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ABSTRACT

Query optimizer architectures typically employ either an exhaustive or heuristic strategy to enu-
merate query execution plans. Exhaustive strategies enumerate every possible query plan to ensure
plan optimality. However, exhaustive strategies become computationally expensive to enumerate a
massive number of execution plans for queries with a large number of joins. Conversely, heuristic
strategies are designed to enumerate a single query plan. However, while selecting a query plan in
a polynomial time, heuristic strategies may select significantly suboptimal query plans. In the case
of large queries, shifting from an exhaustive to a heuristic strategy can result in a notable decline
in the quality of query plans, subsequently leading to less robust query optimizer performance. An
even worse scenario is to reimplement the optimizer to a different enumeration strategy causing
significant expenses in terms of development.
In this work, we define the problem of finding an optimal query plan as finding spanning trees with
low costs. This approach empowers the utilization of a series of spanning tree algorithms, thereby
enabling systematic exploration of the plan search space over a join graph. Capitalizing on the poly-
nomial time complexity of spanning tree algorithms, we present ESTE – Ensemble Spanning Tree
Enumeration strategy. In this work, we employ two conventional spanning tree algorithms, Prim’s
and Kruskal’s, together to enhance the robustness of the query optimizer. In ESTE, multiple query
plans are enumerated exploring different areas of the search space. This positions ESTE as an in-
termediate strategy between exhaustive and heuristic enumeration strategies. We show that ESTE
is more robust in identifying efficient query plans for large queries. In the case of data change and
workload demand increase, we believe our approach can be a cheaper alternative to maintain opti-
mizer robustness by integrating additional spanning tree algorithms rather than completely changing
the optimizer to another plan enumeration algorithm. Experimental evaluations show ESTE offers
better consistency in plan quality and optimization time devoting minimal extra time to optimization.

Keywords query optimization, query planning, query plan enumeration, join ordering, spanning tree

1 INTRODUCTION

Plan enumeration is a critical component of query optimization. To find an optimal query execution plan, conventional
query optimizer architectures employ either an exhaustive or heuristic plan enumeration strategy. In the case of large
queries, some architectures offer flexibility by switching from exhaustive to heuristic strategy [39, 37]. This implies
a trade-off between plan optimality and optimization time. Exhaustive strategy requires enumerating every possible
query plan to ensure the selection of the optimal one, yet this thoroughness results in considerable optimization time.
On the other hand, heuristic strategies enumerate a single plan which may not be optimal but offers faster optimiza-
tion time. Shifting between these two extremes, exhaustive and heuristic strategies, can lead to a significant change
– increase or decrease in optimizer performance. Particularly, deterministic heuristic strategies, such as greedy algo-
rithms, tend to get trapped in local optima – consistently yielding suboptimal plans for a query. As an intermediate
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strategy, plan enumeration can enumerate more than a single query plan by introducing randomness to diversify the
set of enumerated query plans [45, 13, 46, 39, 47, 14]. This increases the chances to locate superior query plans
thus reducing the gap between plan optimality and optimization time. While randomized heuristic strategies consume
an additional optimization time, this strategy ensures its feasibility for practical use in large queries. However, the
optimizer performance becomes less predictable and interpretable due to the random behavior in the search space
exploration.

In this paper, we define query optimization as the problem of finding spanning trees with low costs. The entire
search for a query plan is defined in terms of join graph edges. Thus the objective is to identify an ordered sequence
of edges that span all vertices in the join graph while minimizing the total sum of edge weights. Unlike in MVP
and GreedyJoinOrdering-3 [23, 30], unnecessary joins and cross-joins are naturally avoided from query plans by
representing tables as vertices and operating over existing edges in the join graph. Formulation over graph edges
enables extensive application of spanning tree algorithms in the domain of query optimization. Building on this
foundation, we introduce Ensemble Spanning Tree Enumeration (ESTE) as a novel, intermediate strategy for plan
enumeration. Unlike in GOO [7] and GreedyJoinOrdering-3 [30], ESTE utilizes a set of fast, spanning tree-based
algorithms to enumerate multiple spanning trees with low costs, each algorithm exploring different areas of the search
space over a join graph. Unlike in directed plan graph representations [35, 9], the search space does not increase
due to its simple query representation. Within ESTE, we employ two classical spanning tree algorithms, Prim’s and
Kruskal’s, to enhance the robustness of the query optimizer. Unlike in IK-KBZ and GreedyJoinOrdering-3 [21, 30],
the resulting spanning trees are not restricted to linear query plans. Furthermore, unlike in previous work [21, 7,
30], we utilize a cost function [26, 24] that considers physical operators such as multiple join algorithms and scan
operators. Thereby the resulting spanning trees are physical plans rather than logical plans. The flexibility of ESTE
allows for the incorporation of additional spanning tree algorithms in response to changes in data and workload,
thus maintaining robustness and even enhancing the optimizer performance. We believe that our approach offers a
more cost-effective way to sustain optimizer robustness, favoring the integration of new algorithms over a complete
change and redevelopment of the optimizer for different plan enumeration strategies. We outline the key technical
contributions as follows:

• We present a novel perspective on query optimization by framing it as a problem of finding spanning trees with low
costs.

• We introduce Ensemble Spanning Tree Enumeration (ESTE), a novel approach that systematically harnesses unique
plan search space exploration methods inherent to Prim’s and Kruskal’s algorithms. Thus multiple query plans are
enumerated to provide robustness to query optimization by employing a series of spanning tree algorithms over the
join graph.

• In the scope of this paper, we adapt both Prim’s and Kruskal’s algorithms to account for changes in edge weights as
spanning trees are built. The resulting spanning trees are physical plans, with various binary tree shapes, rather than
logical plans.

• We evaluate query plans produced by ESTE and compare to exhaustive enumeration and GOO [7] which is recog-
nized as one of top-performing heuristic methods [26, 24, 37, 9]. We also examine ESTE performance across chain,
cycle, start and clique graph topologies and compare ESTE to other well-known and recently proposed heuristic
methods.

• We examine the performance behavior of ESTE in the presence of cardinality estimation errors. As expected,
we observe a decline in efficiency across all enumeration methods, including exhaustive enumeration. The results
exhibit a higher overall performance of ESTE compared to the other considered enumeration methods, while also
maintaining a low optimization time.

2 SPANNING TREE-BASED QUERY OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we define classical cost-based query optimization as finding spanning trees with low costs over a join
graph. The entire search procedure – including four elements, namely cost model, cardinality estimation, plan search
space, and plan enumeration – are described in terms of join graph edges.

Join graph. In Figure 1, the SQL statement has 2 point selection predicates and 5 join predicates connecting 5 tables.
Further, the query is represented as an undirected join graph G(V,E) in which every table is a vertex v ∈ V connected
with edges e ∈ E representing the equi-join predicates. Vertices form a single component connected with a list of
weighted edges E ⊆ {(v1, v2, w) | v1, v2 ∈ V,w ∈ R+}. For example, the join predicate mk.keyword id = k.id is the
edge e1 which connects the vertices mk and k in the join graph. The edges e2, e3, and e4 form the cycle between mk,
t, and mc. In the case of no cycles in a join graph, the number of edges is |E| = |V | − 1. This is also the minimum
number of edges required to have a connected graph. Non-existent edges e /∈ E in the join graph are not considered.
The topology of a join graph can be classified as either a chain, cycle, star, or clique. The number of edges increases
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from |V | − 1 for chain and star to (|V | · |V − 1|)/2 for clique while the cyclic join graph falls between these two
extremes.

