented semantic rewriting rules for the FILTER operator, we finally turn
towards operator OPT, the most complex construct in the SPARQL query language
(as discussed in Chapter 3). The following lemma lists two useful semantic rewriting
rules for the OPT operator, similar in style to the previous filter rewriting rules.
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Lemma 5.5 Let 01,2, Q3 € Aand S C V.

(OS]) If Ql =y SELECTpVaTS([QlﬂD)<Q1 AND QQ), then
Q1 OPT @ =5 1 AND Q.

(OSII) 1f Q1 =5 Q1 AND Qs, then
Q1 OPT (Q2 AND Q3) =5 Q1 OPT Qs. O

Analogical to Lemma 5.4, we can check the preconditions using the chase algo-
rithm. Rule (OSI) shows that in some cases OPT can be replaced by AND; informally
speaking, this rule applies when the expression in the OPT clause is implied by the
constraints set. We argue that it is particularly useful when the author of the query
is not fully aware of all integrity constraints that hold on the input database: in
such cases, she may specify parts of the query that are implicit by the constraints
as optional, just to be sure not to miss relevant answers. Rule (OSII) is useful to
eliminate redundant AND-only subexpressions in OPT clauses. Before proving the
rules, we demonstrate (OSI) by means of a small, easy-to-verify example.

Example 5.18 We sketch a possible optimization for query
Qo := SELECT?, ¢gn, 7sn(t1 OPT (t2 AND t3)), with

t1 := (?p, rdf:type, Person), ty = (7p, givenname, ?gn), ts = (7p, surname, ?sn)
under constraint set ¥ := Total’(Person, givenname) U Total’( Person, surname).
Note that, when instantiating the constraint templates according to their defini-
tion in Figure 5.3, we obtain a set of TGDs and EGDs and it is straightforward to
show that this constraint set is weakly acyclic, so the chase will always terminate.

Next, it is easily verified that ¢; is X-equivalent to SELECTy,(t; AND (t2 AND t3)),
so optimization rule (OSI) from Lemma 5.5 is applicable. We therefore conclude that

Q) := SELECT?p, 2gn, 2sn(t1 AND (t3 AND t3))

is Y-equivalent to @),. This transformation also clears the way for further opti-
mizations. For instance, using the algebraic equivalences we now could reorder the
triples 1, ta, t3 in @) according to rules (JIdem) and (JAss) from Figure 4.1. O

We conclude our discussion of SQO for SPARQL with the proof of Lemma 5.5:

Proof of Lemma 5.5
Rule (OSI): We transform @ := [@Q; OPT Q3] p systematically. Let D be an RDF
database such that D satisfies all constraints in . Then

[Qlp= Q1 OpT Q2] p
= ([Q:]p X [Q2]p) U ([Q:1]p \ [Q:2]p)
= [Q1 AND Q2]p U (Tpvars(i@i1p) ([Q1 AND Q2] p) \ [Q2]p)
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It is easy to verify that each mapping in [Q; AND Q2] p is compatible with at least
one mapping in @2, and the same holds for 7, varg([@,15) ([@1 AND Q2] p). Hence, the
right side union subexpression can be dropped and we obtain ) =5, Q1 AND Q5.

Rule (OSII): Let D be an RDF database such that D = . We transform the
expression @ := [Q; OPT (Qy AND Q3)]p schematically:

[Qlp = [(Q: OPT (Q2 AND Q3))]p
= [Q1 AND Q2 AND Q3]p U ([Q1]p \ [Q2 AND Q3]p)
= [Q1 AND Qs]p U ([Q1 AND Q2] p \ [Q2 AND Qs]p)

o [Q1 AND Qs]p U ([Q1 AND Q2]p \ [@s]p)
= ([@]p X [@Qs]p) U ([Q:]p \ [@s]p)
= [@1 OpT Qs]p,

where step (*) follows from the observation that the equation

[@Q1 AND Q2] p \ [Q2 AND Qs]p = [Q1 AND Q2]lp \ [@s]p

holds; the formal proof of this equation is similar in style to the rewriting presented
in Example 4.13 (at algebraic level). We omit the details.O

5.5. Related Work

Data Dependencies. Short time after the invention of the relational model [Cod69;
Cod70], Codd proposed functional dependencies for relational databases and used
them to develop the notions of 2NF and 3NF [Cod71; Cod72|. Since then, consid-
erable effort has been spent in the investigation of integrity constraints for the rela-
tional model. New constraint classes beyond functional dependencies have been pro-
posed and systematically explored, such as multi-valued dependencies [Fag77], join
and inclusion dependencies [Dat81], or embedded multivalued dependencies [Fag77]
(see [AHV] for an overview of these classes and a summary of important results).

Closely related to the study of constraints is the theory of data integrity and
normal forms for the relational model, which are important to avoid update, insert,
and deletion anomalies in database instances. Beyond the above-mentioned 2NF and
3NF, more advanced normal forms have been proposed over the years, such as the
Boyce-Codd normal form [Cod74] or the fourth normal form [Fag77].

Another central problem in the context of data dependencies is the constraint im-
plication problem for different classes of constraints [BB79; MMS79; BV84; CV8&5],
i.e. the question whether, given a constraint set > and a single constraint ¢, ¥ im-
plies . Whether this problem is decidable or not depends on the classes of the input
constraints. To give an example, the implication problem for the class of functional
dependencies is decidable, but it becomes undecidable when adding inclusion de-
pendencies [CV85]. The interested reader will find initial results on the decidability
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of the implication problem for RDF constraints in [LMS08|, where we identify sub-
classes of RDF constraints for which the implication is decidable and undecidable.

Related to the formalization of constraints in first-order logic, in [Nic78] it was
shown that constraint classes like functional, join, and inclusion dependencies (orig-
inally defined using ad-hoc syntax) have natural representations in first-order logic.
A recent summary of first-order logic representations of integrity constraints was
given in [Deu08]. The formalization in this chapter followed these two approaches.

Semantic Query Optimization and Chase. Beyond their investigation in the
context of data integrity, data dependencies have been extensively studied in the
area of constraint-based query optimization (see e.g. [ASU79; Kin81; JK82; SO87;
CGM90; BFW99; DT01; DT05; CGKO08]). Most of these semantic optimization ap-
proaches build upon the chase algorithm [ASU79; MMS79; JK82; BV84], which
has originally been proposed to tackle the implication problem for data dependen-
cies [MMS79; BV84] and to optimize conjunctive queries under data dependen-
cies [ASUT9; JK82|. Since then, the chase has been successfully applied in many
other application areas, such as data exchange [FKMPO05], data integration [Len02],
query answering using views [Hal01], and probabilistic databases [OHKO09].

Given the central role of the chase and the observation that the algorithm does
not necessarily terminate (cf. the discussion in Section 5.1.4), much research ef-
fort has been spent in finding sufficient conditions that guarantee its termina-
tion [FKMPO05; DNROS; Mar09; SML08; MSL09d; MSL09a]. The common idea of
all these termination conditions is to statically assert that there are no positions
in the database schema where fresh labeled null values might be cyclically created
in. We exemplarily presented weak acyclicity as a sufficient termination conditions
in Section 5.1.4. In [DNROS], weak acyclicity was generalized to a condition called
stratification. In [MSL09d; MSL09a] we introduced termination conditions that fur-
ther generalize stratification, namely safe restriction, inductive restriction, and the
so-called T-hierarchy of constraint classes.* Like weak acyclicity and stratification,
these sufficient conditions guarantee chase termination on every database instance.
Further, in these publications we studied the problem of data-dependent chase ter-
mination and, as a key result, developed specific termination conditions for the chase
algorithm w.r.t. fixed database instances. We will not go into more detail here and
refer the interested reader to the original publications for details.

SQO for SPARQL. By the best of our knowledge, constraint-based optimiza-
tion in the context of RDF has first been proposed in [SKCTO05]; we refer the reader
back to Section 5.4 for a short discussion of that work. In addition, we discussed con-
straints for RDF and SQO for SPARQL in [LMS08; SMLO08|. The results presented
in this chapter extend the ideas of the two previous publications.

4There is a minor bug in the stratification condition from [DNRO8], which also carries over to some
of the conditions presented in [MSL09d; MSL09a]. We propose a fix for this bug in [MSLO9b].
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5.6. Conclusion

In this chapter we discussed different aspects of constraints in the context of RDF
and RDFS data. In particular, we showed that such constraints typically fall into
well-known constraints classes that have been extensively studied in the context of
other data formats and that SPARQL can easily be extended to check and specify
constraints, similar in style to the SQL query language, which offers mechanisms
to test and define constraints for the relational model. Furthermore, we presented
a semantic query optimization approach for SPARQL. Falling back on established
algorithms like the chase and the C&B algorithm for conjunctive query optimiza-
tion, our scheme gives us guarantees to find minimal conjunctive queries if the chase
terminates. Tackling the issue of more complex SPARQL queries, we presented se-
mantic optimization rules for queries involving operators FILTER and OPT.

We conclude with some final remarks on our SQO scheme for SPARQL. First, we
want to note that semantic optimization strategies are basically orthogonal to alge-
braic optimization schemes. Hence, the semantic optimization approach presented
in this chapter can be coupled with the algebraic rewriting rules from Chapter 4. To
give an example, we may get better optimization results when combining the rules
for filter decomposition, elimination, and pushing from Figure 4.4 with the semantic
rewriting rules for filter expressions stated in Lemma 5.4. As another example, in
Example 5.15 we demonstrated that the projection pushing rules from Figure 4.3
can be used to increase the benefit of our semantic optimization scheme.

A second important property of our SQO approach is that, as proposed in [DPT06],
the C&B algorithm can be enhanced by a cost function, which makes it easy to factor
in cost-based query optimization approaches for SPARQL such as [SSBT08]. This
flexibility strengthens the prospectives and practicability of our semantic optimiza-
tion scheme. The study of rewriting heuristics and the integration of a cost function,
though, is beyond the scope of this thesis and is left as future work.
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Chapter 6.

SP2Bench: A SPARQL Performance
Benchmark

Roy: “We’re finally done with optimization. Now others can use our
algebraic and semantic optimization schemes to develop new
SPARQL optimization approaches and build efficient engines!”

Jen:  “But how do they prove they’re better than others?”

Moss: “And how do they show they’re efficient at all?”

Roy:  “Right, we need a comprehensive benchmark for SPARQL!”

As discussed in Section 4.5, over the last years a variety of proposals for the effi-
cient SPARQL evaluation have been made [ACKP01; BKvH02; HG03; Cyg05; HD05;
SKCTO05; TCKO05; CLJF06; PAG0O6a; AMMHO07; GGLO7; HHO7; Pol07; AGORa;
FB08; LMS08; NWO08; SSB*08; WKB08; NW09]. As a proof of concept, most of
these approaches have been evaluated experimentally either in user-defined scenar-
ios, on top of the LUBM benchmark [GPHO05|, or on top of the Barton Library
benchmark [AMMH]. We argue that none of these scenarios is adequate for testing
SPARQL implementations in a general and comprehensive way.

1. User-defined scenarios are typically designed to demonstrate very specific prop-
erties of engines and, for this reason, often lack generality. To assess the per-
formance of engines in an independent way, though, it is desirable to have a
comprehensive benchmark platform that covers a broad range of challenges
that may arise in the context of SPARQL query evaluation.

2. The LUBM benchmark was primarily designed to test the reasoning and infer-
ence mechanisms of Knowledge Base Systems. In this line, the main challenge
of the LUBM queries lies in the efficiency of the inferencing process, which is
not even part of the SPARQL evaluation process, where it is assumed that
inferencing is realized by a separate layer (see the discussion in Section 5.4.1).
Coming along with this design decision, in the LUBM benchmark queries cen-
tral SPARQL operators like UNION and OPT are missing. We argue that, to
test the performance of SPARQL evaluation approaches, one should rather
consider SPARQL evaluation on top of a fixed data set, i.e. without inference
or where the inferred triples have already been materialized.
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3. The Barton Library benchmark is strongly application-oriented. Its queries,
which have been derived from a typical browsing session through the Barton
Library online catalog, are specified in SQL and it is assumed that RDF is
stored in a relational database. One problem is that not all of these queries
can be expressed in SPARQL, due to missing language support for aggre-
gation. Beyond that, in the corresponding translations of those queries that
can be expressed, central SPARQL operators like OPT are missing. Further,
a closer investigation of the Barton queries reveals that the join patterns in
these queries are rather uniform (cf. the discussion in [SHK08]). A compre-
hensive benchmark should cover all SPARQL operators, important operator
constellations, as well as a variety of data access and join patterns.

Based on the observations above, there is an urgent need for a benchmark frame-
work that allows to assess the performance of SPARQL engines and, more gener-
ally, RDF storage schemes in an extensive and uniform way. In response, we have
developed a benchmark suite for the SPARQL query language that fulfills these
requirements, called SPARQL Performance Benchmark (SP?Bench).!

The focus and design goals of SP?2Bench vary from the benchmark projects dis-
cussed before. In particular, SP?Bench differs in that it is neither application-
oriented nor use-case driven, but falls into the class of language-specific benchmarks.
This means that, compared to the other benchmarks, the document and query de-
sign in SP2Bench is not driven by a specific use-case, but instead is specifically laid
out to test common SPARQL constructs, operator constellations, and a variety of
RDF data access patterns. In this line, SP?Bench covers a broad range of challenges
that SPARQL engines may face in different contexts and constitutes a framework
that allows for comprehensive performance evaluation, rather than performance as-
sessment in a specific, application-driven scenario. The SP2Bench queries are not
intended to be evaluated in a work load setting, but rather on a one by one basis,
where each query poses different challenges to the tested SPARQL engine and may
help to identify deficiencies in the underlying evaluation strategy. With these design
decisions, SP?Bench allows to assess the generality of optimization approaches and
to compare evaluation strategies in a universal, application-independent setting. We
want to emphasize that such language-specific benchmarks (such as, for instance, the
XQuery benchmark XMark [SWK*02]) have found broad acceptance in the past.

The first component of SP?Bench is a data generator, which supports the cre-
ation of DBLP-style models in RDF format. DBLP [Ley]| is a well-known biblio-
graphic library that contains publications made in the area of databases and, more
generally, computer science. The generated DBLP-like documents mirror vital key
characteristics and distributions found in the original DBLP database, making it
possible to create arbitrarily large documents with realistic data that exhibits many

!The SP2Bench data generator and benchmark queries can be downloaded in a ready-to-use
format at http://dbis.informatik.uni-freiburg.de/index.php?project=SP2B.
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real-world characteristics. The data mimics natural correlations between entities,
such as power law distributions and limited growth curves. Complementarily to the
generator, SP?Bench comprises 17 meaningful queries specified over the generated
documents. These queries cover important SPARQL constructs, operator constel-
lations, and vary in their characteristics, such as complexity and result size. The
detailed knowledge of data characteristics, which is obtained by an elaborate anal-
ysis of the original DBLP database, makes it possible to predict the challenges that
the queries impose on SPARQL engines. This contributes to the understanding of
the SP2Bench queries and facilitates the interpretation of benchmark results.

The key contributions of this chapter are the following.

e We present SP2Bench, a comprehensive benchmark for SPARQL. Our frame-
work comprises a data generator and a collection of 17 benchmark queries.

e The benchmark data generator supports the creation of arbitrarily large doc-
uments in RDF format, reflecting key characteristics and social-world distri-
butions found in the DBLP database, a well-known bibliographic library. In
addition, the generated documents cover a variety of RDF constructs, such
as blank nodes and RDF containers. While, in the context of SP?Bench, this
data forms the basis for the design of challenging and predictable benchmark
queries, the data generator may also be useful in other Semantic Web projects,
i.e. whenever large amounts of test data with natural distributions are needed.

e The benchmark queries have been carefully designed to test common opera-
tor constellations, data access patterns, and SPARQL optimization strategies.
They comprise both SPARQL SELECT and ASK queries. In the exhaustive
discussion of these queries we also highlight the specific challenges that these
queries impose on SPARQL engines and discuss possible evaluation strategies.

e We finally propose a set of performance metrics that capture different aspects
of the evaluation process, such as runtime and memory consumption. These
metrics allow for a schematic analysis and interpretation of SP?Bench bench-
mark results, as well as a comparison of results from different engines.

Structure. We start with a discussion of general and SPARQL-specific desider-
ata for benchmarks in Section 6.1, including design decisions made in the SP?Bench
framework. Subsequently, in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 we turn towards a study of the
SP?Bench data generator. This discussion includes an analysis of key characteristics
of the DBLP data set, which forms the basis for the implementation of the data gen-
erator. The profound knowledge of DBLP characteristics helps to understand the key
challenges of the SP?Bench queries, which are presented in Section 6.4. The chapter
ends with a discussion of performance metrics for the SP?Bench suite (Section 6.5),
a summary of related work (Section 6.6) and a short conclusion (Section 6.7).
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6.1. Benchmark Design Decisions

A central aspect in the design of a benchmark is the choice of an appropriate domain.
Clearly, the domain of a language-specific benchmark should not only constitute a
representative scenario that captures the philosophy behind the data format, but
also leave room for challenging benchmark queries. With the choice of the DBLP
library [Ley], a bibliographic database that contains a large collection of publications
made in the area of computer science, SP?Bench satisfies both desiderata. First, the
RDF data format has been particularly designed to encode meta data (cf. [rdfb]),
which makes DBLP an excellent candidate for an RDF scenario. Further, as shown
in [EL05], DBLP reflects interesting social-world distributions. One may expect that
such distributions are frequently found in the Semantic Web, which integrates a great
many of individual databases into one global database and therefore can be seen as
a large social network. As an example, it has been shown in [TTKCO08] that power-
law distributions are naturally contained in large RDF Schema specifications. These
observations justify the choice of DBLP as the underlying scenario and facilitate the
design of interesting queries on top of these natural social-world distributions.