SELECT COUNT(*) 
FROM keyword k, movie_keyword mk, title t, company_name cn, movie_companies mc
WHERE k.keyword = 'character-name-in-title' AND cn.country_code = '[de]' AND mk.keyword_id = k.id  
    AND t.id = mk.movie_id AND t.id = mc.movie_id AND mk.movie_id = mc.movie_id AND mc.company_id = cn.id

movie_keyword 
mk

movie_companies
mc 

title 
t

company_name
cn

keyword 
k

join graph

e1 e2 e3

e4

e5

Figure 1: SQL statement for JOB query 2a and its join graph.

Query plan. A query plan P is defined as a spanning tree – acyclic subgraph – of the join graph G. A spanning tree
is an ordered sequence of |V | − 1 edges that spans all V vertices in G, thus forming a single connected component.
Cross-joins between tables are naturally avoided since a spanning tree is built over existing edges e ∈ E in G. The
order of edges in a spanning tree corresponds to a path which corresponds to the join order of the tables in the query
plan. For instance, in Figure 1, the edge sequence (e1, e2, e3, e5) corresponds to spanning tree P = {(mk − k), (t −
mk), (t − mc), (mc − cn)} which results into join order (mk ⋊⋉ k ⋊⋉ t ⋊⋉ mc ⋊⋉ cn). While a spanning tree does
not include cycles, this does not mean that the joins corresponding to the edges not included in the spanning tree are
dropped from the query plan. Instead, these join predicates are kept and treated as filters. However, in the case of
transitive join predicates, these joins can be eliminated from the query plan. Concretely, the example spanning tree P
does not include the edge e4 which is the join between (mk− mc) corresponding to the join predicate mk.movie id =
mc.movie id. This predicate can be evaluated together with the join (t− mc) since mk and mc are both part of current
connected component {(mk − k), (t − mk), (t − mc)}. However, this is not necessary for this query because the join
cycle is based on transitive predicates – which already implies the ignored join condition. This simplification does not
apply to general cyclic queries such as those considered by worst-case optimal joins [38].

Query subplan. A query subplan is defined as a query plan over a subgraph of the join graph. For instance,
Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉t = {(mk − k), (t − mk)} corresponds to the query subplan over tables k, mk, and t, and its associated
subgraph.

Linear query plan. The sequence, in which edges are chosen, directly influences the resulting shape of the spanning
tree. Given that an edge inherently involves a connection between two vertices in the join graph, the shape of the
corresponding spanning tree invariably adheres to a binary shape. The leftmost and rightmost spanning trees depicted
in Figure 2 exhibit linear query plans. In building a linear query plan, the invariant is to keep a single acyclic connected
component and incrementally add adjacent edges until all the vertices are covered. At every join, either of the vertices
is set to be a base table.

(0.5M)
 = 1.6M 

(Optimal plan)k

mk
mc

(1.1M)
(0.3M)

(0.2M)
(16K)

cn

t

HJ

HJ

INL

INL
(0.5M)

(27K)
(0.9M)

(47K)
cn

mc

t
(1M)
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(50K)
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(47K) (0.5M)

(0.5M)

HJ

k

mk

(1.1M) HJ

(27K) (0.9M)

 = 2.4M
(Kruskal's plan) cn

mc

t
(1M)

(0.3M)

(3.2M)
(0.2K)

kmk
HJ

HJ

INL
(0.9M)

(47K)

(0.5M)
(0.5M)

(27K)

HJ

 = 4.6M 
(Prim's plan)

Figure 2: Three query plans (Popt, Pkru and Ppri) for query 2a selected using 3 different query plan enumeration
algorithms (Exhaustive, Kruskal, and Prim) along with their costs C computed using exact cardinalities Y .
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Bushy query plan. Bushy spanning trees exhibit a distinctive structure that sets them apart from strictly linear span-
ning trees. A defining attribute of bushy spanning trees is the possibility for an internal vertex to have both of its
vertices as internal vertices. The bushy spanning tree depicted in the middle of Figure 2 has the root vertex which
has two subtrees, Pcn⋊⋉mc⋊⋉t = {(mc − cn), (t − mc)} and Pmk⋊⋉k = {(mk − k)}, as its vertices each forming two
separate acyclic connected components. Bushy spanning trees do not follow a strictly linear pattern in their order, thus
they can be effectively capitalized on opportunities for parallelism and flexible execution ordering to optimize query
performance.

2.1 Cost Model

To evaluate and compare spanning trees derived from a join graph, a quantifiable cost is assigned to each spanning tree
using a predefined analytical cost function. The optimal query plan is the minimum spanning tree, as it is anticipated
to have the fastest execution time. However, formulating a cost function that can accurately reflect execution time is
challenging. While disk-based cost functions remain crucial, a main memory cost function can provide an accurate
estimate of the actual query execution time in modern database systems. Virtually all main memory cost functions
are defined in terms of the number of tuples processed by the physical operators in a query plan, while disk-based
cost functions consider block reads instead of tuples [35, 50]. Leis et al. [26, 24] proposed a simple main memory
cost function C that incorporates physical operators shown in Equation 1. Cost function C sums the costs of internal
vertices while the costs of leaf vertices are internally used to compute the cost of internal vertices. In the leaf vertices,
the size of a base table R is multiplied by τ = 0.2 to differentiate a base table scan from the intermediate join cost.
Notice a base table with selection predicates σ still requires a full table scan. For an internal vertex, the cost function
considers hash join ⋊⋉HJ and index nested-loop join ⋊⋉INL. In this work, we select a vertex with the smallest cost to
build a hash table. To differentiate between hash lookup and index lookup, λ = 2 is used assuming the existence of
primary and foreign key indexes on all join attributes of base tables – otherwise, the hash join is utilized.

C(P) =


τ × |R| if P = R ∨ P = σ(R)

|P|+ |P1|+ C(P1) + C(P2) if P = P1 ⋊⋉HJ P2

C(P1) + λ× |P1| ×max( |P1⋊⋉R|
|P1| , 1) if P = P1 ⋊⋉INL P2 ∧ (P2 = R ∨ P2 = σ(R))

(1)

Cost function C dictates whether a spanning tree has a left-deep, right-deep or zig-zag structure in linear query plans.
Left-deep spanning tree sets the right vertex to be a base table as a leaf vertex while a right-deep spanning tree sets
the left vertex to be a base table. A zig-zag spanning tree establishes a balance by alternating the roles of the left and
right vertices at each join level. Depending on the costs, leftmost and rightmost spanning trees, depicted in Figure 2,
can have left-deep, right-deep or zig-zag structures. The same concept is applied to linear subtrees of bushy spanning
trees. The costs of three spanning trees Popt, Pkru and Ppri are displayed in Figure 2. For example, in the case of the
optimal plan Popt, the cost C(Popt, Y ) = 1.1M +0.3M +0.2M +16K = 1.6M is the sum of the costs corresponding
to its 2-way join (mk ⋊⋉ k), 3-way join (mk ⋊⋉ k ⋊⋉ mc), 4-way join (mk ⋊⋉ k ⋊⋉ mc ⋊⋉ cn), and 5-way join
(mk ⋊⋉ k ⋊⋉ mc ⋊⋉ cn ⋊⋉ t), respectively. It is important to note that the cost of (mk ⋊⋉ k ⋊⋉ mc) is not the cost of the
corresponding edge (mk − mc) from the join graph which is 39M . This is because only the tuples in the 2-way join
mk ⋊⋉ k are subsequently joined with mc – not the entire mk.