In the context of semi-structured data, one often distinguishes between data-
and document-centric scenarios. Document-centric design typically involves large
amounts of free-form text, while data-centric documents are more structured and
usually processed by machines rather than humans. As discussed in Section 2.2, one
major design goal of RDF was to provide a mechanism to encode information in
a machine-readable way, so the RDF data format basically follows the data-centric
approach. We point out that also in this respect, the DBLP domain — which provides
structured data and only little free text — constitutes an adequate RDF' scenario.

Rather than using an RDF version of the existing DBLP data set (such as [BC07]),
SP2?Bench comes with a generator that supports the creation of arbitrarily large
DBLP-like documents in RDF format, hence overcoming an upper limit on the
size of benchmark documents.? The generator itself relies on an in-depth study
of characteristics and relationships between entities found in the original DBLP
database, comprising the analysis of data entities (such as articles and authors),
their properties, frequency, and also their interaction. Consequently, the generated
documents mimic a broad range of natural, social-world distributions such as power
laws (found in the citation system or the distribution of publications among authors)
and limited growth curves (e.g., the increasing number of publications over time).

Complementarily to the data generator, we have designed 17 meaningful bench-
mark queries that operate on top of the generated documents. As we will show later,
these queries cover not only the most important SPARQL constructs and operator
constellations, but also vary in other characteristics, such as complexity, result size,

2In September 2009, the XML-to-RDF translation of the original DBLP database in [BCO07]
comprised only about 15 million RDF triples, which is far away from a large-scale RDF scenario.
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and join patterns. We want to stress that the detailed knowledge of data charac-
teristics is crucial to design meaningful, challenging queries and makes it possible
to predict the challenges that the benchmark queries impose on SPARQL engines.
This, in turn, facilitates the interpretation of the benchmark results.

Benchmark Design Principles. The Benchmark Handbook [Gra93] postulates
four key requirements for domain specific benchmarks. First, such a benchmark
should be (1) relevant, thus testing representative and typical operations within
the specific domain. Second, benchmarks should be (2) portable, i.e. should be exe-
cutable on different platforms. Third, each benchmark should be (3) scalable, which
in particular means that it should be possible to run the benchmark on both small
and very large data sets. Last but not least, every benchmark must be (4) under-
standable, since otherwise it will with high probability not be adopted in practice.

For a language-specific benchmark, the relevance requirement (1) suggests that
queries implement realistic requests on top of the data. Moreover, the benchmark
queries should not focus on verifying the correctness of the tested engine, but rather
on common operator constellations that impose representative, particular challenges.
To give an example for the manifestation of these ideas in SP?Bench, two of our
queries test (closed-world) negation, which — as discussed previously in Section 4.2.6
— can be expressed in SPARQL through a characteristic combination of operators
OpT, FILTER, and filter predicate bnd (see queries Q6 and Q7 in Section 6.4).

Requirements (2) portability and (3) scalability bring along technical challenges
concerning the implementation of the data generator. Addressing those, our data
generator is deterministic, platform independent, and accurate w.r.t. the desired size
of generated documents. It is efficient and gets by with a constant amount of main
memory, and hence supports the generation of arbitrarily large RDF documents.

From the viewpoint of an engine developer, a benchmark should give hints on
deficiencies in the design and implementation of the respective engine. This is where
requirement (4) understandability comes into play, i.e. it is important to keep queries
simple and understandable. At the same time, the queries should leave room for
diverse optimizations. In this regard, we took special care to design them in such a
way that they are amenable to a wide range of optimization strategies.

6.2. The DBLP Data Set

We start our presentation of SP?2Bench with a study of the DBLP data set, which
lays the foundations for the design and implementation of the generator. To this end,
we analyze properties, relations, and distributions of bibliographic entities and per-
sons found in the original DBLP data set. Such analysis of frequency distributions
in scientific production is not new, but has first been discussed in [Lot26]. Similar in
spirit, a study of characteristics of the DBLP database has been presented in [ELO5].
The latter work considers a subset of DBLP, called DBLP-DB, restricting the dis-
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cussion to publications in database venues. As a key contribution, it is shown that
DBLP-DB, reflects vital relations that are typically encountered in social networks,
thus forming a “small world” on its own. We relax the restriction from [EL05] and
consider the whole DBLP database (instead of DBLP-DB). Our analysis shows that
similar social-world relations can also be found in the complete database. We note
that, although the analysis in [ELO05] forms valuable groundwork for the study pre-
sented in this section, our approach differs in that it is of more pragmatic nature:
the ultimate goal of our investigation is to approximate real-world distributions by
concrete functions that can be used for the implementation of a data generator.

In order to approximate distributions, we use function families that naturally re-
flect the scenarios, such as logistics curves for modeling limited growth or power
equations for power law distributions. All approximations presented in this sec-
tion have been computed with the ZunZun [zun] data modeling tool and the gnu-
plot [gnu] curve fitting module. Our starting point for the study of DBLP was the
February 25, 2008 XML version of the DBLP data. Data extraction from the DBLP
XML database (such as, for instance, the extraction of authors or different types of
publications) was realized using the MonetDB/XQuery [CWI] processor.

Apart from the pure extraction and approximation of distributions found in the
DBLP data set, an important objective of this section is to provide insights into key
characteristics of DBLP data. Although it is impossible to mirror all relations found
in the original data, we work out a variety of interesting relationships, considering
different types of publications, the role of persons as authors and editors, as well as
the citation system. In this line, we mainly study the development of such entities
over time, on a year-by-year basis. The insights that we gain establish a deep under-
standing of the benchmark queries and their specific challenges. As an example, the
benchmark queries QQ3a, Q3b, and Q3¢ (discussed in Section 6.4) look quite similar,
but pose different challenges based on the probability distribution of article proper-
ties (i.e. swrc:pages, swrc:month, swrc:isbn), which will be discussed within this
section. As another example, Q7 (also given in Section 6.4) heavily depends on the
DBLP citation system, which will be another central topic in this section.

In the end, our analysis allows us to implement a data generator that creates data
that is very similar to the original DBLP data, at least for years up to present. Of
course we cannot guarantee that the generated data goes hand in hand with the
original DBLP data when generating data for future years. However, and this is
even more important, by implementing reasonable social-world distributions, also
data for the future reflects real-world relationships between data entities, which is
clearly preferable to purely synthetic data. We finally stress that the benchmark
queries are designed to operate on top of exactly those relations and distributions
that are mirrored by our data generator, which makes them realistic, predictable
and understandable. For instance, some queries cover the citation system, which is
mirrored by our generator. As a counterexample, the generator abstracts from a
realistic distribution of article release months, so no query relies on this property.
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<!ELEMENT dblp
(article|inproceedings|proceedings|book|
incollection|phdthesis|mastersthesis|www)*>

<IENTITY % field
"author|editor|title|booktitle|pages|year|address]|
journal |volume |number |month|url|ee|cdrom|citel
publisher|note|crossref|isbn|series|school|chapter">

<IELEMENT article (%field;)*>

<!ELEMENT inproceedings (%field;)*>

<!ELEMENT www (%field;)*>

Figure 6.1.: Extract of the DBLP DTD.

Article Inproc. Proc. Book WWW PhDTh. MastTh. Incoll
author  0.9895 0.9970  0.0001 0.8937  0.9973 1.0000 1.0000 0.8459

cite 0.0048 0.0104  0.0001 0.0079  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0047
editor 0.0000 0.0000  0.7992 0.1040  0.0004 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
isbn 0.0000 0.0000  0.8592 0.9294  0.0000 0.0222 0.0000 0.0073

journal  0.9994 0.0000  0.0004 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
month 0.0065 0.0000  0.0001 0.0008  0.0000 0.0333 0.0000 0.0000
pages 0.9261 0.9489  0.0000 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.6849
title 1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

Table 6.1.: Probability distribution for selected attributes.

6.2.1. Structure of Document Classes

Our starting point for the discussion of the DBLP data set is the DBLP DTD, which
comes with the public release of the DBLP XML data set.? An extract of the DTD
is provided in Figure 6.1. The DTD entry point dblp defines eight child entities,
namely ARTICLE, INPROCEEDINGS, PROCEEDINGS, ..., and WWW resources. In
the following, we will call these entities document classes, and instances thereof
documents. Furthermore, we distinguish between PROCEEDINGS documents, called
conferences, and instances of the remaining classes, called publications.

The DTD defines 22 possible child tags for each document class, such as author,
editor, and title. These tags describe documents and we call them attributes
in the following. As can be seen, according to the DTD each document might be
described by an arbitrary combination of attributes and even repeated occurrences
of the same attribute are allowed. For instance, a document may have one title
attribute specifying its title and, in addition, several author attributes. As one may
expect, in practice only a subset of all document class/attribute combinations occur.

3See http://www.informatik.uni-trier.de/~ley/db/.
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Figure 6.2.: Distribution of citations for documents having at least one citation.

For instance, it turns out that attribute pages is never associated with WWW
documents, but instead is typically used in combination with ARTICLE documents.
We summarize these connections between document classes and attributes in Ta-
ble 6.1. It shows, for selected document class/attribute pairs, the probability that
the attribute describes a document of this class.* To give an example, about 92.61%
of ARTICLE documents are described by the attribute pages, but none of them has
an editor associated. In contrast, about 79.92% of all PROCEEDINGS documents are
described by one or more editor attributes. It is important to note that this anal-
ysis does not account for multiple occurrences of an attribute in a single document.
We will discuss such repeated occurrences of attributes separately in Section 6.2.2.
The probability distribution in Table 6.1 forms the basis for generating document
class instances of any type. Note that we simplify and assume that the presence
of an attribute does not depend on the presence of other attributes, i.e. we ignore
conditional probabilities. We will further elaborate on this decision in Section 6.7.

6.2.2. Repeated Attributes

We now turn towards an investigation of attributes that occur repeatedly within a
single document, called repeated attributes. A closer investigation of DBLP reveals
that in practice only few attributes occur repeatedly and, for the majority of them,
the number of repeated occurrences is very small. We decided to restrict ourselves to
an analysis of the most frequent repeated attributes, i.e. cite, editor, and author.

Figure 6.2 exemplifies our analysis for attribute cite. It shows, for each docu-
ment with at least one cite occurrence, the probability (y-axis) that the document
has exactly n cite attributes (z-axis). Recall that, according to Table 6.1, only a
small fraction of documents are described by cite (e.g., only 0.48% of all ARTICLE
documents). Arguably, this value should be close to 100% in a complete scenario,

4The full correlation matrix can be found in the technical report [SHLPOS].
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which shows that DBLP contains only a fraction of all existing citations. This is also
why, in our analysis (and hence in Figure 6.2), we consider only those documents
with at least one outgoing citation, since otherwise over 99% would get assigned zero
citations. Still, when assigning the number of citations to documents of a specific
class later on, we first use the probability distribution of attributes in Table 6.1 to
estimate the number of documents with at least one outgoing citation and after-
wards apply the citation distribution in Figure 6.2 to only those documents that
— according to the previous step — get assigned citations. We emphasize that this
strategy exactly mirrors the distribution found in the original DBLP data.

Based on experiments with different function families, we decided to use bell-
shaped Gaussian curves for approximating the distribution of citations from Fig-
ure 6.2.5 It is well-known that Gaussian curves are typically used to model normal
distributions. Although, strictly speaking, our data is not normally distributed (due
to the left limit at position x = 1), these curves nicely fit the data for z > 1 (see
Figure 6.2). Formally, Gaussian curves are described by functions

1 T2
(n,0) — —0.5(*7%)
pltl(x) = —==¢e R 6.1
o) = —— (61

where the expected value p € R fixes the z-position of the peak and o € Ry
specifies the statistical spread. For instance, the approximation function for the
cite distribution in Figure 6.2 is defined by instantiating Equation (6.1):

deie () = Dlgras "7 (). (6.2)

The analysis and the resulting distribution of repeated editor attributes is struc-
turally similar to that of the citation attribute, so we omit the details; the concrete
approximation function for editor attributes is the Gaussian curve

deditor(x) (2.15,1.18) (JI) (63)

= pgauss

The approximation function for repeated author attributes is based on a Gaussian
curve, too. However, we observed that the average number of authors per publication
has increased over the years. The same observation was made in [EL05] and explained
by an increasing pressure to publish and the proliferation of new communication
platforms, like the Internet. Due to the prominent role of authors, we decided to
mimic this property. As a consequence, parameters p and ¢ are not fixed for the
author attribute (as it was the case for the distributions deje () and degior (7)), but
modeled as functions over time. We make the assumption that the average number of
authors per publication will eventually stabilize and model both 4 and ¢ as limited
growth functions (also called logistic curves). We consider logistic curves of the form

We experimented with other distributions, such as Gamma distributions, log normal distribu-
tions, and Chi distributions (cf. [McL99]), but obtained the best fitting for Gaussian curves.
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Figure 6.3.: Development of author (a) expected value (fqun(y7)) and (b) statistical
spread (044 (yr)) for publications having at least one author.

a

Jiogistic(x) = m7

(6.4)

where a, b, c € R.(. For this parameter setting, a constitutes the upper asymptote
and the z-axis forms the lower asymptote. The curve is “caught” in-between its
asymptotes and increases continuously, i.e. it is S-shaped (two examples for logistic
curves are plotted in Figure 6.3; we will discuss them in the following).

The resulting distribution dg,(x, yr) for the author attribute, which gives the
probability for a publication in year yr having exactly = authors given that the
publication has at least one author, is then described by the Gaussian function

dauin (T, yr) == p‘g/éZl‘;l;h(yT)yUauth(yT))(x)’ where
2.05
,uauth(yr> S 1+ 17.590—011(yr—1975) + 1.05, and (65)
1.00
Uauth(yr) . + 0.50.

"= 11 6.46¢0-10(yr—1975)

Figures 6.3 (a) and (b) show the logistic curves for functions figue (yr) and oguen (yr).
We can observe that both i, (yr) and og.n(yr) increase steadily over time, but
stabilize in future years. The concrete limited growth approximation was obtained
by fitting original DBLP data up to year 2005. The distribution of the author at-
tribute (i.e., function dgu(x,yr)) builds on piauwn(yr) and o (yr). We plot this
distribution for selected years (1980, 2000, and the expected distribution for years
2020, 2040) in Figure 6.4(a). According to the growth of the expected value and
statistical spread, we can observe that the average number of authors increases over
time. Due to the fact that the growth is limited, this increase is significant for early
years (cf. year 1980 vs. 2000), but diminishes in future years (cf. year 2020 vs. 2040).
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Figure 6.4.: (a) Expected number of authors for publications having at least one
author (dgyum(z,yr)); (b) Development of documents over time.

6.2.3. Development of Document Classes over Time

We next investigate the quantity of document class instances over time. We noticed
that DBLP contains only little and incomplete information in its early years, and
also found anomalies in the final years, mostly in form of lowered growth rates. We
suspect that, in the coming years, some more conferences for the last years may
be added belatedly (i.e. data may not yet be complete) and therefore we restrict
ourselves to the years in-between 1960 and 2005 in the subsequent discussion

Figure 6.4(b) plots the number of PROCEEDINGS, JOURNAL, INPROCEEDINGS,
and ARTICLE documents as a function of time. The y-axis is in log scale. Note that
JOURNAL is not an explicit document class according to the DBLP DTD in Fig-
ure 6.1, but we assume that this class is implicitly defined by the journal attribute
of ARTICLE documents, which specifies the journal an article appeared in. As can
be seen in Figure 6.4(b), the inproceedings and articles are closely coupled to the
proceedings and journals, respectively. For instance, there are always about 50-60
times more inproceedings than proceedings. This indicates that the average number
of inproceedings per proceeding remains stable over time. Similar observations hold
with respect to the article documents and the journals they appeared in.

As a further observation, Figure 6.4(b) shows exponential growth for all docu-
ment classes under consideration, where the growth rate of JOURNAL and ARTICLE
documents decreases in the final years. This observation strongly suggests a limited
growth scenario, to be modeled by the logistic curve formula introduced in Equa-
tion (6.4). For instance, we approximate the number of JOURNAL documents over
time, which is also visualized in Figure 6.4(b), by the logistic curve

740.43
fjournal(yr> : (66)

" 1+ 426.28¢0-12(yr—1950)
Approximation functions for ARTICLE, PROCEEDINGS, INPROCEEDINGS, BOOK,
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farticle(yr) = 1+876.8?)88§1()9i%(2yr—1950) .fbook(yr) = 40739.38@5—26%72(@"—1950)
fproc(yr) = 1+1250'22i920‘.31i(y7‘71965) fphd(yr) = mndom[()..?()]
finproc(yr) = 1+1901_:(3)223%21.:5))@1‘71965) fmasters(yr) = mndom[O..lO]
fincoll(yr) = 196.4963—507.35?;—1980) fwww(yr) = mndom[O..lO]

Figure 6.5.: Approximation functions for document class counts.

and INCOLLECTION documents are also modeled as logistic curves and differ only
in the parameters. Concerning the remaining document classes PHD THESIS, MAS-
TERSTHESIS, and WWW we found that documents thereof were distributed un-
steadily, so we modeled them by random functions random|x..y] (which generate
random numbers in the interval [x..y]) that reflect their distribution in the origi-
nal DBLP data set. The concrete approximation functions for all these document
classes are summarized in Figure 6.5, where we name each formula according to the
document class, e.g. fortice(yr) denotes the function that belongs to document class
ARTICLE. It is worth mentioning that the number of articles and inproceedings per
year clearly dominates the number of instances of the remaining classes.