It is critical to employ accurate cost functions in both main memory and disk-based query processing, however, both
can significantly suffer from underlying poor cardinality estimates. This, in turn, affects the join order which can
significantly influence the execution time – inefficient ordering of table joins can result in unnecessary data access.

2.2 Cardinality Estimation

In Equation 1, the cost function C includesP , P1, and R as cardinalities of input tables to compute the costs of physical
operators. However, exact cardinality Y can be computed exactly only by executing the join. This is a paradoxical
situation in query optimization. The query optimizer is supposed to determine the optimal plan in which order to
perform the joins without actually performing them. This is where cardinality estimation comes into the picture. The
role of cardinality estimation is to “guess” the exact cardinality Y without executing the join. In PostgreSQL [39],
cardinality estimates are computed based on histograms, most frequent values, and distinct element statistics on the
base tables. Any join estimate is computed by combining these statistics into simple arithmetic formulas that make
general assumptions on uniformity, inclusion, and independence [28]. Consequently, cardinality estimations Ŷ are fed
into the cost function C in lieu of exact cardinalities, allowing the query optimizer to compute the cost of a query plan.
Henceforth, two query plans can be ranked according to their estimated cost – instead of the exact cost. As long as the
ranks of the query plans based on the exact and estimated cost are identical, estimates can be a direct replacement for
the exact cardinalities.
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From a statistical perspective, the goal of cardinality estimation is to minimize the difference between Y and Ŷ .
However, from the cost model perspective, this is not necessary. Instead, what is required is that the costs of two
different query plans satisfy the same query plan when computed based on estimates Ŷ and when using the exact
cardinalities Y . While accurate estimates imply the optimal query plan, accurate estimates are not required as long as
they have similar errors. For example, estimates that are 100× larger than the exact value are extremely inaccurate.
However, the cost model treats them identically and results in two costs that have the same query plan. Thus, estimation
does not impact the cost model negatively. Obtaining accurate estimates is a challenging task. Despite a rich number
of cardinality estimation techniques [25, 34, 16, 4, 12, 42, 17, 29, 27, 18, 19, 51, 40], cardinality estimation error
is inevitable triggering a chain of more errors in subsequent optimizer components. These challenges underline the
importance of ongoing research into improving the accuracy of cardinality estimates to enhance the efficiency of query
optimization.

2.3 Search Space

The search space is a set of every possible query plan in which all tables are joined [26]. Two query plans of the same
shape but with different join orders are two different query plans. We first define the search space in terms of the
number of binary trees using vertices V of a join graph G. Further, we define the search space in terms of the number
of spanning trees based on edges E of a join graph G. We show that operating on edges incorporates connectivity
information inherent in the join graph which naturally avoids query plans involving cross-joins.

Search space in terms of graph vertices. The search space is typically defined as a set of distinct binary tree shapes
in which each vertex can be any of the V input tables and hence, are permutable. The number of distinct binary tree
shapes – denoted as b(V ) – extracted from the join graph G is calculated by the Catalan numbers [5]. Since each
vertex can be any of the input tables, there are |V |! ways to assign the tables to the vertices for each tree shape. Thus,
the total size of the search space is:

tb(V ) =
(2× |V |)!
(|V |+ 1)!

(2)

The number of binary tree shapes growths exponentially [5] with V including cross-joins – which is Ω
(
(4|V |)/|V |3/2

)
.

Cross-join is to join two tables or connected components over a non-existent edge e /∈ E in G. For example, the join
order (mk ⋊⋉ k ⋊⋉ cn ⋊⋉ mc ⋊⋉ t) exhibits the cross-join between subplan (mk ⋊⋉ k) and table cn. Since a cross-join
does not require any condition to match data between two tables, it combines every row of one table with every row of
the other table. Despite the possibility that a query plan involving cross-joins can potentially lead to an optimal plan,
cross-joins are typically avoided due to their high costs. Thus binary trees that involve cross-joins can be considered
a separate subspace. Nonetheless, even this reduced search space still poses a computational challenge due to its
vastness.

Search space in terms of graph edges. In this work, we define the search space over joins – edges e ∈ E in G –
which directly excludes cross-joins. The size of the search space is given by the number of spanning trees extracted
from the join graph G which is upper bounded by the number of ordered edge arrangements, of size (|V |−1), selected
from E:

ts(V,E) ≤ |E|!
(|E| − |V |+ 1)!

(3)

The reason for having ordered arrangements instead of only combinations [1] is because the order in which edges
are selected matters, described in Section 2.1, and different edge orders result in different join orders, thus, different
query plans. This results in a considerable reduction in the number of binary trees. In the case of a query without
cycles – a join tree with (|V | − 1) edges – the bound is tight since |E| = |V | − 1 and the number of spanning trees is
ts(V,E) = (|V | − 1)! where 0! to be equal to 1. The value of the bound increases with the number of joins, reaching
its maximum value for a clique query with |E| = |V | × (|V | − 1)/2 edges.

The number of spanning trees ts(V,E) increases at a slower rate than the bound because of the redundancy incurred
by cycles. In this case, many arrangements result in invalid spanning trees that cover only a subset of the tables and
include cycles. In Figure 1, an example of such arrangement is {(mk− k), (t− mk), (t− mc), (mk− mc)}. The exact
value of ts(V,E) depends heavily on the topology of the join graph. For our example query, ts(V,E) is 72 while the
bound is 5! = 120. The rest is the number of invalid query plans – 48 invalid spanning trees. Thus, ts(V,E) is only
60% of the bound. Although this may seem small, as the number of tables increases, so does ts(V,E), resulting in a
large search space that becomes even larger when taking into account the availability of indexes and the types of join
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algorithms. Thus, given the factorial size of both search spaces, finding an optimal query plan remains a challenging
problem [10].
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optimization

cost-guided pruning
optimization
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multiple plans

bushy plans

single plan
Prim*

Kruskal*

ESTEmore plans

linear plans

Figure 3: Enumeration strategies and their ability to cover the plan search space. There is no position difference on
the y-axis for enumeration methods within the same rectangle.

Linear search space. A standard approach for reducing the size of a given search space is to constrain the shape of
query plans [33, 31]. This means only considering spanning trees of a certain shape. Bushy and linear trees are two
principal shapes of query plans. Focusing on specific types of trees helps to streamline the plan search and manage the
size of the search space, thereby simplifying the discovery of an optimal query plan. However, this reduction in search
space may inadvertently omit optimal query plans. The objective, therefore, is to find a query plan – optimal plan or
near the globally optimal query plan – within the reduced search space. This reduction balances the computational
feasibility of the plan search against the query plan optimality. In order to limit the search space to linear query plans,
a single connected component – a single subtree – without cycles must be maintained. Thus every vertex has to be
recursively considered at each step to ensure that both vertices of an edge are not a member of the current single
connected component. We repeat this procedure until we cover all the vertices, making sure that we always maintain
a single connected component without cycles. In Figure 2, the leftmost and rightmost query plans are trees from the
linear search space. The middle query plan has two connected components – two subtrees, (cn ⋊⋉ mc ⋊⋉ t) and
(k ⋊⋉ mk), joined at the root of the tree. The number of the spanning trees generated from our example query is 72
including 36 linear and 36 bushy query plans. Although the number of query plans considered in the linear search
space can be smaller, it does not mean the optimal plan cannot be selected. In the case of an optimal plan having a
linear shape, reducing the initial search space to the linear search space does not affect the result but can reduce the
search time. For example, in Figure 2, the leftmost tree is an optimal query plan that has a linear shape.

2.4 Plan Enumeration

Within the scope of a given search space, described in Section 2.3, plan enumeration generates and evaluates a vast
number of query plans. Each query plan is semantically equivalent but with a different cost. The objective is to find an
optimal query plan, which entails the minimum cost. In the context of spanning trees, finding an optimal query plan
is equivalent to finding a minimum spanning tree. In this section, we outline common enumeration strategies, while
describing the balance between discovering optimal plans and preserving computational efficacy [22, 45]. Figure 3
illustrates search space coverage by different enumeration strategies. The x-axis presents enumeration strategies from
heuristic strategy (faster search time) to exhaustive strategy (preserved plan optimality). The y-axis describes the
search space coverage from a single to all query plans. We use the area of rectangles of different sizes to describe the
correlation between the two axes. The largest solid rectangle covers all possible query plans including the plans with
cross-joins. The second and third largest solid rectangles cover bushy and linear tree shapes, respectively.

Exhaustive Enumeration. A straightforward and most expensive strategy is to generate every query plan and compute
its cost – covering the largest solid rectangle in Figure 3. This strategy guarantees the optimality of the selected plan.
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However, due to the combinatorial explosion of possible query plans, this naive exhaustive enumeration strategy
becomes computationally prohibitive for large queries. To expand the feasibility limits of exhaustive strategy for
large queries, cross-joins are excluded [32, 33] and the search space is limited to linear tree shapes [44] – targeting
the second and third largest solid rectangles in Figure 3. Additionally, the computational bottleneck of exhaustive
strategy is mitigated through optimizations such as dynamic programming and cost-based pruning [44, 49, 32, 33, 6, 8].
Although these optimization techniques reduce the number of query plans evaluated and ensure the discovery of an
optimal query plan in a given search space, their efficacy is constrained when applied to large queries.

Heuristic Enumeration. Exhaustive enumeration strategies can be simplified by heuristic strategies to partially ex-
plore a given search space. Thus it further reduces the number of query plans to be generated and evaluated. For
example, greedy algorithms [46, 45, 7, 3, 36, 20] directly compute a single query plan – depicted in the smallest dotted
rectangle in Figure 3. Even though the decision at every step is locally optimal, there is no guarantee that the final
query plan has the minimum cost among all query plans. This is due to conditioning the available choices at a step on
previous decisions. Figure 2 exhibits this issue by comparing optimal query plan Popt to query plans Pkru and Ppri.
Their overall query plan costs are C(Popt, Y ) = 1.6M , C(Pkru, Y ) = 2.4M and C(Ppri, Y ) = 4.6M , respectively.
The exhaustive enumeration finds the optimal query plan Popt based on reaching all distinct 14 subplans, computing
all distinct 32 join costs and comparing all 72 query plans – excluding the cross-joins. However, for the query plans
Pkru and Ppri, 3-way joins Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc, Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉t, Pmk⋊⋉t⋊⋉mc are never considered. In 4-way joins, Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc⋊⋉t

and Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc⋊⋉cn are also never reached. The former 4-way join has significantly less cost and intermediate table
cardinality which is reached by the exhaustive enumeration. As a result, the greedily selected query plans tend to be
suboptimal compared to their exhaustive counterparts. At the same time, considering fewer subplans and building a
query plan bottom-up means relying on estimates of smaller join size, which are – in principle – more accurate due to
the reduced correlation between tables [26]. Thus, while exhaustive enumeration requires consistent estimation across
all join sizes, the greedy algorithm is more sensitive to simpler estimates. Therefore, the reduction in the search space
enumeration can be compensated by consistent estimation of small joins.

3 SPANNING TREE-BASED ENUMERATION

Finding the Minimum Spanning Tree (MST) is to determine a tree from a given graph that spans all the vertices while
ensuring that the cumulative cost of its edges is the lowest possible. This problem is a fundamental topic in graph
theory and has broad applications in various fields, including query optimization in databases. To find the minimum
spanning tree, traditional minimum spanning tree algorithms, such as Prim’s and Kruskal’s [5], operate under the
assumption that edge weights are fixed and do not change once defined – otherwise, optimality is not guaranteed.
Essentially, these algorithms maintain an invariant which ensures that the partial MST being constructed at any given
time is always a subset of a full MST, upholding the integrity and optimality of the solution throughout the MST
construction. It is noteworthy to mention that there can be multiple optimal query plans – several minimum spanning
trees – within a given search space. This case occurs in graphs that contain cycles or edges with the same edge weights.

In the context of query optimization, we cannot assign static weights to edges in the join graph and then sum up the
edge weights in a spanning tree due to the fact mentioned in Section 2.1. These static weights fail to encapsulate
the dynamic effects of prior subplan joins – multi-table correlation. This precludes the direct application of well-
known minimum spanning tree algorithms such as Prim and Kruskal as they fall short in their capacity to efficiently
accommodate dynamic changes in edge weights. For example, in Figure 2, we observe that the edge (mk− k) appears
in all three spanning trees. Its weight is 1.1M in Popt and Pkru, and 0.2K in Ppri. This is due to the different edge
subsequences that precede (mk−k). The weight of an edge is derived from the edge subsequence – or query subplan –
it is appended to. Therefore, given the crucial roles of both the sequence in which edges are arranged and the variable
characteristics of edge costs, we refine the problem statement as – an optimal query plan is a spanning tree, where the
objective is to identify an “ordered sequence” of edges spanning all vertices in the join graph while minimizing the
total edge weights which “dynamically change as tables are successively joined”.