Based on the previous analysis, we can easily estimate the total number of docu-
ments fyes(yr) in year yr by summing up the individual counts:

fdocs (?ﬂ“) = fjournal (Zﬂ") + farticle (Zﬂ") + fproc(yr) + finproc(yr)—i_

6.7
fincoll + fbook (yr) + fphd(?ﬂﬂ) + fmasters (?ﬂ’) + fwww(yr)' ( )

6.2.4. Authors and Editors

Authors. An estimation for the total number of authors in a given year, which we
define as the number of author attributes associated to the year, is obtained as
follows. First, we estimate the number of documents described by attribute author
for each document class individually (using the distribution in Table 6.1). All these
counts are summed up, which gives us an estimation for the total number of doc-
uments with one or more author attributes. Finally, this value is multiplied with
the expected average number of authors per paper in the respective year (which is
implicitly given by the distribution dg,(z,yr) discussed Section 6.2.2).

To be close to reality, we also consider the number of distinct persons that appear
as authors (relative to the year), called distinct authors, as well as the number of
new authors in a given year, i.e. those persons that publish for the first time. We
found that the number of distinct authors fgq.n(yr) per year can be approximated
in dependence of f,,.(yr) according to the formula

—0.67
1+ 169.41e-0-07

Jaauen(yr) == ( 1936 T 0.84) * foutn(yr). (6.8)
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Figure 6.6.: Powerlaw distributions in DBLP: (a) Number of publications per author
over time; (b) Distribution of citations among publications.

The distribution indicates that the number of distinct authors relative to the total
authors decreases steadily, from 0.84% to 0.17% (= 0.84% — 0.67%). This reflects
the increasing productivity of authors over time discussed in Section 6.2.2.

The approximation formula for the number f,,.,,(yr) of new authors builds on the
previous one and is also based on the logistic curve function in Equation (6.4):

—0.29
1749.00e~0-14(yr—1937)

Jrew(yr) == ( + 0.628) * faqutn(yr). (6.9)
Publications. In Figure 6.6(a) we plot, for selected year and publication count z,
the number of authors with exactly x publications in this year. The graph is in log-
log scale. Here, we observe a typical power law distribution, which is characterized by
the fact that there are only a couple of authors having a large number of publications,
while a majority of the authors has only few publications.
Power law distributions are modeled by functions of the form

fpowerlaw (f) = al’k + b, (610)

with constants a € R.g, b € R, and exponent k& € R_(. In such functions, param-
eter a affects the x-axis intercept, exponent k& defines the gradient, and parameter b
constitutes a shift in y-direction. For the given parameter restriction, the powerlaw
functions decrease steadily for increasing x > 0. Examples for powerlaw functions
are the approximation functions shown in Figure 6.6(a) and 6.6(b).

Another interesting trend that can be observed in Figure 6.6(a) is that the curves
move upwards throughout the years. Informally speaking, this means that the pub-
lication count of the leading author(s) has steadily increased over the last 30 years
and it also reflects an increasing number of authors over time. We estimate the
number of authors with = publications in year yr as
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fawp(xa yT) = 1-50fpubl(y7ﬂ)x_f(/lwp(yr) — 5, where

—0.60 (6.11)
/ Pyp—
fawp(yr) T 4 216223¢—0-20(yr—1936) +3.08.

In the formula above, f,.u(yr) returns the total number of publications in yr.5
Note that the logistic curve fu,,, (yr) reflects the increasing number of publications
of the leading author and is used in fu,,(yr). Parameters k := fi (yr) and b in
function f,(z, yr) were fitted experimentally, using the original DBLP data.

Coauthors. With respect to coauthor characteristics, we also investigated rela-
tions between the publication count of authors and its numbers of total and distinct
coauthors in DBLP. In particular, given an author with a total of x publications,
we approximate the average number of total coauthors by

Peoautn () := 212 % x (6.12)

and the number of its distinct coauthors by

Hdcoauth<x> = xO‘SI- (613)

These functions are used later when distributing publications among authors.

Editors. The analysis of authors is complemented by a study of their relations to
editors. As one may expect, editors tend to be persons that have published before,
i.e. persons that are well-known in the community. Following the distributions in
the original DBLP database, we thus assign editor activity primarily to persons
that have published in (earlier) venues. We omit the concrete analysis and formula,
which is rather technical and does not bring further insights into this relationship.

6.2.5. Citations

In Section 6.2.1 we studied repeated occurrences of attribute cite, namely outgoing
citations. This analysis is complemented by a study of incoming references, i.e. the
distribution of incoming citations among publications. Figure 6.6(b) plots the ci-
tation count distribution in DBLP, up to selected years. For instance, up to 1995
there were about 500 papers that have been cited 5 times. Similar to the distribu-
tion of publications, we observe a typical powerlaw distribution: most of the papers
have only a small fraction of citations, while only few papers have lots of citations.
As for the distribution of publications among authors, we use powerlaw functions
(cf. Equation (6.10)) to model this distribution. We omit the concrete formula.

As another observation, we found that in DBLP the number of incoming citations
is smaller than the number of outgoing citations. This may be surprising at first

6Tt is obtained by subtracting the venue-type documents from fgo.s(yr) in Equation (6.7), i.e. it
is defined as fpupi(Yr) == faoes(Yr) — (fijournat(Yr) + fproc(yr)).
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glance, but is simply explained by the fact that DBLP contains many untargeted ci-
tations (in form of empty cite tags). Recalling that only a fraction of all papers have
outgoing citations (cf. Section 6.2.1), we conclude that the DBLP citation system is
very incomplete, although in some sense natural in that it follows natural distribu-
tions such as power law distributions (w.r.t. incoming citations, see Figure 6.6(b))
and the Gaussian distribution (w.r.t. outgoing references, see Figure 6.2).

6.3. The SP2Bench Data Generator

Having studied the key characteristics of the DBLP database, we now give some
background on the data generator implementation, including a discussion of the
RDF scheme for DBLP, design decisions, and implementation details.

6.3.1. An RDF Scheme for DBLP

The first task in data generator implementation is to find an appropriate RDF
scheme for the DBLP domain. We decided to follow the approach taken in [BCO7],
an existing XML-to-RDF mapping of the original DBLP database. However, with
the goal to generate arbitrarily-sized documents, the SP?Bench data generator uses
lists of first and last names, publishers, and random words, rather than real au-
thor, publication, and conference names. The generated SP?Bench conference and
journal names are always strings of the form “Conference $i ($year)” and “Journal
$i ($year)”, where $i is a unique conference (respectively journal) number in year
$year. Further, lists of random words are used to generate string content, e.g. for
titles. Analogously, fresh person names are built using the list of first and last names
mentioned above.” Finally, domain-specific string-content, such as the pages spec-
ification or the ISBN number of documents, are filled with strings of a reasonable
domain (for instance, we generate ISBN-like random strings for ISBN numbers).
Similar to [BCO07], we use existing RDF vocabularies to describe resources in a uni-
form way. We borrow vocabulary from FOAF [foa] for describing persons, and from
SWRC [swr] (namespace swrc) and Dublin Core [dub] (namespace dc) for describ-
ing scientific resources. Additionally, we introduce a fresh namespace bench, which
defines DBLP-specific document classes, such as bench:Book and bench:Article.
In the sense of RDF, each XML attribute is mapped to an RDF property. For
instance, the attribute author is mapped to the RDF property dc:creator, a prede-
fined URI from the dc namespace for specifying the creator of bibliographic entities.
Consequently, an author attribute in the XML database will be translated into a
single triple with predicate dc:creator, which provides the author for the respective

"The name lists that we provide to the data generator are large enough to generate distinct
authors for DBLP data containing billions of RDF' triples. However, in case these lists are not
large enough, the data generator will notify the user and request larger name lists as input.

161



Chapter 6. SP?Bench: A SPARQL Performance Benchmark

Attribute Mapped to property Type

address swrc:address xsd:string
author dc:creator foaf:Person
booktitle bench:booktitle xsd:string
cdrom bench:cdrom xsd:string
chapter swrc:chapter xsd:integer
cite dcterms:references foaf:Document
crossref  dcterms:partOf foaf:Document
editor swrc:editor foaf:Person
ee rdfs:seeAlso xsd:string
isbn swrc:isbn xsd:string
journal swrc:journal bench:Journal
month swrc:month xsd:integer
note bench:note xsd:string
number swrc:number xsd:integer
page Swrc:pages xsd:string
publisher dc:publisher xsd:string
school dc:publisher xsd:string
series swrc:series xsd:integer
title dc:title xsd:string
url foaf :homepage xsd:string
volume swrc:volume xsd:integer
year dcterms:issued xsd:integer

Figure 6.7.: Translation of DBLP attributes into RDF properties.

document. Figure 6.7 surveys the translation of XML attributes to RDF properties.
For each attribute, we also list its range restriction, i.e. the type of elements it refers
to. For instance, property dc:creator always refers to a URI of type foaf :Person.

Unfortunately, the XML-to-RDF translation of DBLP from [BCO07] neither con-
tains blank nodes nor RDF containers, such as lists or bags. With the goal to build a
comprehensive benchmark, though, we want to design queries on top of such RDF-
specific constructs. For this reason, we decided to model persons in the data set as
(unique) blank nodes _:firstname_lastname, instead of URIs (using the lists of first-
and lastnames mentioned above). To have RDF containers present in the generated
data, we model outgoing citations of documents using standard rdf : Bag containers.
In addition to this modification, we enrich a small fraction of ARTICLE and INPRO-
CEEDINGS documents with the new property bench:abstract (only about 1%, to
keep the modification low), which constitutes comparably large strings.®

8We use a Gaussian distribution with 1 = 150 expected words and a statistical spread of o = 30.
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Figure 6.8.: Sample RDF database.

Figure 6.8 shows a sample DBLP instance in RDF format, as it may be generated
by the SP?Bench data generator. Dashed edges are typing edges (i.e., rdf:type)
and sc is an abbreviation for rdfs:subClass0f. On the logical level we distinguish
between the schema layer (gray) and the instance layer (white). As discussed before,
reference lists are modeled as blank nodes of type rdf :Bag (see e.g. _:referencest),
while both authors and editors are modeled as blank nodes of type foaf:Person.
On the schema level, class foaf :Document splits up into the individual DBLP doc-
ument classes bench: Journal, bench:Article, .... In summary, the sample graph
defines three persons, one proceeding, two inproceedings, one journal, and one arti-
cle. For readability reasons, we plot only selected properties of these entities. As also
illustrated, property dcterms:part0f links inproceedings and proceedings together,
while swrc: journal connects articles to the journals they appeared in.

In order to provide an entry point for queries that access authors and to provide
a person with fixed characteristics, we created a special author, named after the
famous mathematician Paul Erdds (this person is not shown in Figure 6.8). Per year,
we assign 10 publications and 2 editor activities to this prominent person, starting
from year 1940 and up to year 1996. For the ease of access, Paul Erdos is modeled
as a fixed URL? As an example query consider Q8 in Section 6.4, which extracts

9Recall that blank nodes cannot be accessed directly through SPARQL queries.

163



Chapter 6. SP?Bench: A SPARQL Performance Benchmark

foreach year:
calculate counts for documents and generate document class instances;
calculate number of total, new, distinct, and retiring authors;

choose publishing authors;

assign number of new publications, number of coauthors, and
number of distinct coauthors to publishing authors;

// such that constraints for number of publications per author hold

assign from publishing authors to papers;
// satisfying authors per paper and coauthor constraints

choose editors and assign editors to papers;
// such that constraints for number of publications and editors hold

generate outgoing citations;
assign expected incoming and outgoing citations to papers;

write output until done or until output limit reached;
// permanently keeping output consistent

Figure 6.9.: Data generation algorithm.

all persons with Erdds number one or two (the Erdés number of a scientist is its
distance to Paul Erdos in the coauthor graph: persons that have published directly
with Paul Erdos have Erdos number one, those that have published with a coauthor
of Paul Erdés have Erdés number two etc., see http://www.oakland.edu/enp/).

6.3.2. Data Generator Implementation

We implemented the scheme described in the previous section in a data generator,
written in C++-. It takes into account all relationships and characteristics that have
been studied in Section 6.2. Figure 6.9 shows the key steps in data generation. The
data generator simulates data year by year and takes into account all the structural
constraints implied by the distributions studied within Section 6.2, in a carefully
selected order. The generation process is simulation-based, which, amongst others,
means that we assign life times to authors and individually estimate their future
behavior, thereby taking into account global publications and coauthor constraints,
as well as the fraction of distinct and new authors (cf. Section 6.2.4).

The generator writes RDF output in N-Triples format [ntr] (cf. Section 2.2.3). It
offers two command line parameters, to fix either a triple count limit or the year up to
which data will be generated. When the triple count limit is set, the implementation
asserts that the generated data is in a “consistent” state, e.g. whenever proceedings
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#Triples o | e | oaee | oaee | od | 1 109
Elapsed time [s] 0.08 0.13 0.60 5.76 70 1011 13306

Table 6.2.: Performance of document generation.

have been written to the output, the corresponding conference will also included.

All random functions (which, for example, are used to assign the attributes ac-
cording to Table 6.1, or to sample data according to the approximation functions
in Figure 6.2) are based on a fixed seed. This makes data generation determinis-
tic, i.e. the parameter setting uniquely identifies the outcome. In addition, the data
generator is implemented in plain ANSI C++, which asserts that it also is platform-
independent. The fixed random seed and the platform-independent implementation
ensure that documents generated on different platforms are identical, so experi-
mental results from different platforms remain comparable (modulo hardware and
system settings). Further, this asserts that data generation is incremental, which
means that small documents are always contained in larger documents.

6.3.3. Data Generator Evaluation

In order to prove the practicability of our data generator implementation, we per-
formed experiments and measured data generation times for documents of different
size. The experiments were conducted under Linux ubuntu v7.10 gutsy, on top of an
Intel Core2 Duo E6400 2.13GHz CPU and 3GB DDR2 667 MHz nonECC physical
memory, using a 250GB Hitachi P7TK500 SATA-II hard drive with 8 M B Cache.

Table 6.2 summarizes the performance results for documents containing up to
one billion RDF triples. We observe that the generator scales almost linearly with
document size and creates even large documents very fast. For instance, the 10°
triples document, which has a physical size of about 103GB, was generated in less
than four hours. An important prerequisite for this efficiency and scaling is that the
generator runs with constant main memory consumption (it gets by with at most
1.2GB RAM, independent from the size of the generated documents).

In addition to the performance assessment, we verified the implementation of
all characteristics from Section 6.2. Table 6.3 shows selected data generator and
output document characteristics for documents up to 25M RDF triples. We list
the size of the output file, the year up to which data was simulated, the number
of total authors and distinct authors contained in the data set (cf. Section 6.2.4),
and the counts of the document class instances (cf. Section 6.2.3). The summary
shows superlinear growth for the number of authors relative to the number of triples
in the data set, which is primarily caused by the increasing average number of
authors per publication, as discussed in Section 6.2.1. The growth of proceedings and
inproceedings is also superlinear, while the number of journals and articles increases
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#Triples 10k 50k 250k 1M 5M 25M
File size [MB] 1.0 5.1 26 106 533 2694
Data up to year 1955 1967 1979 1989 2001 2015
#Total authors 1.5k 6.8k 34.5k 151.0k 898.0k  5.4M
#Distinct authors 0.9k 4.1k 20.0k 82.1k 429.6k 2.1M
#Journals 25 104 439 1.4k 4.6k  11.7k
#Articles 916 4.0k 17.1k  56.9k 207.8k 642.8k
#Proceedings 6 37 213 903 4.7 24.4k
#Inproceedings 169 1.4k 9.2k  43.5k 255.2k  1.5M
#Incollections 18 56 173 442 1.4k 4.5k
#Books 0 0 39 356 973 1.7k
#PhD theses 0 0 0 101 237 365
#Masters theses 0 0 0 50 95 169
H#WWiWs 0 0 0 35 92 168

Table 6.3.: Characteristics of generated documents.

sublinear. These observations reflect the development of proceedings, inproceedings,
journals, and articles sketched in Figure 6.4(b). According to the approximation
functions in Figure 6.5, we also can observe that the number of inproceedings and
articles clearly dominates the remaining document classes. Finally, we remark that —
like in the original DBLP database —in the early years instances of selected document
classes are missing, e.g. there are no BOOK documents for these years.

6.4. The SP2Bench Queries

In addition to the data generator, the SP2Bench framework provides a set of bench-
mark queries. These queries have been designed to test common SPARQL operator
constellations, RDF data access patterns, and also particular SPARQL optimization
strategies. In the following, we discuss RDF and SPARQL characteristics that were
considered in query design (in Section 6.4.1 and Section 6.4.2, respectively), before
presenting and discussing the benchmark queries one by one in Section 6.4.3.