3.1 Spanning Tree-based Plan Generation

In Figure 2, we illustrate three spanning trees Popt, Pkru and Ppri. At leaf vertices, we show the cardinalities of base
tables. For each internal vertex, we compute join cost C, described in Equation 1, using true cardinalities Y of base
and intermediate tables. For a join operator selection, we first compute the cost for hash join HJ and index nested-
loop join INL if one of the child vertices is a base table with pre-built indexes. A join operator with the minimum
cost is selected. Each spanning tree is generated from bottom to top following the ordered edge sequence from left
to right: Popt = {(mk − k), (mk − mc), (mc − cn), (t − mk)}, Pkru = {(mc − cn), (t − mc), (mk − k), (t − mk)} and
Ppri = {(mc−cn), (t−mc), (mk−mc), (mk−k)}. To illustrate the generation and cost computation of a spanning tree,
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Figure 4: Step-by-step illustration of Prim’s plan enumeration algorithm on the join graph of query 2a.

we take Popt as an example. The shape of the Popt is a linear tree. The subplan Pmk⋊⋉k = {(mk− k)} is a 2-way join
having two children as base tables k and mk. The cost of HJ and INL joins are 1.1M and 10M , respectively. Thus,
HJ is selected as the join operator type for Pmk⋊⋉k. The cardinality of the output table for Pmk⋊⋉k is 42K. The next
subplanPmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc = {(mk−k), (mk−mc)} is a 3-way join having two children as subtreePmk⋊⋉k and base table mc.
INL is selected with the cost of 0.3M while the cost of HJ is 0.7M . It is important to note the cost of Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc

takes into account the edge subsequence – the cardinality of the contained 2-way join subplan Pmk⋊⋉k. Thus this edge
cost is different than static weight on the edge. The 4-way join Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc⋊⋉cn = {(mk− k), (mk− mc), (mc− cn)}
has two children as subtree Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc and base table cn. Their HJ and INL join costs are 0.2M and 0.3M ,
respectively. HJ is selected and the adjacent edge weights are changed accordingly. Lastly, the final 5-way join
Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc⋊⋉cn⋊⋉t = {(mk− k), (mk−mc), (mc− cn), (t−mk)} has two children as subtree Pmk⋊⋉k⋊⋉mc⋊⋉cn and base
table t. INL is selected as final join operator – costs are HJ = 0.5M and INL = 16K, respectively. The remaining
edge (t− mc) creates a cycle. Thus join predicate t.id = mc.movie id can be evaluated as a filter with (t− mk) which
is join predicate t.id = mk.movie id.

3.2 Exhaustive Spanning Tree-based Enumeration

Due to dynamic alteration of edge weights resulting from ongoing joins, standard minimum spanning tree algorithms
are not guaranteed to yield optimal query plans. Hence, to uncover an optimal query plan, it becomes imperative to
enumerate every possible spanning tree over the join graph and select the one with the minimum cost. Rather than
employing an exhaustive arrangement-based enumeration strategy with subsequent cost assessments, it is more ben-
eficial to use a recursive algorithm that leverages backtracking. This approach allows to avoid cross-joins and cycles
and apply cost-based pruning and dynamic programming optimizations. Every feasible edge has to be recursively con-
sidered at any step of the traversal and if the cost of the current subplan surpasses the current minimal cost, it allows
for a backtrack. This process aids in circumventing parts of the search space that are not necessary to explore, thus
enhancing efficiency by preventing wasteful computations. Employing dynamic programming systematically builds
upon subplans to avoid redundant cost computations and adapt to the dynamic weight changes in edge costs. Not
only these optimizations may reduce the number of plans considered, but it is guaranteed that the spanning tree with
minimum cost is found.

3.3 Heuristic Spanning Tree-based Enumeration

The intrinsic ability of edge-based enumeration to preclude cross-joins in the search space of the spanning tree presents
a substantial advantage. However, even with the optimizations described in Section 3.2, exhaustive spanning tree-
based enumeration can still be computationally prohibitive when dealing with large queries. Hence, a natural step
forward is to adapt traditional minimum spanning tree algorithms, such as Prim’s and Kruskal’s, to accommodate
the unique characteristics of a join graph – dynamic nature of edge weight changes. In addition to their polynomial
time complexity, these greedy algorithms provide tangible advantages when dealing with cardinality estimates. Their
bottom-up approach in building a query plan emphasizes smaller join size estimates – large join size estimates are
generally far less accurate than smaller joins [26]. These aspects make a greedy strategy pragmatic, balancing the
need for accuracy and practical effectiveness. We show adapted Prim’s and Kruskal’s algorithms that take into account
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the order of an edge sequence and the dynamic change of edge weights. While they may not provide a minimum
spanning tree, these algorithms deliver spanning trees with low costs.

Prim’s Plan Enumeration. Prim’s algorithm operates within a linear search space of spanning trees, where cross-
joins are naturally eliminated. Prim’s greedy decision-making nature further reduces the search space by enumerating a
single complete spanning tree of a linear shape. At each iteration, Prim’s algorithm maintains a single main component
and progressively builds a spanning tree – an ordered sequence of edges. In Figure 4, we demonstrate an adaptation
of Prim’s algorithm that takes into account changes in edge weights. First, an edge of a 2-way join with the minimum
cost is selected from the list of all edges corresponding to 2-way joins – table in step 1 of Figure 4. The size of
the edge list is at most E and is not necessarily sorted as the composition of this list is heavily reliant on previous
join selection and their weights are updated at each iteration. Thus, an auxiliary data structure is not necessary.
For each join, the optimal join operator is selected as a hash join HJ or indexed nested-loop INL depending on
their computed costs as in Equation 1. In step 1, edge e5, subplan Pmc⋊⋉cn = {(mc − cn)}, is selected as 2-way
HJ with the minimum cost C(Pmc⋊⋉cn, Y ) = 1M . The vertices mc and cn form a combined component {mc, cn}
shown in step 2. The weights of the edges adjacent to vertices mc and cn are updated – edges e3 and e4. Next,
an edge of a 3-way join with the minimum cost is selected from the list of two edges e3 and e4 which are adjacent
to the main component {mc, cn}. Edge e3, subplan Pmc⋊⋉cn⋊⋉t = {(mc − cn), (t − mc)}, is selected as 3-way
INL with the minimum cost C(Pmc⋊⋉cn⋊⋉t, Y ) = 0.3M . The component {mc, cn} and vertex t form a combined
component {mc, cn, t} shown at step 3. In step 3, the weights of edges e2 and e4, adjacent to {mc, cn, t}, are
updated. Note that both edges have the same cost of 3.2M as a hash join, and either of the edges becomes a cyclic
edge. Thus, we randomly select an edge, e2 or e4, and transform the other edge into a selection predicate as described
in Section 2. After building the subplan Pmc⋊⋉cn⋊⋉t⋊⋉mk = {(mc− cn), (t−mc), (mk−mc)}, the cost of the remaining
edge e1, adjacent to the main component {mc, cn, t,mk}, is updated and selected as 5-way HJ . The resulting plan
Pmc⋊⋉cn⋊⋉t⋊⋉mk⋊⋉k = {(mc− cn), (t− mc), (mk− mc), (mk− k)} spans all the vertices in the join graph. In Figure 2,
the rightmost tree Ppri is the spanning tree generated using Prim’s enumeration.

Algorithm 1 Prim’s Algorithm for Plan Enumeration

Input: Spri ← ∅ // main component
S ← {v | v ∈ V } // complement component
E ← {e : C(Pe) | e ∈ E} // subplans and costs

Output: Ppri ← [] // query plan
1: while E ̸= ∅ do
2: // find a join with the minimum cost
3: find e | C(Pe) < C(Pe∗),∀e∗ ∈ E
4: E ← E / e
5: add e to Ppri

6: // either of v1e and v2e is a base table
7: Spri ← Spri ∪ {v1e, v2e : |ve| = 1}

8: S ← S / {v1e, v2e : |ve| = 1}
9: for each e′ ∈ E do

10: if v1e′ /∈ Spri ∧ v2e′ /∈ Spri then
11: // remove edges nonadjacent to Spri
12: E ← E / e′
13: else if v1e′ ∈ Spri ∧ v2e′ ∈ Spri then
14: // cyclic edge
15: add e′ to Ppri as a filter predicate
16: else // update edges adjacent to Spri and costs
17: E ← e′ ∪ Spri : C(Pe′∪Spri)

Prim’s plan enumeration is given in Algorithm 1. It starts with an empty set Spri and its complement S of size |V |.
2-way join edges along with their pre-computed costs are given in E . Until E becomes empty, at each iteration (lines
1-16), an edge e of the current join size, adjacent to Spri, and with the minimum cost is selected (lines 2-5). A min-
heap is not necessary since the list of edges must be adjacent to Spri and their weights are updated at each iteration. In
lines 6-8, Spri and S are updated with respect to e. In lines 9-16, the new costs of edges adjacent to Spri are updated.
Cyclic edges are transformed into filter predicates (lines 13-14). In lines 12-14, the edges that are no longer adjacent
to Spri are dropped. The algorithm executes in polynomial time running in O

(
|E|2

)
and allocating O (|V |+ |E|)

memory.

Kruskal’s Plan Enumeration. Kruskal’s algorithm is an enhancement over Prim’s enumeration by operating within
a larger spanning tree search space including bushy and linear tree shapes. Due to its inherently greedy character,
Kruskal’s enumeration also partially explores the search space and enumerates a single spanning tree. The selected
spanning tree has either a bushy or linear tree shape. At each iteration, Kruskal’s algorithm combines two separate
components of different sizes. Merging two components both larger than one vertex is indicative of a bushy tree. In
Figure 5, we show a variation of Kruskal’s algorithm that takes into account changes in edge weights in selecting
an ordered sequence of edges. As in Prim’s, first, an edge of a 2-way join with the minimum cost is selected from
the list of all edges corresponding to 2-way joins – table at step 1 of Figure 5. Initially, each vertex is a separate
component, and for each join, the optimal join operator is selected as either a hash join HJ or indexed nested-loop
INL depending on their costs computed as in Equation 1. The list of edges, of size at most E, is sorted based on

9



Spanning Tree-based Query Plan Enumeration IZENOV ET AL.

Join Cost

{mk} {mc} 

{t} {cn}{k}

e1 e2 e3
e4

e5

1 2

3 4{mk} {t, mc, cn}

{k}

e1
e2, e4

{t, mc, cn}{mk, k} e2, e4

Join Cost

{mk} {mc, cn}

{t} {k}

e1 e2 e3
e4

Join Cost Join Cost

Figure 5: Step-by-step illustration of Kruskal’s plan enumeration algorithm on the join graph of query 2a.

their costs. We use a min-heap data structure to maintain the sorted list of edges. The first edge, e5 corresponding
to subplan Pmc⋊⋉cn = {(mc − cn)}, is selected as 2-way HJ with the minimum cost C(Pmc⋊⋉cn, Y ) = 1M . The
vertex components {mc} and {cn} form a combined component {mc, cn} shown at step 2. As in Prim’s, the weights
of edges e3 and e4, adjacent to {mc, cn}, are updated. Unlike Prim’s, edges e1 and e2 are kept with their unchanged
costs – are not adjacent to {mc, cn}. The selection of these edges leads to bushy trees. In the table at step 2, we
list these four edges that can be selected in the next join. Next, an edge of a 3-way or 2-way join with the minimum
cost is selected. Edge e3, subplan Pmc⋊⋉cn⋊⋉t = {(mc− cn), (t− mc)}, is selected as 3-way INL with the minimum
cost C(Pmc⋊⋉cn⋊⋉t, Y ) = 0.3M . The components {mc, cn} and {t} form a combined component {mc, cn, t} shown
at step 3. In step 3, the weights of edges e2 and e4 adjacent to {mc, cn, t} are updated. As in Prim’s, both edges
of a 4-way join have the same cost of 3.2M as a hash join, and either of the edges becomes a cyclic edge. 2-way
join Pt⋊⋉mk is dropped from the list since it becomes adjacent to component {mc, cn, t} and cannot form a separate
subtree. However, edge e1 is still kept as it can be selected to form a bushy structure. Since e1 has the smallest cost
of 1.1M compared to edges e2 and e4 with the cost of 3.2M , it is selected as a 2-way HJ forming a separate subtree
– subplan Pmk⋊⋉k = {(mk− k)}. Vertex components {mk} and {k} form a combined component {mk, k} shown at
step 4. Lastly, the cost of remaining edges e2 and e4, adjacent to both components {mc, cn, t,mk} and {mk, k}, are
updated. Both edges have the same cost of 50K as a hash join, and either of the edges becomes a cyclic edge. We
randomly select an edge, e2 or e4, and transform the other edge into a selection predicate as described in Section 2.
The selected 5-way HJ is a subplan Pmc⋊⋉cn⋊⋉t⋊⋉mk⋊⋉k = {(mc− cn), (t− mc), (mk− mk), (t− mk)} which exhibits
a bushy shape. The resulting plan spans all the vertices in the join graph. In Figure 2, the middle tree Pkru is the
spanning tree generated based on Kruskal’s enumeration algorithm.

Algorithm 2 Kruskal’s Algorithm for Plan Enumeration

Input: S ← {{v} | v ∈ V } // V components
E ← {C(Pe) : e | e ∈ E} // min-heap

Output: Pkru ← [] // query plan

1: while E ̸= ∅ do
2: // extract the first join from the min-heap
3: extract e from E
4: // find components in S
5: le ← component(v1e)
6: re ← component(v2e)
7: if le = re then // cyclic edge
8: add e to Pkru as a filter predicate
9: else// new component joining le and re

10: S ← S ∪ {le ∪ re}

11: S ← S / {le, re}
12: add e to Pkru

13: for each e′ ∈ E do
14: if v1e′ /∈ {le∪re}∧v2e′ /∈ {le∪re} then
15: // keep nonadjacent edges
16: // with the same costs
17: else
18: if invalid edge then
19: // edges that cannot form a subtree
20: // remove adjacent edges
21: extract e′ from E
22: else // update adjacent edges and costs
23: E ← C(P{e′∪le∪re}) : e

′

Kruskal’s plan enumeration is given in Algorithm 2. It starts with a set S containing |V | separate components. The list
of 2-way join edges as values along with their pre-computed costs as keys stored in a min-heap data structure E . Until
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the set E becomes an empty set, at each iteration (lines 1-24), the edge e which has the minimum cost is selected – the
first element extracted from the min-heap (lines 2-3). In Kruskal’s algorithm, it is efficient to keep a sorted list of edges
since some of the joins of lower size are kept which can be selected to build a separate subtree. Hence, we maintain
the min-heap data structure to keep edges sorted by cost. In lines 5-7, the components to which the two vertices v1
and v2 of the current edge e belong are found. Every edge extracted from the min-heap either forms a cycle (lines
9-10) or merges two components (lines 11-24). In the case of cyclic edge, it transforms the edge to a filter predicate.
Otherwise, the two components are merged (lines 12-14). In lines 16-24, the min-heap is updated with respect to the
selected edge e. For demonstration purposes, in lines 17-18, we show the case where the edges that potentially can
create a separate subtree are kept with the same costs. Otherwise, an edge that no longer can form a separate subtree
is dropped (lines 20-22). In the case of adjacent and valid join, the costs of the corresponding joins are updated (lines
23-24). The algorithm executes in O

(
|E|2 × log(|E|)

)
and allocating O (|V |+ |E|) memory.