6.4.1. RDF Characteristics of Interest

Like in the context of relational data, decisions on how RDF data is stored and
accessed by engines may heavily influence system performance (see for instance the
discussions in [AMMHO7; WKB08; SHK'08]). Consequently, a SPARQL benchmark
should consider the specifics of the underlying RDF data representation language.
The first aspect that is interesting with respect to the RDF data format is that
RDF constitutes elements from three different sets, namely URIs, blank nodes, and
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Query ‘ 1 2 3abc 4 5ab 6
Data access: BLANK NODES, LITERALS, URIS, L,y wL,U,La L,U B,L,U B,L,U B,L,U
LaRGE LITERALS, CONTAINERS
2 Access pattern: SUBJ., PRED., OBJ., NONE. P,PO P,PO N,PO P,PO P,PO P,PO
3 Operators: AND, FILTER, UNION, OPT A A,O A,F A,F A,F A,F,0
4 Modifiers: DisTINCT, LiMiT, OfFSET, ORDER by - 0b - D D
5 Filter pushing possible? - - v - v /- v
6 Reusing of graph patterns possible? - - - v - v
Query | 7 8 9 10 11 12c
Data access: BLANK NODES, LITERALS, URIS, L,v,c B,L,U B,L,U U L,U )
LarRGE LITERALS, CONTAINERS
2 Access pattern: SUBJ., PRED., OBJ., NONE. P,PO P,PO N,PO 0 P SPO
3  Operators: AND, FILTER, UNION, OPT A,F,0 A,F,U A,U - - -
4 Modifiers: DisTiNcT, LiMIT, OfFSET, ORDER by D D D - L,Ob,0f -
5 Filter pushing possible? v v - - - -
6 Reusing of graph patterns possible? v v v - - -

Table 6.4.: Selected properties of the SP?Bench benchmark queries.

literals. SPARQL engines might represent elements from these domains differently,
e.g. it could make sense to have a special index for literals to accelerate text search.
The SP2Bench queries therefore access all three entities and different combinations
thereof; line 1 in Table 6.4 surveys this characteristic for the SP2Bench queries, where
abbreviations are indicated by bold font (e.g. we use B as a shortcut for BLANK
NoDES).!? Line 1 also indicates queries that access comparably large literals (namely
the abstracts of documents) and RDF containers (i.e. outgoing references, which are
of type rdf :Bag). Containers are of particular interest due to their special semantics
and the fact that they induce a (possibly large) set of membership properties rdf: _1,
rdf:_2, rdf:_3, .... As argued in [SHK'08], these membership properties may
induce problems for RDF storage schemes like Vertical Partitioning [AMMHO07].

A second important requirement imposed by the RDF data format is to test
different data access patterns at triple pattern level. Triple patterns in SPARQL
queries may contain variables in any position and the efficient evaluation of single
patterns forms the basis for the fast evaluation of more complex queries. On the
one hand, it seems reasonable to assume that in most triple patterns the predi-
cate is fixed, such as is the case in patterns like (?book,dc:creator,?name) or
(Book1,dc:creator, ?name), asking for authors of all or a fixed book, respectively.
Such patterns can be seen as the natural counterpart of SQL queries, which select a
fixed set of properties from some entities, by accessing exactly those table attributes
that contain the desired properties. On the other hand, as also argued in [WKBO0S|,

10As we shall see in Section 6.4.3, Q12a and Q12b are ASK-counterparts of the SELECT queries
Qb5a and @8, respectively. The ASK versions are not explicitly listed in the table.
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one strength of RDF querying is the flexibility of having variables in predicate posi-
tion. This makes it possible to write patterns like (Book1, ?prop,?val), to obtain a
compact description of a certain resource, or (?subj, ?prop,Personl), to extract all
entities that stand in some relation to Personi. Suchlike data access patterns may
be of particular importance if the underlying domain contains rather unstructured
data and the properties of entities are not or only partially known.

We survey the data access patterns that are used in the SP?Bench queries in
Table 6.4, Line 2. To give an example, the shortcut PO denotes that the respective
query contains at least one triple pattern with fixed predicate and object position and
a variable in subject position. Although in most triple patterns the predicate position
is fixed, we took special care to design queries with other access patterns, such as
triple patterns containing only variables (cf. Q3a, Q3b, Q3c, and Q)9), patterns where
only the object is bound (cf. Q10), or variable-free triple patterns (cf. Q12¢). We
will resume this discussion when presenting the queries individually in Section 6.4.3.

As a final RDF-related aspect, it is important that RDF provides graph-structured
data. Hence, SPARQL engines should perform well on different kinds of graph pat-
terns. Unfortunately, up to the present there exist only few real-world SPARQL
scenarios. It would be necessary to analyze a large set of such scenarios, to extract
graph patterns that frequently occur in practice. In the absence of this possibility,
we roughly distinguish between long path chains, i.e. nodes linked to each other via
a long path, and bushy patterns, i.e. single nodes that are linked to a multitude of
other nodes, in the style of star-joins. It is impossible to give a precise characteriza-
tion of “long” and “bushy”, so we designed meaningful queries containing comparably
long chains (i.e. Q4, Q6) and bushy patterns (i.e. Q2) w.r.t. our scenario.

6.4.2. SPARQL Characteristics of Interest

Next, we turn towards a discussion of SPARQL characteristics that were of par-
ticular interest in query design. Rows 3 and 4 in Table 6.4 survey the operators
and solution modifiers used in the SELECT benchmark queries. It can be observed
that the queries cover various operator constellations, combined with selected solu-
tion modifier combinations. We want to stress that we took special care at operator
OpT, which has been shown to be the most complex operator in the SPARQL query
language in Section 3.2.3 and can be used to encode closed-world negation (cf. the
discussion in Section 4.2.6). Many interesting queries involve negation and therefore
we explicitly test it in two benchmark queries, namely Q6 and Q7 (see Section 6.4.3).

Query Optimization. Another important objective of SP?Bench was to design
queries that are amenable to a wide range of SPARQL optimization approaches. One
promising approach to SPARQL optimization is the reordering of triple patterns
based on selectivity estimations [NW08; SSB108], similar in idea to join reordering
in relational algebra optimization. A beneficial ordering of triple patterns depends on
both the selectivity of triple patterns and data access paths provided by the engine.
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Query Q1 Q2 Q3a Q3b Q3¢ Q4 Qbda @5b
10k 1 147 846 9 0 23226 155 155
50k 1 965 3647 25 0 104746 1085 1085
250k 1 6197 15853 127 0 542801 6904 6904
1M 1 32770 52676 379 0 2586733 35241 35241
5M 1 248738 192373 1317 0 18362955 210662 210662
25M 1 1876999 594890 4075 0 n/a 696681 696681

Query Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Ql2a Q126 Ql2c

10k 229 0 184 4 166 10 yes yes no
50k 1769 2 264 4 307 10 yes yes no
250k 12093 62 332 4 452 10 yes yes no
1M 62795 292 400 4 572 10 yes yes no
oM 417625 1200 493 4 656 10 yes yes no
256 M 1945167 5099 493 4 656 10 yes yes no

Table 6.5.: Number of query results (Q1-Q11) and results of ASK queries (Q12abc)
on documents containing up to 25 million RDF triples.

Actually, most SP?Bench queries may benefit from such an optimization, because
most of them contain large AND-connected blocks and require series of joins.
Closely related to triple reordering is filter pushing, which aims at an early eval-
uation of filter conditions (cf. Section 4.2.5). Like triple pattern reordering, filter
pushing may speed up evaluation by decreasing the intermediate result size. Row 5
in Table 6.4 identifies SP?Bench queries that are amenable to such techniques.
Another reasonable idea is to reuse evaluation results of graph pattern evalua-
tion (or even of whole subqueries). This strategy is applicable whenever the same
pattern or subquery is used multiple times in the same query. As a simple example
consider ()4 in Section 6.4.3. In that query, 7articlel and 7article2 in the first
and second triple pattern will be bound to exactly the same nodes of the input RDF
graph, so it suffices to evaluate this pattern only once and use this result for both
subqueries. We investigate the applicability of this technique in Table 6.4, row 6.
We will sketch more optimization approaches, such as semantic query optimization
(cf. Chapter 5), when discussing the individual queries in the following subsection.

6.4.3. Discussion of Benchmark Queries

Before starting our discussion, we survey the result sizes of the individual queries on
RDF documents of different size in Table 6.5. The overview shows that the queries
vary in their result size (e.g., SP?Bench contains queries with increasing, constant,
and empty result size). This survey forms the basis for the subsequent discussion.
In the following we discuss the SPARQL versions of the SP?Bench queries, which
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can be processed directly by SPARQL engines (complementarily, there exist SQL-
translations of these queries for relational storage schemes like a triple table approach
or Vertical Partitioning [AMMHO7] at the SP?Bench project page, see [SHKT08] for
a discussion of these translations). In particular, we study the challenges the queries
impose to SPARQL engines. Thereby, we distinguish between in-memory engines,
which load the document from file and process queries in main memory (e.g., the
Jena ARQ engine [arq]), and native engines, which rely on a physical database
system (e.g., the Virtuoso engine [Bla07]). When discussing the challenges for native
engines, we always assume that the document has been loaded into the database prior
to query processing. We refer the reader to the survey of namespaces in Appendix A
for a complete listing of all namespaces that are used in the benchmark queries.

Benchmark Query Q1: Return the year of publication of “Journal 1 (1940)”.

SELECT ?yr

WHERE {
7journal rdf:type bench:Journal.
?journal dc:title "Journal 1 (1940)"""xsd:string.
?journal dcterms:issued ?yr }

Benchmark query @1 returns exactly one result (for sufficiently large documents).
Native engines may use index lookups to answer this query in (almost) constant time,
i.e. execution time should be independent from document size. In-memory engines
must scan the whole document and should scale linearly with document size.

Benchmark Query Q2: FEztract all inproceedings with properties dc:creator,
bench:booktitle, dcterms:issued, dcterms:partOf, rdfs:seeAlso, dc:title, swrc:pages, foaf:homepage,
and optionally bench:abstract, including the respective values.

SELECT ?inproc 7author ?booktitle 7title
?proc ?ee 7page 7url ?7yr 7abstract

WHERE {

?inproc rdf:type bench:Inproceedings.

?inproc dc:creator 7author.

?inproc bench:booktitle ?booktitle.

?inproc dc:title 7title.

?inproc dcterms:partOf ?proc.

?inproc rdfs:seeAlso 7ee.

?inproc swrc:pages ‘page.

?inproc foaf:homepage ?url.

?inproc dcterms:issued ?7yr

OPTIONAL { ?inproc bench:abstract ?abstract }
} ORDER BY ?yr

This query implements a large star-join pattern, where different properties of
inproceedings (variable ?inproc) are requested. It contains a simple OPT clause,
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and accesses large strings (i.e. the abstracts). Result size grows with database size
and a final result ordering is necessary due to operator ORDER BY. Both native and
in-memory engines may reach evaluation times almost linear to document size.

Benchmark Queries Q3abc: Select all articles with property (a) swrc:pages,
(b) swrc:month, or (¢) swrciisbn.

(a) SELECT ?article
WHERE { ?article rdf:type bench:Article.
7article 7?property ?value
FILTER (?property=swrc:pages) }

(b) Q3a, but "swrc:month” instead of "swrc:pages”

(c) Q3a, but "swrc:isbn” instead of "swrc:pages”

These three queries test FILTER expressions with varying selectivity. According
to Table 6.1, the FILTER expression in (Q3a is not very selective (i.e. retains about
92.61% of all articles). Data access through a secondary index for Q3a is probably
not efficient, but may work well for Q3b, which selects only 0.65% of all articles.
The filter in Q3c is never satisfied, because articles never have predicate swrc:isbn.
Native engines may use statistics to answer Q3¢ in constant time. As an alternative
strategy, filter elimination techniques in the style of Lemma 4.3 may be applied.

Benchmark Query Q4: Select all distinct pairs of article author names for
authors that have published in the same journal.

SELECT DISTINCT ?namel 7name2

WHERE { ?articlel rdf:type bench:Article.
7article2 rdf:type bench: Article.
7articlel dc:creator 7authorl.
7authorl foaf:name 7?namel.
7article2 dc:creator 7author2.
7author2 foaf:name 7name2.
7articlel swrc:journal ?journal.
7article2 swrc:journal ?journal
FILTER (?namel<?name2) }

(24 contains a rather long graph chain, i.e. variables ?namel, and ?name2 are linked
through the articles that different authors have published in the same journal. As
one may expect, the result is very large (cf. Table 6.5). Instead of evaluating the
outer pattern block and applying the FILTER afterwards, engines may embed the
FILTER expression in the computation of the inner block, e.g. by exploiting indices
on author names. The DISTINCT modifier further complicates the query. We shall
expect superlinear behavior for this query, even for native engines.
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Benchmark Queries Qb5ab: Return the names of all persons that occur as
author of at least one inproceeding and at least one article.

(a) SELECT DISTINCT ?person ?name
WHERE { ?article rdf:type bench:Article.

?article dc:creator ?person.
?inproc rdf:type bench:Inproceedings.
?inproc dc:creator ?person2.
?person foaf:name ?name.
?person2 foaf:name ?name?2
FILTER(?name=?name2) }

(b) SELECT DISTINCT ?person ?name
WHERE { ?article rdf:type bench:Article.
?article dc:creator ?person.
?inproc rdf:type bench:Inproceedings.
?inproc dc:creator ?person.
?person foaf:name ?name }

@5a and Q5D test different join variants: ()5a implements an implicit join on
author names (encoded in the FILTER condition), while Q5b explicitly joins the au-
thors on variable ?name. Although the queries are not equivalent in the general case,
the one-to-one mapping between authors and their names in the SP?Bench scenario
implies equivalence (i.e., the attribute foaf:name is a primary key for objects of
type foaf :Person). In Section 5.4, semantic query optimization using such keys for
RDF has been proposed. When coupled with filter manipulation rules (e.g. in the
style of Lemma 4.3), such approaches may detect the equivalence of Q5a and QQ5b
in this scenario and choose the more efficient version among (Q5a and QQ5b.

Benchmark Query Q6: Return, for each year, the set of all publications
authored by persons that have not published in years before.

SELECT ?yr 7name ?doc
WHERE {
?class rdfs:subClassOf foaf:Document.
?doc rdf:type ?class.
?doc dcterms:issued ?yr.
?doc dc:creator ?author.
?author foaf:name ?name
OPTIONAL {
?class2 rdfs:subClassOf foaf:Document.
?doc2 rdf:type ?class2.
?7doc2 dcterms:issued 7yr2.
?doc2 dc:creator ?author2
FILTER (?author=7author2 && ?yr2<?yr) }
FILTER (!bound(?author2)) }
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This query implements closed-world negation, expressed through the combination
of the operators OPT, FILTER, and filter predicate bnd (denoted as BOUND in the
official syntax) sketched in Section 4.2.6. To shortly discuss the query, the idea of the
construction is that the block outside the OPT expression computes all publications,
while the inner one constitutes earlier publications from authors that appear outside.
The outer FILTER expression then retains publications for which variable 7author?2
is unbound, i.e. exactly those publications from authors that have not published
in earlier years. For this query, SPARQL-specific optimization like the rewriting of
closed-world negation discussed in Section 4.2.6 may be beneficial.

Benchmark Query QT7: Return the titles of all publications that have been cited
at least once, but not by any paper that has not been cited itself.

SELECT DISTINCT ?title
WHERE {
?class rdfs:subClassOf foaf:Document.
?doc rdf:type ?7class.
?doc dc:title ?7title.
?bag2 ?member2 ?doc.
?doc2 dcterms:references ?bag2
OPTIONAL {
?7class3 rdfs:subClassOf foaf:Document.
?doc3 rdf:type ?7class3.
?7doc3 dcterms:references ?bag3.
?bag3 ?member3 ?doc
OPTIONAL {
7class4 rdfs:subClassOf foaf:Document.
?doc4 rdf:type 7class4.
?7doc4 dcterms:references ?7bag4d.
?bag4 ?memberd ?doc3
} FILTER (!bound(?doc4))
} FILTER (!bound(?doc3))

}

Benchmark query Q7 tests double negation, which requires the encoding of nested
closed-world negation through a nesting of the OPT + FILTER + bnd construction
used in the previous query. Given that the citation system of DBLP contains only
few incoming and outgoing citations (cf. Section 6.2.5), the query returns only few
results, even on very large documents (see Table 6.5). However, we expect the query
to be challenging, due to the double negation. As for )7, engines may use the rewrit-
ing scheme for closed-world negation presented in Section 4.2.6. Another possible
optimization strategy is to reuse graph pattern evaluation results. For instance, the
AND-connected block $1 rdfs:subClass0f foaf:Document. $2 rdf:type $1oc-
curs three times in the query, for (i) $1:=7class, $2:=7doc, for (ii) $1:=7class3,
$2:=7doc3, and also for (iii) $1:=7class4, $2:=7doc4.

173



Chapter 6. SP?Bench: A SPARQL Performance Benchmark

Benchmark Query Q8: Compute authors with Erdos number one or two.

SELECT DISTINCT ?name
WHERE {
?erdoes rdf:type foaf:Person.
?erdoes foaf:name "Paul Erdoes”""xsd:string.
{ ?doc dc:creator ?erdoes.
?doc dc:creator 7author.
?doc2 dc:creator 7author.
?doc2 dc:creator ?author?2.
?author2 foaf:name ?name
FILTER (?author!=7erdoes &&
?doc2!=7doc &&
?author2!=7erdoes &&
?author2!=7author)
} UNION {
?doc dc:creator ?erdoes.
?doc dc:creator 7author.
?author foaf:name 7name
FILTER (?author!=?erdoes) }

}

Here, the evaluation of the second UNION part is basically “contained” in the
evaluation of the first part. Hence, techniques like graph pattern (or subexpression)
reusing are applicable. Another possible strategy is to decompose the first filter
expression and push its components down in the operator tree (cf. Section 4.2.5), to
apply atomic filter conditions early and decrease the size of intermediate results.

Benchmark Query Q9: Return incoming and outgoing properties of persons.

SELECT DISTINCT 7?predicate
WHERE {
{ ?person rdf:type foaf:Person.
?subject ?predicate ?person } UNION
{ ?person rdf:type foaf:Person.
?person ?predicate ?object } }

(29 has been primarily designed to test non-standard data access patterns. Naive
implementations would compute the triple patterns of the UNION subexpressions
separately, thus evaluating patterns where no component is bound. Then, pattern
7?subject ?predicate 7person selects all graph triples, which is rather inefficient.
Another approach is to evaluate the first triple in each UNION subexpression, af-
terwards using the bindings for variable ?person to evaluate the second pattern
efficiently. Note that the result size is exactly 4 for sufficiently large documents
(see Table 6.5). RDF-specific statistics about incoming and outgoing properties of
foaf :Person-typed objects (in native engines) may help to answer this query in
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constant time, even without data access. In-memory engines, however, must always
load the whole document and therefore should scale linearly with document size.

Benchmark Query Q10: Return all subjects that stand in some relation to
person “Paul Erdos”, including the type of their relation.

SELECT ?subj ?pred
WHERE { ?subj ?pred person:Paul_Erdoes }

In the SP2Bench scenario, this query can be reformulated as: Return publications
and venues in which “Paul Erdos” is involved as author or as editor. It implements
an object bound-only access pattern. In contrast to 9, statistics are not imme-
diately useful, because the result includes the subjects (i.e., the subjects must be
extracted from the data set). Recalling that Paul Erdos is active only between 1940
and 1996 (cf. Section 6.3.1), the result size stabilizes for large documents. Native
engines that exploit indices may reach (almost) constant execution time.

Benchmark Query Q11: Return (up to) 10 electronic edition URLs starting
from the 51" publication, in lexicographical order.

SELECT 7ee
WHERE { ?publication rdfs:seeAlso ?ee }
ORDER BY 7ee LIMIT 10 OFFSET 50

The focus of this query lies on the combination of solution modifiers ORDER BY,
LiviT, and OFFSET. In-memory engines have to read, process, and sort electronic
editions prior to application of the LiMIT and OFFSET modifiers. In contrast, native
engines may exploit indices to access only a fraction of all electronic editions and,
as the result size is limited to 10 due to the LiMIT modifier, would optimally reach
constant runtime, independently from the size of the input document.

Benchmark Query Q12: (a) Return yes if a person occurs as author of at least
one inproceeding and at least one article, no otherwise; (b) Return yes if there is
an author with Erdds number one or two in the database, and no otherwise; (c)
Return yes if the person “John Q) Public” is contained in the database.

(Ql2a) Qb5a as ASK query
(Q12b) Q8 as ASK query

(Ql2c) ASK {person:John_Q_Public rdf:type foaf:Person}

All three queries are boolean queries, designed to test the efficient implementation
of the SPARQL Ask query form. QQ12a and Q12b share the properties of their SE-
LECT counterparts (Q5a and )8, respectively. They always return yes for sufficiently
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large documents. When evaluating ASK queries, engines should stop the evaluation
process as soon as a solution has been found. A reasonable optimization approach
would be to adapt the query execution plan, trying to efficiently locate a witness
(e.g. using the rewriting rules for ASK queries in Lemma 4.14, Section 4.4.1). For
instance, based on execution time estimations it may be favorable to evaluate the
(simpler) second part of the UNION in Q12b first. Q12¢ asks for a single triple that
is not present in the database. With indices, native engines may answer ()12c¢ in
constant time. Again, in-memory engines must read and scan the whole document.

6.5. Benchmark Metrics

In this section we propose several benchmark metrics that cover different aspects
of the evaluation process. These metrics reflect the scope and design decisions of
SP2Bench and can be used to systematically evaluate benchmark results.

We propose to perform three runs over documents comprising 10k, 50k, 250k, 1M,
5M, and 25M RDF triples, using a fixed timeout of 30min per query and document.
The reported time should include the average value over all three runs and, if sig-
nificant, the errors within these runs. This setting was tested in [SHKT08; SHLP09]
and can be evaluated in reasonable time for state-of-the-art engines (typically within
few days). If the tested engine is fast enough, nothing prevents the user from adding
larger documents. We recommend the following five benchmark metrics.

1. Success RATE: As a first indicator we propose to survey the success rates
for the engine on top of all document sizes, distinguishing between Success,
Timeout (e.g. an execution time > 30min), Memory Exhaustion (if an additional
memory limit was set), and general Errors. This metric gives a survey over
scaling properties and first insights into the engine’s overall behavior.

2. LoADING TIME: The loading time for documents of different sizes is interesting
to get insights into the efficiency and, particularly, to see how document loading
scales with document size. This metric primarily applies to engines with a
physical database backend and may be irrelevant for in-memory engines, where
document loading is usually part of the query evaluation process.

3. MEMORY CONSUMPTION: In particular for engines with a physical backend,
the main memory consumption for the individual queries and also the average
memory consumption over all queries may be of interest. Optimally, physi-
cal backend database engines should get by with a constant main memory
consumption, independently from the size of the input document.

4. PER-QUERY PERFORMANCE: Individual performance results for all queries
over all document sizes give more detailed insights into the behavior than the
SuccCESS RATE metric discussed before. The PER-QUERY PERFORMANCE
metric forms the basis for a deep study of the results and allows to investigate
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strengths, weaknesses, and scaling of the tested implementation based on a one
by one discussion of the engine results for the individual benchmark queries.

5. GLOBAL PERFORMANCE: This metric integrates the individual per-query re-
sults into a global performance measure. It contains, for each tested document
size, the arithmetic and the geometric mean!! of the engine’s average execu-
tion time over all queries. We propose to penalize timeouts and other errors
with 3600s (i.e., twice the evaluation time limit). GLOBAL PERFORMANCE
is well-suited to investigate the scaling properties of engines and to compare
the performance of different evaluation approaches. Note that the arithmetic
mean imposes a stronger penalty on outlier queries than the geometric mean.
Generally speaking, the geometric mean better reflects the average behavior
of engines, while the arithmetic mean captures the worst-case behavior.

6.6. Related Work

The Benchmark Handbook [Gra93] provides a summary of important database
benchmarks. Probably the most “complete” benchmark suite for relational systems
is TPC [tpc]|, which defines performance and correctness benchmarks for a large va-
riety of scenarios. Going beyond relational data, a variety of benchmarks have been
developed for other data models, such as the OO7 benchmark [CDN93] for object-
oriented databases and the XMark benchmark [SWK*02] for XML data processing.

Coming along with the proliferation of the Semantic Web, benchmarking has be-
come an increasingly important topic in the context of data formats like RDF(S) and
OWL. In response, also in this context several benchmark platforms have been devel-
oped. These platforms address both structural aspects of the data (e.g., [MACP02])
as well as efficient data processing (e.g., [GPHO05; AMMH; BS09)).

The LUBM and the Barton Library benchmark have been discussed in the be-
ginning of this chapter and we will not further elaborate on them here. Another
notable benchmark project in the context of SPARQL is the application-oriented
Berlin SPARQL Benchmark (BSBM) [BS; BS08; BS09]. BSBM has been developed
independently, in parallel to the SP?Bench framework. It tests the performance of
SPARQL engines in a prototypical e-commerce scenario, so it is use-case driven.
Compared to the SP2Bench queries, the BSBM queries are typically simpler and
laid out to be evaluated in a work load setting. This makes the BSBM benchmark
particularly interesting to compare the performance of engines that expose SPARQL
endpoints via the SPARQL protocol and gives the benchmark a more industrial fla-
vor. Hence, with its focus BSBM is supplementary to the SP?Bench suite.

The RDF(S) data model benchmark in [MACPO02] focuses on structural properties
of RDF Schemas. In [TTKCO08], graph features of RDF Schemas are studied. The
results constitute a valuable basis for synthetic schema generation. With their focus

HThe geometric mean is defined as the n*” root of the product over n numbers.
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on schemas, however, both [MACP02] and [TTKCO08] are complementary to our
work. As an interesting observation, the investigations in [TTKCO8] reveal that
power law distributions are naturally encountered in large RDF Schema descriptions,
which justifies the use of such distributions in the SP?Bench data.

The topic of data generation is not new either. In the context of the Semantic
Web, a synthetic data generation approach for OWL based on test data is described
in [WGQHO5]. There, the focus is on rapidly generating large data sets from rep-
resentative sample data of a fixed domain. Our data generation approach is more
fine-grained, as we analyze the development of entities (e.g. articles) over time and
the generated documents reflect many characteristics found in social communities.

6.7. Conclusion

The SP?Bench performance benchmark for SPARQL constitutes the first methodical
approach for testing the performance of engines w.r.t. different operator constella-
tions, RDF access paths, typical RDF constructs, and a variety of possible opti-
mization approaches. In this line, our framework allows to assess the performance of
SPARQL in a general, comprehensive way and is a useful tool for quality assessment
for both research prototypes and industrial-strength SPARQL implementations.

The SP?Bench data generator relies on an in-depth study of DBLP. Although it
is impossible to mirror all correlations found in the original DBLP data (e.g., we
simplified when assuming independence between attributes in Section 6.2.1), many
aspects are modeled in faithful detail. Hence, the data generator forms a contribution
on its own and may be useful in other Semantic Web projects where large amounts
of test data with natural distributions are needed. In SP?Bench, this data forms
the foundation for the design of challenging benchmark queries, which — due to the
real-world distributions — are realistic, understandable, and predictable.

We conclude with the remark that, with the choice of the well-known DBLP sce-
nario, we also clear the way for coming extensions of the SPARQL query language.
For instance, SPARQL update and aggregation support are currently planned as
extensions [spaal. Updates, for example, require only minor modifications to the
SP?Bench data generator. Concerning aggregations, we argue that the detailed
knowledge of the document class counts and distributions (cf. Section 6.2) facili-
tates the design of challenging aggregate queries with predictable characteristics.
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Conclusion and Outlook

Although over the last years a variety of research has been done in the context of
RDF data and SPARQL query processing, both technologies are still in their infancy.
As witnessed by our experimental results presented in [SHK*08; SHLP09], current
SPARQL implementations like ARQ [arq], Sesame [ses], or Virtuoso [Bla07] still
suffer from severe performance bottlenecks when dealing with medium- and large-
scale RDF databases, even for presumably simple queries that can be processed
efficiently in a comparable relational setting. Tackling the deficiencies of these im-
plementations, a variety of promising optimization schemes and research prototypes
have been developed (e.g. [AMMHO07; NW08; WKBO08; NW09]). However, as dis-
cussed earlier in the introduction of Chapter 4, these approaches typically focus on
the optimization of AND-only queries. Experiments that confirm their efficiency for
larger SPARQL fragments (and hence, more complex queries) are still outstanding.

In addition, other important issues that may arise in the context of real-world
data management systems for RDF, such as concurrency control, transaction man-
agement, or recovery, have not or only marginally been addressed to date. On the
one hand, it seems reasonable to assume that — like for query optimization — the
Semantic Web community can benefit from established approaches that have been
proposed for relational database systems. On the other hand, one may expect that
also in these areas new challenges arise, due to the specifics of the RDF data format
and the SPARQL query language. To give an example, the discussion in [Muy08] in-
dicates deficiencies of traditional serialization strategies for concurrent transactions
in the context of RDF data (such as e.g. two-phase locking [EGLT76]) and proposes
a concurrency control protocol specifically designed for RDF databases.

Beyond those mentioned above, other new challenges in SPARQL query process-
ing and RDF data management will arise in response to future extensions of the
SPARQL query language. In its current Working Draft [spaa], the W3C SPARQL
Working Group tackles a variety of new features for SPARQL, such as aggregate
functions, nested subqueries, negation, property paths, and updates, to increase the
practicability of the SPARQL query language. While some of them are only syn-
tactic sugar (e.g., as shown in [AGO08al, negation can be simulated using operators
OpT, FILTER, and filter predicate bnd), others like aggregate functions increase the
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expressive power of SPARQL and therefore complicate query processing. Again, the
community may fall back on experience gathered in the relational context, as a basis
for the development of efficient solutions for the SPARQL query language.

Based on all these observations, we expect that there is still a long way to go
to industrial-strength SPARQL implementations that cope efficiently and reliably
with challenging SPARQL queries in the context of large-scale RDF repositories.
We hope that our investigations of SPARQL complexity, optimization, and bench-
marking presented in this thesis are one more step towards the understanding of
the theoretical foundations of SPARQL, towards the understanding of its relation-
ship to established data models, towards the design, implementation, and testing of
SPARQL engines, and lastly towards the realization of the Semantic Web vision.
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Appendix A.

Survey of Namespaces

Prefix Description

bench Shortcut for http://localhost/vocabulary/bench/
User-defined namespace used in SP?Bench (cf. Chapter 6).

dc Shortcut for http://purl.org/dc/elements/1.1/
Namespace of the Dublin Core Metadata project [dub], used for
describing bibliographic entities.

dcterms Shortcut for http://purl.org/dc/terms/
Namespace of the Dublin Core Metadata project [dub], used for
describing bibliographic entities.

foaf Shortcut for http://xmlns.com/foaf/0.1/
Namespace of the Friend-of-a-Friend project [foa], which provides
vocabulary for describing persons.

myns Shortcut for http://my.namespace. com#
User-defined namespace used in various examples throughout the thesis.

person  Shortcut for http://localhost/persons/
User-defined namespace used in SP?Bench (cf. Chapter 6).

rdf Shortcut for http://www.w3.0rg/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#
Standard RDF [rdfa] namespace.

rdfs Shortcut for http://www.w3.org/2000/01/rdf-schema#
Standard RDFS [rdfc] namespace.

swrc Shortcut for http://swrc.ontoware.org/ontology#
Namespace of the SWRC [swr| (Semantic Web for Research
Communities) project for modeling entities of research communities.

xsd Shortcut for http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema#

Contains common RDF datatype definitions, such as xsd:integer.

Figure A.1.: Survey of namespaces used in the thesis.
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Appendix B.

Proofs of Complexity Results

B.1. Proof of Theorem 3.5

We start with a more general form of the QBF problem, which will be required
later in the main proof of Theorem 3.5. The new version of QBF differs from the
QBF versions used in the proofs of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 (cf. Section 3.2.3) in that
we relax the condition that the inner, quantifier-free part of the formula is in CNF.
We call this generalized version QBF* and define it as follows.

QBF*: given a quantified boolean formula ¢ := Vo 3y;Vaoys . .. Va,, Iy,
as input, where 1 is a quantifier-free formula: is ¢ valid?

Lemma B.1 There is a polynomial-time reduction from QBF* to the SPARQL
EVALUATION problem for class AFO.}! O

Proof of Lemma B.1

The correctness of this lemma follows from the observations that (i) QBF* is
known to be PSPACE-complete (like QBF), (ii) the subfragment AO C AFO is
PSpACE-hard and (iii) the superfragment &€ D AFO is contained in PSPACE. Thus,
fragment AF QO also is PSPACE-complete, which implies the existence of a reduction.

We are, however, interested in some specific properties of the reduction, so we
will shortly sketch the construction. We restrict ourselves on showing how to encode
the inner, quantifier-free boolean formula ¢ (which is not necessarily in CNF') using
operators AND and FILTER. The second part of the reduction, namely the encoding
of the quantifier sequence, is the same as in the proof of Theorem 3.3.

Let us start with a quantified boolean formula of the form

@ = VoI Voo dys ..V, Jym ),

!The same result was proven in [PAG09]. This lemma, however, was developed independently
from [PAGO09]. We informally published it already several months earlier in [SMLOS].
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where 1) is a quantifier-free boolean formula. We assume w.l.o.g. that v is con-
structed using the boolean connectives A, V and —. By Vy, := {vy,...,v,} we denote
the set of boolean variables in formula 1. We fix the database

D :={(a, false,0), (a, true, 1), (a, tv,0), (a, tv, 1) }
and encode the formula 1) as
Py = ((a,tv,?V1) AND ... AND (a,tv,?V,)) FILTER f(¢),

where ?Vi, ..., 7V, represent the boolean variables vy, ..., v, and function f(¢))
generates a SPARQL filter condition that precisely mirrors the boolean formula ).
Formally, function f(¢) is defined inductively on the structure of ¢ as follows.

f(v) =7, =1
FWr Aha):= f(th1) A f(12)
(b Vo)== f(h1) V f(1a)
f(=) = f ()

In the expression P,, the AND-block generates all possible valuations for the
variables in v, while the FILTER-expression retains exactly those valuations that
satisfy formula 1. It is straightforward to verify that 1) is satisfiable iff there is
a mapping p € [Py]p. Even more, for each p € [Py]p the truth assignment p,
defined as p,(v) := p(?V) for all variables v € Vj, satisfies the formula ¢ and, vice
versa, for each truth assignment p that satisfies ¢ there is a mapping p € [Py]p
that defines p. The rest of the proof (i.e., the encoding of the surrounding quantifier
sequence) is the same as in the proof of Theorem 3.3. Ultimately, this gives us a
SPARQL expression P, (which contains P, above as a subexpression) such that the
formula ¢ is valid if and only the mapping p := {By +— 1} is contained in [P,]p.0

The next lemma follows from the construction in the previous lemma:
Lemma B.2 Let
D :={(a, false,0), (a, true, 1), (a, tv,0), (a, tv, 1)}

be an RDF database and ¢ := Va;3y;...Ve,Jy, (m > 1) be a quantified
boolean formula, where 1) is quantifier-free. There is an encoding enc(y) such that

L. enc(y) € E<om,

2. ¢is valid iff {7By +— 1} € [enc(¢)]p, and
3. @ is invalid iff for each p € [enc(v)]p it holds that u O {?By +— 1,74, — 1}.0
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Proof of Lemma B.2

We argue that expression P, from the proof of Lemma B.1 is an encoding that
satisfies all three conditions (observe that the database D defined in Lemma B.2 cor-
responds to the database D used in the proof of Lemma B.1). To prove Lemma B.2,
we thus set enc(p) := P, and verify the claims one by one.