3.4 Ensemble Spanning Tree-based Enumeration

A significant drawback of greedy algorithms lies in their partial enumeration of a given search space – a single com-
plete plan is enumerated. Moreover, this query plan may get stuck in local optima. This characteristic can be observed
in Figure 6. We plot all spanning trees, excluding cross-joins, generated from the join graph of query 2a and sort
them by their cost. Two optimal plans are marked in red triangles located in the bottom left corner. Linear and bushy
spanning trees are indicated as blue square and green diamond, respectively. The lowest rectangle shows near-optimal
plans which have cost differences of at most 1.31. The worst query plans are shown inside the upper rectangle –
cost differences of at least 27.9. Each of these clusters of spanning trees is characterized by their highest join costs,
signifying their confinement to local optima. The plans generated by Prim’s and Kruskal’s algorithms are situated
in their respective clusters of spanning trees. From the figure, one can see that limiting the enumeration algorithm
to a single full query plan is not effective, as it bears the risk of getting trapped in local optima. Hence, given the
limitations of enumerating a single plan and the prohibitive computational expense of exhaustive enumeration, a rea-
sonable approach is to enumerate more than one query plan. This intermediate strategy can help balance the search
for optimality with computational efficiency. Enumerating more than one query plan increases the robustness of the
search and uncovers more parts of the search space.
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Figure 6: Query plans of query 2a sorted by cost and colored by tree shape. Query plans selected by Prim’s and
Kruskal’s algorithms are shown in orange circles and pink triangles pointed up, respectively.

A direct method to facilitate the exploration of more query plans is to employ randomized approaches[45, 13, 46, 39,
47, 14]. In these approaches, the enumeration could randomly begin from a particular edge in the join graph. This kind
of stochastic approach could increase the diversity of the examined query plans and help escape local optima. However,
rather than starting from random edges, an approach that systematically initiates the enumeration from every edge in
the join graph can be a better alternative to preserve the interpretability of the search and ensure more comprehensive
coverage of the search space. Unlike prior work [21, 11, 7, 23, 30], we take one step further by incorporating of a series
of various of spanning tree algorithms to further diversify the set of query plans generated. We propose Ensemble
Spanning Tree Enumeration (ESTE). This strategy capitalizes on the polynomial-time complexity of spanning tree
algorithms while enhancing the robustness of the plan enumeration. Moreover, spanning tree algorithms operate over
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a simple query representation – a join graph as opposed to plan graph [35, 9]. As described in Section 3.3, the memory
to maintain the list of edges at each step is at most E. Initiating Prim’s and Kruskal’s enumerations from each edge
results in O

(
|E|3

)
and O

(
|E|3 × log(|E|)

)
runtime complexity, respectively. Thus ESTE creates an ensemble of

spanning trees with low costs broadening the search coverage without escalating the computational cost.
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Figure 7: Distinct physical query plans enumerated by ESTE.

Based on our example query 2a, space coverage by Prim’s and Kruskal’s single plan enumerations combined reach 10
or 71.4% out of 14 distinct subplans, computed 9 or 28.1% out of 32 distinct join costs, and 2 or 2.8% different plans
enumerated out of 72 possible plans excluding the cross-joins. In ESTE, 14 or 100% subplans, 26 or 81.2% join costs,
and 8 or 11.1% different plans are enumerated. By making minor trade-offs in optimization time, ESTE explores larger
portions of the search space. In Figure 7, we show distinct physical query plans enumerated by ESTE. The results
show a decreasing trend in the number of duplicate physical plans as the complexity of queries increases in number
of joins. In Section 4, we demonstrate that this approach does indeed yield benefits in terms of discovering more
efficient plans thus reducing query execution time. The flexibility of ESTE allows for the incorporation of additional
spanning tree algorithms in response to changes in data and workload, thus maintaining robustness and even enhancing
the optimizer performance. We believe that ESTE offers a more cost-effective way to sustain optimizer robustness,
favoring the integration of new algorithms over a complete change and redevelopment of the optimizer for different
plan enumeration strategies.

4 EMPIRICAL EVALUATION

Throughout the paper, we provided in-depth micro analysis over the example query 2a. In this section, we perform a
macro analysis over Join Order Benchmark [26, 24] offering a broader performance landscape. We set ESTE against
GOO [7], one of the most outstanding, if not the best, heuristic enumeration algorithms. Our decision is based on pre-
vious evaluations which have consistently demonstrated GOO’s superior performance across various configurations,
graph topologies, and benchmarks among other proposed heuristic enumeration algorithms [26, 24, 37, 9]. Employing
GOO as a comparative baseline is expected to provide a solid starting point for our performance assessment. In addi-
tion, we evaluate ESTE over different join graph topologies such as chain, cycle, star and clique [9]. Our evaluation
addresses the following questions:

• Assess the performance of ESTE – how it fares against exhaustive enumeration, and how it stands up to cutting-edge
heuristic techniques. We evaluate whether ESTE enhances the performance by devoting additional optimization time
to exploring a broader portion of the search space.

• Separately assess the performance of ESTE over different join graph topologies of large queries.
• Assess the performance and response of ESTE when cardinality estimates are used. This helps us understand how

ESTE adapts to and performs in the presence of cardinality estimation errors.

4.1 Experimental Setup

The implementation of the current work together with all the experimental artifacts are available online [15].
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Dataset & query workload. We perform the experiments on the IMDB dataset [2], which has been used extensively
to evaluate query optimizers [24, 26, 37, 4, 41, 9]. JOB benchmark [43] defines 113 queries grouped into 33 families.
These queries vary significantly in their complexity. The simplest queries have 4 join predicates with the largest join
size of 4, while the most complex queries have 28 join predicates with the largest join size of 17. The workload
encompasses a diverse range of graph topologies, including chain, star, cycle, and clique. This variability manifests
itself in execution times that are highly different. To compensate for this, we split the queries into three complexity
groups and examine each group separately. These complexity groups are based on the number of join predicates:
simple queries with 4-9 joins, moderate queries with 10-19 joins, and complex queries with 20-28 joins, respectively.
We additionally generate different graph topologies including chain, cycle, star, and clique [48, 9]. The number of
relations in these queries is matched as in [9].
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Figure 8: Cost ratio of selected and optimal query plans in JOB. The costs are computed using true cardinalities.

Database system & hardware. For cardinality estimations, we use a well-known database system PostgreSQL (ver-
sion 15.1) [39]. PostgreSQL uses a large variety of statistics on base tables. Any join estimate is computed by
combining these statistics into simple arithmetic formulas that make general assumptions on uniformity, inclusion,
and independence. We run subqueries of JOB queries in PostgreSQL to collect estimated and true cardinalities. We
generate true cardinalities for the join graph topologies as in [9]. We use an optimized docker image publicly available
for PostgreSQL. We run PostgreSQL with default configurations, and set operator and buffer size to 16GB and 64GB,
respectively. For measuring execution time, we utilize pg hint to force cost function, defined Equation 1, which fixes
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join order as well as physical operators. To compare ESTE against other enumeration algorithms over different graph
topologies, we use the cost function as in [9]. All the experiments run on an Ubuntu 22.04 LTS machine with 56 CPU
cores (Intel Xeon E5-2660), 256GB RAM, and an NVIDIA Tesla K80 GPU.
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Figure 9: Optimization time (sec) of enumeration algorithms for all JOB query plans.