Lemma B.2(1): 1t is easy to see that the OpT-rank of P, is exactly 2m: the subex-
pression P, presented in the proof of Lemma B.1 is OPT-free and the surrounding
construction that simulates the quantifier alternation requires a nesting of 2m OpT
expressions (see the proof of Theorem 3.3). Hence, P, =: enc(p) € E<om.

Lemma B.2(2): Follows directly from the proof of Lemma B.1.

Lemma B.2(3): We consider the expression P, defined in Theorem 3.3:

P, := (a,true,7By) OpT (P; OPT (Q
OpT (P, OPT (@2

OpT (P, OPT (Qm AND Py))...)))),

where the subexpression P, denotes the AF encoding for ¢ from the proof of
Lemma B.1. First consider subexpression P;, which is defined as

P = ((a,tv,?X;) AND (a, false,?Ay) AND (a, true,?7A;)), so we have
[[Pl]]D = {{?Xl — 07 7140 = 07 7141 = 1}, {7X1 = ]_,?Ao — 0, 7A1 — 1}}

Further, [(a, true, ?By)]p = {{?Bo — 1}}. We now study the subexpression

P = P, OpT (1
OptT (P, OPT (@2

OPT (P OPT (Q AND Py))... ),

of P,. Recall that m > 1 by assumption. It is easy to see that, by semantics of
OpT and the previous evaluation result for [P ]p, in each mapping p' € [P']p,
variable ?A; is bound to 1. Furthermore, [P']p contains at least two mappings,
because the OPT operator either joins the two mappings from [P;]]p with others
or retains them without joining. Finally, consider the evaluation of expression P,.
We can assume that there is at least one mapping u' € [P']|p s.t. ¢/ ~ {?By — 1}
(otherwise {?B, — 1} € [P,]p, which implies that ¢ is valid and the third case of
Lemma B.1 would not apply). Consequently, each mapping p € [P,]p is of the form
= {7By— 1} Uy, where ' € [P'] p. From the previous argumentation it follows
that © maps both variable 7By and ?A; to 1. This completes the proof.O

Lemma B.3 Let P; and P, be SPARQL expressions for which the evaluation prob-
lem is in ¥, ¢ > 1, and let R be a filter condition. The following claims hold.
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1. The EVALUATION problem for the expression P, UNION P, is in ¥
2. The EVALUATION problem for the expression P, AND P is in ©F.
3. The EVALUATION problem for the expression P, FILTER R is in X7 O

Proof of Lemma B.3

Lemma B.3(1): According to the semantics we have that p € [P; UNION P p if
and only if y € [Pi]p or p € [P] p- By assumption, both conditions can be checked
individually by a ¥F-algorithm, and so both can be checked in sequence in X7

Lemma B.3(2): 1t is easy to see that u € [P, AND B]p iff 1 can be decomposed
into two mappings 1 ~ pe such that g = 1 U pg and py € [Pi]p and ps € [Po]p.
By assumption, both testing u1 € [P1]p and ps € [P]p is in XF. Since i > 1, we
have that 3 O ¥ = NP. Hence, we can guess a decomposition p = 3 U o and
check the two conditions one after the other. The whole procedure is in X7

Lemma B.3(3): The condition p € [Py, FILTER R]p holds iff u € [P]p (which can
be tested in ¥ by assumption) and R satisfies p (which can be tested in polynomial
time). We have that X D NP D PTIME for i > 1, so the algorithm is in X7.0

Proof of Theorem 3.5

We are now ready to tackle Theorem 3.5. The completeness proof divides into two
parts, namely hardness and membership. We start with the hardness part, which
is a reduction from QBF, , a variant of the QBF problem used in previous proofs
where the number n of quantifier alternations is fixed. We formally define QBF,;:

QBF,: given a quantified boolean formula ¢ := Jx;Vaydrs ... Qr,1 as input,
where 1) is a quantifier-free formula, () := 3 if n is odd, and @) :=V
if n is even: is the formula ¢ valid?

It is known that QBF,, is XF'-complete for n > 1 (see e.g. [Pap94]).

(Hardness) Recall that our goal is to show that fragment €<, is $£, . -hard. To
prove this claim, we present a reduction from QBF, ., to the EVALUATION problem
for class £<,, i.e. we encode a quantified boolean formula with n + 1 quantifier
alternations by an £ expression with OpT-rank < n. We distinguish two cases.

(1) Let @ := 3, so the quantified boolean formula is of the form

@ = JyoVr13yy ..V, Jynt.

Formula ¢ has 2m+1 quantifier alternations, so we need to find an £<,,, encoding
for this expressions. We rewrite ¢ into an equivalent formula ¢ := 1 V 9, where

Y1 ‘= ‘v’mlflyl .. meflym(w A yo),
0o =V Iyr .. VT Tym (Y A o).
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According to Lemma B.2 there is a fixed document D and E<s,,, encodings enc(p)
and enc(yps) (for 1 and ¢, respectively) s.t. [enc(¢1)]p (resp. [enc(ps)]p) contains
the mapping p := {7By — 1} iff ¢ (resp. ¢o) is valid. It is easy to see that the
expression enc(y) := enc(p;) UNION enc(ps) contains p iff @1 or ¢y is valid, i.e. iff
@ 1= 1 Vg is valid. Given that enc(p;) and enc(yps) are <oy, expressions, it follows
that enc(y) := enc(yp1) UNION enc(ps) is in E<op, which completes part (1).

(2) Let @ :=V, so the quantified boolean formula is of the form

@ = dxgVyo3r Vs ... 32, Yy .

¢ has 2m + 2 quantifier alternations, so we need to find a reduction to the E<a,,, 41
fragment. We eliminate the outer 3-quantifier by rewriting ¢ as ¢ := 1 V 9, where

Y1 ‘= VyOEleVyl e Elmeym(w A\ yo),
02 = YyoI1Yy1 - . . F2,Vym (Y A o).

Abstracting from the details of the inner formula, both ¢ and ¢, are of the form
¢ = YyoIr Yy, ... o, Yy,

where ¢’ is a quantifier-free boolean formula. We now proceed as follows: we
show (*) how to encode ¢' by an <o, 41 expression enc(y’) that, when evaluated
on a fixed document D, yields a fixed mapping p exactly if ¢’ is valid. This is
sufficient, because then expression enc(yp;) UNION enc(ys) is an E<opmy1 encoding
that contains p exactly if the original formula ¢ := @1 V ¢y is valid (analogously to
the argumentation in case (1) of the proof). We first rewrite ¢':

¢ = YyodeYyy ... 32, Yyt
= —JyoVr Iy ...V, Iy,
= —(p1 V ¢h), where

Oy =V 3yr . VT 3y (50 A yo),
O = Va1 3yr .. VT Iy (50 A o).

According to Lemma B.2, each ¢ can be encoded by an <, expressions enc(y})
such that, on the fixed database D given there, (1) p:={7By — 1} € [¢}]p iff ¢} is
valid and (2) if ¢/ is not valid, then all mappings [enc(y})]p bind both variable 7 A,
and 7By to 1. It follows that (1) u € enc(¢)) UNION enc(yh) iff ¢) V ¢, and (27) all
mappings p € enc(y)) UNION enc(¢y) bind both 7A; and 7By to 1 iff =(¢] V ¢)).
Now consider the expression @) := (a, false,?A;) OPT (enc(y¢)) UNION enc(ph)).
From claims (1’) and (2) it follows that p' = {7A; — 0} € [Q]p iff =(] V ¥)).
Now recall that ¢' = =(¢] V ¢)), hence ' € [Q]p iff ¢ is valid. We know that
both enc(y]) and enc(yph) are E<a,y, expressions, so @ € E<gyyr. This implies that
claim (*) holds and completes the hardness part of the proof.
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AND AND

Opx \ EVALUATION éﬁj +2\‘

< :
VAN /\

Figure B.1.: (a) AND-expression with increased OPT-rank; (b) Associated complex-
ity classes for OPT-subexpressions and triple patterns.

(Membership) We next prove membership of £, expressions in X7, | by induction
on the OpT-rank. Let us assume that for each £<,, expression (n € Ny) EVALUATION
is in X7,,. As stated in Theorem 3.1(2), EVALUATION is X = NP-complete for
OpT-free expressions (i.e., <), so the hypothesis holds for the basic case. In the
induction step we increase the OpT-rank from n to n + 1 and show that, for the
resulting €<, expression, the EVALUATION problem can be solved in %7 4o We
consider an expression ) with rank(Q) :=n + 1 and distinguish four cases.

(1) Assume that @ := P, OpT P,. By assumption, ) € £<,11 and from the
definition of the OpT-rank (cf. Definition 3.2) it follows that both P, and P, are
in £<,,. Hence, by induction hypothesis, both P, and P, can be evaluated in %7 -
By semantics, we have that [P, OpT P]p = [P AND Po]p U ([Pi]p \ [P=]p), so it
holds that p € [P, OpT Py]p iff it is generated by (i) [Pi AND Ps]p or generated
by (ii) [Pi]p \ [P2]p. According to Lemma B.3(2), condition (i) can be checked
in 37" ;. The more interesting part is to check if (ii) holds. Applying the semantics
of operator \, this check can be formulated as C' := C} A Cy, where C := p € [P]p
and Cy := =3y € [R]p : p ~ /. By induction hypothesis, C; can be checked
in X . We now argue that ~Cy = EI// € [P]p : i~ i can be checked in X ;: we
can guess a mapping 4/ (because X2 | O NP) and then check if y € [P,]p (which,
by application of the induction hypothesis, can be done by a X -algorithm), and
test if p and p' are compatible (in polynomial time). Checking the inverse problem,
i.e. if Cy holds, is then possible in coX!’ | =TIF |. Summarizing cases (i) and (ii) we
observe that (i) X, and (ii) IIY ol are both contained in £Z,,, so the two checks
in sequence can be performed in X ,. This completes case (1).

(2) Assume that @ := P, AND P,. Figure B.1(a) shows the structure of a sam-
ple AND expression, where the e symbols represent non-OPT operators (i.e. AND,
UNION, or FILTER), and ¢ stands for triple patterns. Expression ) has an arbitrary
number of OPT subexpressions (which might, of course, contain OPT subexpres-
sions themselves). Each of these subexpressions has OpT-rank < n + 1. Using the
same argumentation as in case (1), the evaluation problem for all of them is in X,
Further, each leaf node of the tree carries a triple pattern, which can be evaluated in
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PTIME C X7, ,. Figure B.1(b) illustrates the tree that is obtained when replacing all
OpT-expressions and triple patterns by the complexity of their EVALUATION prob-
lem. This simplified tree is now OPT-free, i.e. carries only operators AND, UNION,
and FILTER. We then proceed as follows. We apply Lemma B.3(1)-(3) repeatedly,
folding the remaining AND, UNION, and FILTER subexpressions bottom up. The
lemma guarantees that these folding operations do not increase the complexity class,
so it follows that the EVALUATION problem falls in X7, for the whole expression.

Cases (3) @ := P, UNION P, and (4) @ := P, FILTER R are analogical to (2).0
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Proofs of Algebraic Optimization
Results

C.1. Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof of Lemma 4.2(1): Trivial (by counterexample).
Proof of Lemma 4.2(2): We provide counterexamples that rule out distributivity
of operators X and \ over U, designed for the fixed database D := {(0,¢,1)}:

e The equivalence A; \ (Az U A3) = (A4; \ Az) U (41 \ A3) does not hold, as
witnessed by A; := [(0,¢,?z)]p, Az := [("x,¢,1)]p, and Az := [(0, ¢, ?y)]p.

e The equivalence A; N (AU A3) = (A; N Ay)U(A; K Ajz) does not hold, as
witnessed by A; := [(0,¢,?z)]p, Az := [("x,¢,1)]p, and Az := [(0, ¢, ?y)]p.

Proof of Lemma 4.2(3): We provide counterexamples for all operator constella-
tions that are listed in the lemma. Again, the counterexamples are designed for the
database D := {(0,¢, 1)}. We start with invalid distributivity rules over operator X:

e The equivalence A; U (As X Az) = (A3 U Ag) X (A7 U A3z) does not hold, as
witnessed by Ay := [(?z,¢,1)]p, Az := [(Ty,¢,1)]p, and A3 :=[(0,¢,7y)]p-

e The equivalence (A; X Ay) U A3 = (A1 U A3) X (Ay U A3) does not hold (the
counterexample is symmetrical to the previous one).

e The equivalence A; \ (A X A3) = (A4; \ Az) X (A1 \ A3) does not hold, as
witnessed by Ay := [(?z,¢,1)]p, A2 := [(Ty,¢,1)]p, and A3 :=[(0,¢, 7y)]p-

e The equivalence (A; X Ay) \ A3 = (A1 \ A3) X (A3 \ A3z) does not hold, as
witnessed by Ay := [(0,¢, ?x)]p, A2 :=[(0,¢, ?y)]p, and Az := [(?z, ¢, 1)]p.

e The equivalence A; ™ (Ay M A3) = (A; N Ay) X (A; N Aj) does not hold,
as witnessed by Ay := [(7z,¢,1)]p, As := [(?y, ¢, 1)]p, and A3 := [(0, ¢, ?x)] p.

e The equivalence (A; M Ay) X Az = (A; N A3) X (A N Ajz) does not hold,
as witnessed by A; := [(0,¢,?2)]p, Az :=[(0,¢,7y)]p, and A3 := [(?z, ¢, 1)] p.

Next, we provide counterexamples for distributivity rules over \:
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e The equivalence A; U (Ay \ A3) = (A1 U Ay) \ (A1 U A3) does not hold, as
witnessed by A; := [(?z,¢,1)]p, Az :=[(0,¢,?x)]p, and Az := [(?z,¢,1)]p.

e The equivalence (A; \ Ay) U A3 = (A1 U A3) \ (A2 U A3) does not hold (the
counterexample is symmetrical to the previous one).

e The equivalence A; X (Ay \ A3) = (A; X Ay) \ (A; X A3) does not hold, as
witnessed by A; := [(?z,¢,1)]p, A2 :== [("y,¢,1)]p, and As :=[(0,¢, ?2)]p.

e The equivalence (A; \ Ay) X A3 = (A; X A3z) \ (A3 X A3) does not hold (the
counterexample is symmetrical to the previous one).

e The equivalence A; 2 (As\ A3) = (A} K Ay) \ (A; K Ajz) does not hold, as
witnessed by Ay = [(?z,¢,1)]p, Az :=[(Ty,c,1)]p, and Az == [(?y, ¢, 1)]p.

e The equivalence (A; \ As) N A3 = (A; K A3) \ (As K A3z) does not hold, as
witnessed by Ay := [(?z,¢,1)]p, Az := [(?y,c,1)]p, and Az :=[(0,¢, ?y)]p.

Finally, we provide counterexamples for invalid distributivity rules over IX:

e The equivalence A; U (Ay X A3) = (A1 U Ay) N (A} U Aj) does not hold, as
witnessed by Ay := [(?z,¢,1)]p, Az :=[(c,¢,¢)]p, and Az := [(?y, ¢, 1)]p.

e The equivalence (A; N Ay) U A3 = (A3 UA3) N (AU A3z) does not hold (the
counterexample is symmetrical to the previous one).

e The equivalence A; X (Ay K A3) = (A X Ay) X (A; M Aj3) does not hold,
as witnessed by Ay := [(?z,¢,1)]p, Az := [(?y, ¢, 1)]p, and A; := [(0, ¢, ?x)] p.

e The equivalence (A; X Ay) X Az = (A; X Az) N (A X Ajz) does not hold
(the counterexample is symmetrical to the previous one).

e The equivalence Ay \ (Ay N A3) = (A1 \ Az) K (A; \ Az) does not hold, as
witnessed by A; = [(?z,¢,1)]p, As = [(?y, ¢, 1)]p, and A3[(0, ¢, ?z)]p.

e The equivalence (A; X Ay) \ As = (A1 \ A3) N (Ay \ A3) does not hold, as
witnessed by A; := [(?z,¢,1)]p, A2 :=[(?y,¢,1)]p, and Az := [(0,¢, ?y)]p.

The list of counterexamples is exhaustive. O

C.2. Proof of the Equivalences in Figure 4.3

We introduce some notation. Given a mapping p and variable set S C V| we define
the mapping js as the mapping obtained when projecting S in p. To give an
example, {7z — 1,7y — 2}2,y = {72 — 1}. Further, given two mappings s,
1o and a variable 7x we say that p; and ps agree on 7z iff either it holds that
Tz € dom(pn) N dom(ps) A p(Px) = pue(?z) or 7o & dom(uy) U dom(ps).

(PBasel). Follows from the definition of the projection operator (see Defini-
tion 2.10) and the observation that pVars(A) extracts all variables that are po-
tentially bound in any result mapping, as stated in Proposition 4.1.

(PBasell). For each set of variables S* it holds that S = (SN S*) U (S \ S*),
so we can rewrite the left side of the equation as T snpvars(a))u(s\pvars(a)) (A). This
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C.2. Proof of the Equivalences in Figure 4.3

shows that, compared to the right side expression of the equation, the left side
projection differs in that it additionally considers variables in S\ p Vars(A). However,
as stated in Proposition 4.1, for each mapping p that is generated by A we have
that dom(u) C pVars(A), so S\ pVars(A) contains only variables that are unbound
in each result mapping and thus can be dropped without changing the semantics.

(PUPush). The equivalence follows easily from the definition of the projection and
the union operator (cf. Definition 2.10). We omit the details.

(PJPush). See Section 4.2.4.

(PMPush). =: Let u € mg(A; \ As). By semantics, p is obtained from some
mapping p; € A; that is incompatible with each mapping in A,, by project-
ing S, i.e. u = py)s. We show that pu is also generated by the right side expression
ms(ms (Ay) \ msn(Az)). First observe that g/ (A1) generates a mapping pj C p; that
agrees with u on all variables in S and also on all variables in p Vars(A;)Np Vars(As),
because A; generates p; and S’ := SU (pVars(A;) NpVars(As)). We distinguish two
cases. (a) Assume that p} is incompatible with each mapping generated by mgr(As).
Then 7g/ (A1) \ s (Az) generates p) and, going one step further, the whole expression
at the right side (i.e., including the outermost projection for S) generates 1. We
know that p} agrees with p; on all variables in S, so p}|g = ft1]s = i and the right
side generates p. (b) Assume there is a mapping p), € mgr(Az) that is compatible
with p}, i.e. for all 7z € dom(py) N dom(ph) = py (7x) = phy(?x). From before we know
that 1y O p) and that p; agrees with p} on all variables in pVars(Ay) N pVars(As).
From pf, € mgn(Ay) it follows that there is a mapping ps € As such that py D pf
and po agrees with p), on all variables in S” := pVars(A;) N pVars(As). Taking
both observations together, we conclude that g ~ ps, because all shared variables
in-between p; and py are contained in pVars(A;) N pVars(As) and each of these
variables either maps to the same value in pq (u2) and p) (ph) or, alternatively, is
unbound in both. This is a contradiction to the initial claim that p; is incompatible
with each mapping in A, and we conclude that assumption (b) was invalid.

<: Assume that p/ € mg(mge(Ay) \ g (As)). We show that p’ is also generated
by the left side of the equivalence. By semantics, p' is obtained from a mapping
py € me(Ar) by projecting S, i.e. p/ = pf|g. where i} is incompatible with each
mapping in g (As). First observe that the left side subexpression A; generates a
mapping p; 2 p) that agrees with g} on all variables in S’. From the observation
that p} is incompatible with each mapping in mg»(As) we conclude that also py 2 )
is incompatible with each mapping in A, (which contains only mappings of the
form ps D pfy for some pl, € wgn(Asz)). Hence, also the left side expression A; \ A
generates f1;. From gy O ) and the observation that p, and p) agree on all variables
in S’ we conclude that 1y and p} also agree on the variables in .S C S’”. Consequently,
pys = phs = 1’ and it follows that the left side expression generates mapping .

(PLPush). The following rewriting proves the claim, where we use the shortcuts
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S =S U (pVars(Ay) NpVars(Ay)) and S” := pVars(A;) N pVars(As).

7T5(A1 Y AQ)

= ms((A1 M A) U (A \ Ay)) [

= 7'['5(141 X AQ) U 7'('5(141 \ Ag) [(PUPU,S}L)]

:7TS(7TS (Al) NWS/(AQ))Uﬂs(WS/( 1)\7TS//(A2)) [(PJPUS}L) (PMPUSh)]
= ms(msi (A1) W e (A)) Ums(msr (A1) \ msr(A2)) ()

= ms((ms/ (A1) M mer(A)) U (mg (A1) \ s (A2))) [(PUPush)]

= ms(ms (A1) N 7 (Az)) [semantics]

semantics|

Most interesting is step (), where we replace S” by S’ (all other steps are straight-
forward). This rewriting step is justified by the equivalence

Ts(ms (A1) \ man(Ag)) = ms(msr (A1) \ msr(Az)).

The idea behind this equivalence is the following. First note that S’ can be written
as 8" = S"U(S\ (pVars(Ay) U pVars(As)), which shows that S" and S” differ only
by variables that are contained in S but not in pVars(A;) N pVars(As). Intuitively,
these variables are harmless because they cannot induce incompatibility between
the A; and the As part on either side of the equivalence, since they occur at most
in one of both mapping sets.

(PFPush). Follows from the semantics of operator m and operator o in Defini-
tion 2.11. The crucial observation is that filtering leaves mappings unchanged, and
if we do not project away variables that are required to evaluate the filter (which is
implicit by the equation), then the preprojection does not change the semantics.

(PMerge). The rule follows trivially from the definition of operator 7.0

C.3. Proof of the Equivalences in Figure 4.4

(FDecompl). Follows from Lemma 1(1) in [PAG06a].

(FDecompll). Follows from Lemma 1(2) in [PAGO6a].

(FReord). Follows from (FDecompl) and the commutativity of operator A.
(FBndl). Follows from Proposition 4.2.

(FBndlII). Follows from Proposition 4.1.

(FBndlIIl). Follows from Proposition 4.2.

(FBndlV). Follows from Proposition 4.1.

(FUPush). Follows from Proposition 1(5) in [PAGO0Ga)].
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(FMPush). =: Let 1 € or(A; \ Az). By semantics, p € Ay, there is no us € A,
compatible with u, and g = R. From these preconditions it follows immediately
that pu € or(A1) \ As. <=: Let u € og(Ay) \ Aa. Then p € Ay, u = R, and there is
no compatible mapping in A,. Clearly, then also € Ay \ Ay and p € or(A; \ Ag).

(FJPush). See Section 4.2.5.
(FLPush). We rewrite the expression schematically:

O'R<A1 ™ Ag)

=or((A1 M Ay) U (A1 \ Ag)) [semantics]

=og(A; X Ay)Uogr(A;\ Ay) [(FUPush)

= (op(A1) X Ay) U (og(A1) \ A2) %(FJPush),(FMPush)]

=or(A;) A A,y semantics| O

C.4. Proof of Lemma 4.3

(FElimI). We first introduce three functions rems, : M +— M, addsy.c : M — M,
and substzy, : M +— M, which manipulate mappings as follows.

e remy, (1) removes ?x from p (if it is bound), i.e. outputs mapping p' such that
dom(p') = dom(p) \ {7z} and 1/ (?y) := u(?y) for all 7y € dom(u').

e addy, ..(p) binds variable 7z to ¢ in p, i.e. outputs mapping ' := pU{?x + c}
(we will apply this function only if 7z & dom(u), so p' is defined).

o substz (1) = rempy(addyy .. 20)(1)) Teplaces variable 7z by 7y in p (we will

applygcthis function only if 7z € dom(p) and 7y & dom(p)).

We fix document D. To prove that (FEliml) holds, we show that, for every ex-
pression A built using operators X, U, and triple patterns [t]p (i.e., expressions as
defined in rule (FElimlI)) the following five claims hold (abusing notation, we write
€ Aif pis contained in the result of evaluating expression A on document D).

(C1) If p € A, dom(p) 2 {2z, 7y}, and p(?x) = pu(?y) then rems, (1) € AZL.

(C2) If p€ A and 7z & dom(u) then p € Az—g

(C3) If p € A and ?z € dom(y), and 7y & dom(y) then substz, (1) € AL,

(C4) If pe A;—g and 7y & dom(u) then pu € A.

(C5) If p e A2 and 7y € dom(u) then p €A or addyy, .,z (1) €A or substz. (1) EA.
Before proving that these conditions hold for every expression A build using only

operators M, U, and triple patterns [t] p, we argue that the above five claims in com-

bination with the precondition 7x, 7y € ¢Vars(A) stated in Lemma 4.3 imply equiv-

alence (FEliml). =: Let pu € T\ (721 (070=7y(A)). From the semantics of operators 7
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and o it follows that p is obtained from some p/ O ps.t. p/ € A, 72,7y € dom(y'),
W(tx) = ' (?y), and WS\{?J;}({M’}) = {u}. Given all these prerequisites, condi-
tion (C1) 1mphes that p1” := rems, (1) is generated by AL, Observe that mapping "
agrees with 4/ on all Varrables but ?z. Hence, ’/Ts\{?m}({,u b= Ws\{7$}<{,u b = {u},
which shows that p is generated by the right side expression Ws\{vm}(A 4). «<: Con-
sider a mapping p € mg\ {72} (A- g) Then there is some mapping y' € A z such that
p 2 pand me\ g2 ({1'}) = {p}. By assumption we have that 7z € cVars(A) and
it is easily verified that this implies 7y € cVars(A;—z). Hence, variable 7y is bound
in ¢/ (according to Proposition 4.2). Condition (C5) now implies that (i) ' € A,
or (ii) addrz oy (1) € A, or (iii) subst%(u’) € A holds. Concerning case (i) first
observe that 7z & dom(p'), since all occurrences of 7z have been replaced by 7y
in A . On the other hand, we know that 7z € cVars(A) =7z € dom(u'), so we
have a Contradlctlon (i.e., assumption (i) was invalid). With similar argumentation,
we obtain a contradlctron for case (iii), because 7y € cVars(A) —?y € dom(u") for
all 4 € A, but obviously 7y ¢ dom(subst% (1)). Therefore, given that condition

(C5) is valid by assumption, we conclude that case (ii) p" = addry 2y (1') € A
must hold. Observe that p”(?z) = p”(?y) by construction and that p” differs from g/
only by an additional binding for variable ?z. Hence, y" passes the filter ov,_7, in
the left side expression and from 7g\ (7.1 ({1t"}) = 7o\ ({1'}) = {p} we deduce
that the left side expression mg\ 72} (075=7,(A)) generates pu.

Having shown that the five claims imply the equivalence, we now prove the claims
by structural induction (over expressions built using operators X, U and triple pat-
terns of the form [t]p). We leave the basic case A := [t]p as an exercise to the
reader and assume that the induction hypothesis holds. In the induction step, we
distinguish two cases. (1) Let A := A; X A,. Consider a mapping u € A. Then p
is of the form K=t U po Where iy € Ay and pe € Ay are compatible mappings.
Observe that A2 = A, Zy X Ag . (1.1) To see why condition (C1) holds first note
that by 1nduct10n hypothesis condltlons (C1)-(C3) hold for Ay, Ay. Further assume
that dom(p) 2 {7z, 7y}, and pu(?z) = p(?y) (otherwise we are done). It is straight-
forward to verify that conditions (C1), (C2), and (C3) imply that Al% X AQ%
generates rems,(u): the claim follows when distinguishing several cases, covering
the possible domains of 1y and u9, and applying the induction hypothesis; we omit
the details. (1.2) To prove condition (C2) let us assume that 7z ¢ dom(u). This
irnplies that 7z & dom(uy) and 7z & dom(ps), so puy and ps are also generated by
A 52 and A27 (by induction hypothesis and claim (C2)). Hence, p is generated by
A?y = Alzy X A2 . (1.3) The proof that condition (C3) holds follows by applica-
tion of the 1nduct10n hypothesis and conditions (C2), (C3). (1.4) Claim (C4) can
be shown by application of the induction hypothesis in combination with condi-
tion (C4). (1.5) Claim (C5) can be shown by application of the induction hypothesis
and conditions (C4), (C5). (2) Let A := A;UA, and consequently A;—Z = Al%UA2%.
(2.1) Assume that p € A, dom(p) 2 {7z, 7y}, and pu(?z) = u(?y). Then u is gener-
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C.5. Proof of Proposition 4.4

ated by Ay or by As. Let us w.l.o.g. assume that u is generated by A;. By induction
hypothesis, remq, () is generated by A; ;—Z, and consequently also by AZ—}; The proofs
for the remaining conditions (C2)-(C5) proceed analogously.

(FElimII). Similar in idea to (FEliml).O

C.5. Proof of Proposition 4.4

(MReord). We fix a mapping p and show that it is contained in the left side
expression if and only if it is contained in the right side expression. First observe
that if p is not contained in A;, then it is neither contained in the right side nor
in the left side of the expressions (both are subsets of A;). So let us assume that
i € A;. We distinguish three cases. Case (1): consider a mapping 1 € A; and assume
there is a compatible mapping in A,. Then p is not contained in A; \ Ay, and also
not in (A; \ Ay) \ As, which by definition is a subset of the former. Now consider
the right-hand side of the equation and let us assume that p € A; \ A3 (otherwise
we are done). Then, given that there is a mapping in A, that is compatible to p,
the expression (A; \ As) \ A2 will not contain u. Case (2): The case of u € A; being
compatible with any mapping from Aj is symmetrical to (2). Case (3): Let u € Ay
be a mapping that is not compatible with any mapping in A, and As. Then both
(A1 \ Az) \ Az on the left side and (A; \ As3) \ A2 on the right side contain p. In all
cases, j1 is contained in the right side iff it is contained in the left side.

(MMUCorr). We show both directions of the equivalence. =: Let pn € (A;\ Az)\ As.
Then i € Ay and there is neither a compatible mapping ps € Ay nor a compatible
mapping p3 € Asz. Then both Ay and Az contain only incompatible mappings,
and clearly As U A3 contains only incompatible mappings. Hence, the right side
Ay \ (Ag U A3) produces p. <: Let p € Ay \ (A3 U A3). Then u € Ay and there is
no compatible mapping in Ay U A,, which means that there is neither a compatible
mapping in A nor in As. It follows that A;\ Ay generates p (as there is no compatible
mapping in As and p € A;y) and, going one step further, from the fact that there is
no compatible mapping in Az we deduce that u € (A; \ Ag) \ As.

(MJ). See Lemma 3(2) in [PAG06a].

(EVJ) Let :4v1 , :4; be &—expressions. The following sequence of rewriting steps
proves the equivalence.

Ay ™ A,

= (% M 2@ U (E \ ;4;)N - [by semantics]

= (A1 M (A X Ap)) U (A1 \ (A X Ap)) [(JIdem),(JAss),(M.J)]
= (A1 M (A} X A4y)) [by semantics|] O
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C.6. Proof of Lemma 4.4

(FLBndl). See Section 4.2.6.

(FLBndII). First recall that by assumption ?z € c¢Vars(Asz) \ pVars(A;), which
implies that 7z & pVars(A; \ Az) and 7z € cVars(A; X Ay). The following step-by-
step rewriting proves the equivalence.

Tbndra) (A1 P Ay)

= Opndra) (A1 M A) U (A1 \ Ay)) [semantics]
= Obnd(a) (A1 X A2) U Opnirz) (A1 \ Az) [(FUPush)]
= Opnd(ra) (A1 M Ap) U D [(FBndIl)]

= Opnd(ra) (A1 X As) [semantics]
— Ay X Ay [(FBndl)]O

C.7. Proof of Lemma 4.9

Recall that by Lemma 4.5 the result of evaluating set and bag algebra expres-
sions differs at most in the associated cardinality, so (given that the rules hold for
SPARQL set algebra) in all cases it suffices to show that, for a fixed mapping p that
is contained in (by assumption both) the left and right side of the equivalence, the
associated left and right side cardinalities for the mapping coincide. We fix docu-
ment D. Further, given a SPARQL bag algebra expression A with some index i,
we denote by (£2;,m;) the mapping multi-set obtained when evaluating A on D.
In subsequent proofs we exploit the following well-known rewriting rules for sums.

Proposition C.1 (Sum Rewriting Rules, Folklore) Let a,, b,, denote expres-
sions that depend on some x, A be an expression that does not depend on x, and
let C,, be a condition that depends on z. The following rewritings are valid.

(S1) D cx Axaz=A*x) _\ag,

(52) Z:966{90*6)(|Cw} Zye{y*eY\Cy*} Qg * by = Z(z,y)E{(x*,y*)E(X,Y)\CI*/\Cy*} Qg * by,

(53) Zmex Az + by = ZxEX (g + erx by U

In the following, we shall refer to these equivalences as (S1), (S2), and (S3).

(UAss™). Let Af, A3, AT € AT. We define expressions A" = (AT U AJ) U AF
and Af = A7 U (AF U AJ). Consider a mapping u that is contained both in the
result of evaluating A" and A on D. We apply the semantics of operator U for
multi-set expressions and rewrite the multiplicity that is associated with u for A}

step-by-step: my(p) = (ma () +ma(p))+ms(p) = ma(u)+(ma(p)+ms(p) = mq(1).
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(JAss™). Let AT, A, AT € A™. We define the shortcuts A;" := (A] X A7) X AT,
Af = A X (A X A+) Al = AT W AT and A, = A+ X A3. Consider a
mapping p that is contained in both the result of evaluating A;L and A;f. We apply
the semantics from Definition 2.14 and rewrite the left side multiplicity my(u):

my(p) = E(um,ug)e{(u;m,ug)egmxgg\u;muu;:u}(mmz(Mmz) * mg(3))

(p1a2,113) E{ (1] pag 145 ) EQba2 X Q3 | 1T Upg =4}

(D (a2 40t 115 €901 % 3 Upg —pinnaa} (2 (101) % M2 (p12))) 5 g (a3 ))
(s1)

- Z (11002, 113) €4 (1T pq2,15) €z X Q| 1Y pq Upi = u}(
Z(mm)E{(ul,ug)Eﬂl XQ2|M1UM2:M1N2}<m1(/~L1) s ma(p2) * ma(s)))
(SZQ)Z((MW,M),(M,#2))6{(@&2#;’QL(#T,#S))G(sz><Qa)X(Ql X Qo) | e Ubs =pART UpS =17 0o }
(ma(p1) * mo(pa) * ma(ps))
= D iz ) 4 (3 ) €01 x 02 x Qg g gy = (1 (1) % o (p2) 3 (113))
((pasp2ea3 ), (2,13) ) EL (1] s 13503) > (113 5103 ) ) € (21 X Qopaz ) X (Q2 X Q3) |7 Uptgpqs =p ARG UpE =15505}

2 (ma (p1) * ma(p2) * ms(ps))

Z (B, p2m03) EL (KT 15pa3) €21 X Qa3 | 1T UptS s = u}(

2 (i) (1115 €22 % 0 13 Upigmpanas) (T (102) ¥ M2 (p12) 3 (p13)))
(s1)

- Z (11, p2m03) EL (KT 15pa3) €21 X Q2va3 | U UptSpgs = ﬂ}(

(’ul) Z(M2,u3)€{(ug,u3)692ng\ugu;L?’:mm}(m2(ﬂ2) * mS(MS)))
= D (i1 )€ (1 ey ) €21 X Vs 15 Upiag =y} (1701 (102) % s (a3 )
= ,ur(:u)

(UComm™). Let A7, Ay € AT. Put A := AT UAJ and A := A7 UA]. Consider
a mapping u that is contained in both the result of evaluating A;” and A;". We apply
the semantics of operator U (cf. Definition 2.14) and rewrite the left side multiplicity

step-by-step: (1) = ma (1) + ma() = ma(s) + ma () = my ().

(JComm™). Let AT, Ay € AT. Put A := A] X AJ, AF := AT X Af. Consider a
mapping p that is contained in both the result of evaluating A;" and A;. Applying
the semantics of operator X (cf. Definition 2.14) we rewrite the left side multiplicity:

M) = 3y i) 30 <l gy = (1701 (1) % M (p12))
= D (i) (1) €0 x uspg =gy (M2 (H2) * ma (p11))
= mr(ﬂ)

(JUDistR"). See Section 4.3.2.

(JUDistL"). Symmetrical to the proof of (JUDistR").

(MUDistR"). Let AT, Ay, AT € A™. We define expressions A := (AT UAS)\ AT,
+

_(AP\AD)U(AT\AL), AT = ATUAS, A% = AF\AT, and A%, = AT\ AT,

A 1\3 * 2\3 -
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Consider a mapping g that is contained in the result of evaluating A;" and A, It is
casily verified that m;(u) = maua () = ma(p) +ma(p) = mays(pe) +mavs(p) = me ().

(LUDistR"). Let A, Ay, A € AT. The following rewriting proves the claim.

(AT U AF) 2 A

= ((Af U AJ) X A*) (AFUAD)\ AD) [semantics]

= ((A] M AD) U (A3 ) A U (A7 UAS)\ A7) [(JUDistR")]

= ((A] W AD) U (A3 WA U (A7 \ Ag) U (A3 \ A7) [(MUDistR")]

= (AT M AD) U (A7 \ A7) U (A5 ] AD) U (A3 \ A)) [(UAss™), (UComm™)]
= (Af M AT U (AT X A7) [semantics| O

C.8. Proof of Lemma 4.10

As before in the proof of Lemma C.7 we exploit the assumption that by Lemma 4.5
the results of evaluating set and bag algebra expressions differs at most in the as-
sociated cardinality, so (given that the rules hold for SPARQL set algebra) in all
cases it suffices to show that, for a fixed mapping p that is contained in the left
and right side of the equivalence, the associated left and right side cardinalities for
the mapping coincide. We fix a document D. Further, given a SPARQL bag algebra
expression AT, we denote by (£2,m) the mapping multi-set obtained when evaluat-
ing AT. Similarly, for a bag algebra expression A with some index i, we denote by
(€, m;) the mapping multi-set obtained when evaluating A;. We shall again use
the rewritings for sum expressions from Proposition C.1 (see Appendix C.7), which
we denote by (S1), (52), and (S3), respectively.

(PBasel™). Let AT € AT and S C V. Consider a mapping p that is contained
in the result of evaluating A" := m,yusarjus(AT) and AF := AT, We apply the
semantics from Definition 2.14 and rewrite the multiplicity m,(u) step-by-step:

ml(lu) = Zu+G{Mi€Q|7|'pVaTS(A+)Us({#i}):{N}} m(M+)
)
- Zu+€{u} m(p+)
= m(p)
= mr(ﬂ)7

where step () follows from the observation that m,vesatyus({#5}) = {p} holds
if and only if p% = p (this claim follows easily from Proposition 4.1, the definition
of operator 7, and the fact that p € €, = Q by assumption).

(PBasell™). Let At € AT and S C V. Consider a mapping x that is contained in
the result of evaluating A" := mg(A") and A = Tgrpvarsa+)(AT). We apply the
semantics from Definition 2.14 and rewrite the (right side) multiplicity m,.(u):

212



C.8. Proof of Lemma 4.10

M ()= 20, ey €0l yursi s (bt D=ty T (H)
9

—

2 s {uy €0lms (fus =(py TH+)
= ml(ﬂ)>

where step (x) follows by semantics and Proposition 4.1.

(PUPush™). Let A}, A7 € A* and S C V. Consider a mapping p that is contained
in the result of evaluating A, := mg(A U AF) and A := 75(AT) Uns(A). Put
Af = AT UAS, AT = 7g(AT), and AL, := ms(A5). We apply the semantics from
Definition 2.14 and rewrite the multiplicity m;(u) step-by-step:

M) = D eyt €0noalms (un D=ty T2 (K
)

)
2o e eonlms (G H={upy (M (14) +ma(py))

&

)
(s et cnimlms (i H=upy M () F
(X e iy e@uunlms (s =tuyy M2 (14)

—
*
~

)
(s et conims(tus =t M1 (14)) + 4, e eupms (s =ty M2(114))
= Ma1(p) + Mma2(p)
= mr(ﬂ)>

where step (x) follows by semantics of operator U.

(PJPush™). To facilitate the proof, we establish the following proposition:

Proposition C.2 Let AT, AJ € AT and S’ C V with S’ D pVars(A])NpVars(A3).
Then the following equivalence holds.

WS’(AT X A;—) = WS’(AT) X WS/(A;_) (FJPUS}LQJr) O

To see why Proposition C.2 implies (F.JPush), consider the latter equivalence,
recall that S" := SU (pVars(A]) NpVars(Ay)), and observe that by construction we
have S’ D pVars(A]) N pVars(AT). We rewrite the left side of (F.JPush):

ms(Af W AY) = ms(msr (A} ] AT)) [(PMerge™)]
= ms(ms (A) X mer (AF)) [(FJPush2")]

Given this rewriting, it remains to show that (FJPush2") is valid. We split this
proof into two parts. First, we show that the mapping sets coincide. To this end, we
show that (F.JPush2") holds for SPARQL set algebra (the result carries over to bag
algebra by Lemma 4.5). Let A;, Ay € A and 5" D pVars(Ay) N pVars(As).

=: Consider a mapping p generated by the left side expression mg/(A; X Ay).
Then p is obtained from some mapping p' O u s.t. me({'}) = {u}. Further, y is
of the form p) U ufy where g} and pfy, are compatible mappings that are generated by
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Ay and As, respectively. We observe that the right side subexpressions mg/(A;) and
T (Az) then generate mappings pf C pf and pf C pf that agree with p) and ph
on all variables in S’ respectively (where “agree” means that each such variable is
either bound to the same value in the two mappings or unbound in both mappings).
Clearly, pf C ,ul/\u2 C phA\py ~ sy — p ~ pf, so the right side expression generates
the mapping p” = pfUuf. It is easily verified that (i) dom(p”) C S” and that (ii) u”
agrees with p/ on all variables in S’. This implies that p” = p and we conclude that p
is generated by the right side expression. <=: Consider a mapping p’ that is generated
by the right side expression mg/ (A1) X mg(Az). Then g is of the form u' = pf U pib,
where i} ~ pf are generated by the subexpressions mg (A1) and g/ (As), respectively.
Consequently, A; and A generate mappings pq 2 ) and pe 2 pfy such that p; and
o agree with pf and pl, on all variables in S, respectively. We distinguish two cases.
First, (i) if p; and py are compatible then p := py U ps agrees with i/ on all variables
in S, and therefore ms/({11}) = 1, so the left side expression generates u'. Second,
(ii) if p; and pg are not compatible then there is 7z € dom(u,) N dom(ps) such that
p1(?z) # po(?x). From precondition S” D pVars(A;)Np Vars(As) and Proposition 4.1
it follows that 7z € S’. We know that p} and p, agree with pq and ps on all variables
in S’. It follows that ) (?7x) # u5(?x), which contradicts the assumption pf ~ ps5.
Having shown that the mapping sets coincide, it remains to show that the left
and right side multiplicities under bag semantics agree for each result mapping. We
therefore switch to SPARQL bag algebra again. Let A7, Ay € AT and &' C V
such that " O pVars(A;) N pVars(Az) holds. We define A = 7me(AT X AJ),
A+ = WS/(A+) X WS/(A ) AT[XQ = A+ X A;—, A+1 = 7TS/(A+) and AT—E = WS/(A;—).
Using the notation introduced in the beginning of Appendix C.2, we write g for the
mapping obtained when projecting S in p (e.g. {7z +— 1,7y +— 2} 20y = {72 — 1}).
Applying the semantics from Definition 2.14 we rewrite m;(x) schematically:

M) = 220 et eQumalmg (1 Y=y T2 (14)

pr€{pt €Quvaz|mer ({pf HN={n}}
52 Z(#hw)e{(u’{:ué)EQl XQ2|MTU“§:/‘+}(m1 () 2 ma(piz))
(:)Z(,u,_‘.,(,ul7#2))€{(u17(MT7M;))€QIM2X(Ql xQ)|mer({pf H={pn}AniUps=p1}
(m1(,u1) * m2(ﬁ‘2))
- Z(lﬂrv(ﬂlsz))E{(Niv(MTvME))GQIW><(QIXQ2)|7TS/({MTUME}):{N}/\MIUNSZ/‘i}
(ml(,ul) * m2(ﬂ2>>
= 2 (i) (w3 € x ol (G Ups =y (701 (1) % M2 (p12))

- Z(valﬂ)e{(ﬂfﬂb)eglXQ2|(U1UN2)|S’ u}(ml('ul)*mQ(M))

—
*
~—

Z(uhuz)E{(uivué‘)EQlXﬂzluﬁs/UuE‘s/:u}( 1(p1) % ma(p2))

)
- Z(/”‘lvl’&)e{(“lvﬂg)EQﬂ'l><er2|/»11U/>L2 u}(m“(ul)*mﬂ( 2))
= m.(p),

where step (x) follows from the precondition S" D pVars(A;) N pVars(As).
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C.8. Proof of Lemma 4.10

(PMPush™). Let AT, A7 € A* and S C V be a set of variables. Further recall that
by definition S’ := S U (pVars(Ay) N pVars(Az)) and S” := pVars(A;) N pVars(As).
We define A" = wg(Af \ AY), AF = me(me(A]) \ men(AT)), Af\z = A\ AF,

At = me(A]), A, == 7on(AT), A;Ll\ﬂz = A1 \ Af,, and fix document D and

a mapping u that is contained both in §2; and .. Applying the semantics from
Definition 2.14, we rewrite the (right side) multiplicity m,.(xt) schematically:

M ()= 220, et €0, malms (st D=ty Tt (K4

(*1)
=2 el € malms (s ={u} Mot (1)

— i
= ZH+€{Hi€Qw1\n2\Ws({#i}):{#}} Zu;e{u;em|7rs/({w+}>:{#+}} ma (1))

(52) '
= Z(#+a#'+)€{(#i#'+)69w1\w2><Ql\WS({Mi}):{#}NTS'({#i}):{#i}} ma (i)

J— !/
(g oy ) E{ (5 1) €1\ 2 X [ (mgr ({8 ) ={ud A ({g ) ={n3 1} TV (“+)

(x2) /

- Z(u+7u;)€{(u1,ul)eﬂﬂ\ﬂzX91\ﬂs({uﬂr})={u}/\ﬂs/({ul})={ui}} ml(“+)

(*_3) I

- Z(u+7u’+)€{(ui,u‘+)eﬂﬂ\wzXﬂl\z\ws({#i})={#}ms/({ui})={ui}} ma (i)

2y ma(1,)

T Zapl e{ps € alms({pg H={up} M1y

(*5)
= D e(ut e alms (ug H=(u1) M2 (1)
= my(p),

where step (*;) follows from the observation that m.i\o(1}) = mq1(p}) for all
1y € Qri\ro, rewriting step (*2) holds because S C ', step (*3) follows from the
observation that only those mappings from €2; contribute to the result that are
also contained in {21\o, step (*4) holds because every mapping p8 € €\, uniquely
determines a mapping g € Qrq\r through condition 7e ({p%}) = p%, and step
(x5) follows from the observation that m(u) = my2(us) for all % € Q\o.

(PLPush™). Analogical to the proof of (PLPush) for SPARQL set algebra from
Appendix C.2 (observe that all rules that are used in the latter proof are also valid
in the context of SPARQL bag algebra).

(PFPush®). Similar in idea to (PMPush").

(PMerge™). Let AT € AT and Sy, Sy C V. Define expressions A;" := 7, (7s,(A™)),
At = 75,05, (A1), and Af, := 75, (AT). According to Lemma 4.5, it suffices to show
that for each mapping u that is contained in €; and €, it holds that m;(u) = m,.(n).
We rewrite the left side multiplicity m;(x) schematically:

M) = D4, et €0malms, (s =) T2 (H+)
— /
Zu+€{u*+€9w2\7rsl({ui})={u}} Zu;e{u;em%({u;}>={u+}} m(py)

(52) p
= Z<u+,u;>e{(u:,u;)em2xszhrsl({u:})={uws2<{u;})={u:}} m(py)

— !
= Z(Mw;)e{(ui,ui)eﬂwzXQIWsl (7r52({ui})):{u}/\mg({ui}):{ui}}m(y”r)
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(ﬂ) /
= 2, et €Qlns, (s, (e )=y} ML)

(*2)
= 2o, el Ol s, (2 H=ly) ML)
= my(p),

where step () follows from the observation that mapping p is uniquely deter-
mined by pf and () follows directly from the semantics of operator 7.0

C.9. Proof of Lemma 4.11

As before in the proof of Lemma 4.10 in Appendix C.8 we exploit the assumption
that by Lemma 4.5 the results of evaluating set and bag algebra expressions differ
at most in the associated cardinality, so (given that the rules hold for SPARQL
set algebra) in all cases it suffices to show that, for a fixed mapping p that is
contained in the left and right side of the equivalence, the associated left and right
side cardinalities for the mapping coincide. We fix a document D. Further, given a
SPARQL bag algebra expression A", we denote by (2, m) the mapping multi-set
obtained when evaluating A". Similarly, for a bag algebra expression A} with some
index i, we denote by (£2;,m;) the mapping multi-set obtained when evaluating A;".

(FDecompI™). Let At € AT and R be a filter condition. Put A, := o, ar,(A"),
AT :=op,(0g,(AT)), and A}, := og,(AT). Consider a mapping p that is contained
in the result of evaluating A" and A, which implies that y € Q and u | Ry,

T

i = Ra, p = Ry A Ry. Applying the semantics from Definition 2.14 we can easily
derive that m;(u) = m(p) = mea(p) = m,(p).

(FReord"). Follows from equivalence (FDecompIt) for SPARQL bag algebra and
the commutativity of the boolean operator A.

(FBndI") - (FBndIV"). Follow from the semantics of o in Definition 2.10.
(FUPush™). Follows from the semantics of o and U in Definition 2.10.

(FMPush™). Let AT, A € AT and R be a filter condition. Put A;" := or(A\ A7),
Al = op(A) \ A7, Aj, = AT \ 47, and AJ; := op(A]). Consider a mapping u
that is contained in the result of evaluating A;” and A. This implies that p = R,
€ Qi o€ €y, and p € Qy1. Combining the semantics from Definition 2.14 with
the above observations we obtain my; (i) = mpo(p) = mi(p) = me1(p) = m,(p).

(FJPush™). See Section 4.3.2.

(FLPush™). Analogical to the proof of (FLPush) for SPARQL set algebra from
Appendix C.3 (observe that all rules that are used in the latter proof are also valid
in the context of SPARQL bag algebra).O
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C.10. Proof of Lemma 4.13

C.10. Proof of Lemma 4.13

(MReord"), (MMUCorr™), (MJ"). The three equivalences follow easily from the
semantics of operator \ from Definition 2.14.

(Ej+) Analogical to the proof of (Z/J) for SPARQL set algebra from Appendix C.5

(observe that all rules that are used in the latter proof are also valid in the context

of SPARQL bag algebra).

(FLBndI"), (FLBndII"). Analogical to the proof of (FLBndlI) and (FLBndlII) for
SPARQL set algebra from Lemma 4.4 (observe that all rules that are used in the
proof of the latter lemma are also valid in the context of SPARQL bag algebra).O
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