4.2 Evaluation on JOB

Query plan costs. In Figures 8a and 8b, we compare query plan costs selected by four heuristic enumeration algo-
rithms using true cardinalities – Kruskal’s, Prim’s, GOO, and ESTE. The y-axis shows the cost ratio of heuristic and
optimal plans selected by the exhaustive enumeration. The x-axis shows 113 JOB queries grouped by their join com-
plexity as described in Section 4.1 – dotted vertical lines. The enumeration algorithms are illustrated as colored solid
lines: exhaustive as red, Kruskal’s as green, Prim’s as yellow, GOO as light purple, and ESTE as blue. In Figure 8a, the
costs are computed using true cardinalities. From the figure, we observe GOO selects relatively the worst query plans.
Prim’s is the worst among spanning tree-based enumeration algorithms. Prim’s limited search in linear search space
and constraint to maintain a single connected component forces to explore different areas of the search space. Thus, in
certain instances, Prim’s chooses superior plans compared to Kruskal’s and contributes to enhancing the performance
of ESTE. Regardless, ESTE enhances the performance by using both Prim’s and Kruskal’s and initiating them at each
edge. As anticipated, all enumeration algorithms begin to experience a drop in efficiency as the join size increases.
In Figure 8b, we compare query plans selected using PostgreSQL estimated cardinalities and their costs are computed
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using true cardinalities. In the figure, we observe similar trends except in the cases when the cost ratios are below
1 which indicate plans that are better than the estimated optimal plans selected by the exhaustive enumeration. This
happens when enumeration algorithms are misguided by estimation errors – underestimations of actual suboptimal
plans and overestimations in actual optimal plans. This behavior also can be seen comparing ESTE against Prim’s
and Kruskal’s query plans – blue line above the yellow and green lines. Overall, ESTE enhances the performance by
demonstrating more consistency in plan quality thus decreasing the need for exhaustive enumeration in both scenarios.
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Figure 10: Execution time (sec) of query plans selected by enumeration algorithms.

Optimization time. In Figures 9a and 9b, we evaluate the optimization times of all five enumeration algorithms.
The optimization time of the exhaustive enumeration becomes significantly high as the query complexity increases.
Because of this, we observe the limit of exhaustive enumeration in large queries – we were not able to get query
plans for family 29 in JOB. ESTE pays minimal extra time in optimization for more consistent and reliable behavior
– maximum 0.54 sec. Expectedly, Prim’s and Kruskal’s exhibit very close optimization time to GOO – all three show
optimization time around 0.2 sec. All spanning tree-based, including ESTE, and GOO enumerations maintain a stable
optimization time across different query complexities. In Figure 9b, we observe a similar trend in the case of estimated
cardinalities. The behavior of all algorithms remains similar to true cardinalities except for exhaustive enumeration. As
previously mentioned, estimation errors can cause cardinalities to reach saturation resulting in similar plan costs, thus
the benefit of the cost-based pruning technique within the exhaustive search diminishes. Consequently, the algorithm
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is forced to explore a significantly larger part of the search space, which results in a significant increase in optimization
time.

Execution time. Figures 10a and 10b present the execution times for all five enumeration algorithms. In Figure 10a,
we observe that GOO’s highly suboptimal plans indeed result in longer execution time. Expectedly, the optimal plans
selected by the exhaustive enumeration exhibit the best performance except for a small number of exceptions. This
is due to the gap between cost function and execution time. Upon examining these cases, we observe that index
nested-loop join operators are favored for large tables because of their available indexes. This, in turn, generates large
intermediate tables leading to large latencies in the later stages of query execution. In contrast, Prim’s and Kurskal’s
plans perform noticeably better compared to GOO’s plans. On the other hand, ESTE brings even more consistency
and better performance sacrificing minimal extra time in optimization. Figure 10b presents execution times for query
plans selected using estimated cardinalities. We first observe all enumeration algorithms demonstrate a decline in
performance compared to the plans selected using true cardinalities – larger scale on the y-axis. Just as with true
cardinalities, GOO’s inaccurate decisions lead to high execution time in large queries. All three spanning tree-based
plans show execution times similar to the exhaustive enumeration regardless of query complexity. In several cases,
ESTE chooses different plans than Prim’s and Kruskal’s due to decisions to choose from multiple join options with
the same costs. Thus different execution times. To summarize, the results highlight the potential benefits of leverag-
ing a combination of fast-spanning-tree-based heuristics to find the balance between plan quality and computational
constraints, especially in complex queries.

Query
Complexity

Enumeration Strategy
Exhaustive Kruskal Prim GOO ESTE

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

Simple 1 7.91 61 1.44 7.58 86 2.09 7.47 103 2.33 7.65 150 1.36 15.75 75
Moderate 1 83.19 46 1.16 8.63 70 1.45 8.89 71 6.86 8.94 848 1.05 20.83 44
Complex 1 4,171 4 1.62 1.94 11 2.48 1.92 22 5.66 2.0 29 1.09 5.28 5
TOTAL 1 4,262 111 1.34 18.15 167 1.86 18.28 196 4.1 18.59 1,026 1.24 41.85 124

Table 1: Overall cost ratio of true query plan costs, optimization (ms) and execution (ms) times on JOB.

Query
Complexity

Enumeration Strategy
Exhaustive Kruskal Prim GOO ESTE

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

cost
ratio

opt
(ms)

exec
(sec)

Simple 1 7.41 102 1.38 7.38 178 1.72 7.55 195 1.91 7.45 152 1.38 15.99 177
Moderate 1 185 107 1.05 8.88 114 1.04 8.71 102 4.25 8.55 805 1.05 19.95 115
Complex 1 24,327 13 1.02 1.97 15 1.16 1.96 12 14.06 1.95 110 1.02 4.72 14
TOTAL 1 24,520 222 1.24 18.24 307 1.44 18.21 309 3.21 17.95 1,067 1.24 40.65 306

Table 2: Overall cost ratio of estimated query plan costs, optimization (ms) and execution (ms) times on JOB.

Overall Evaluation Tables 1 and 2 represent the overall performance of all five enumeration algorithms. The queries,
grouped by complexity as described in Section 4.1, are shown in the rows while the performance of each enumeration
algorithm is represented in columns. The last row provides the total workload performance for each enumeration
algorithm, including its overall cost ratio, and optimization and execution times. In Table 1, based on true cardinalities,
GOO shows relatively the worst overall results across all levels of query complexity. While Prim’s and Kruskal’s are
significantly better at finding more efficient query plans, ESTE enhances this performance even more by probing a
larger portion of the search space. While the optimization time exhaustive is significantly high, ESTE spends at most
2.5X extra optimization time than Prims’s, Kruskal’s and GOO. As shown in Figures 8 and 10, this consistent extra
time investment trades off for consistently better plans, which notably pays off during the query execution. Overall,
we observe the execution time of ESTE is superior to Prim’s and Kruskal’s, and considerably better than GOO’s.
Interestingly, across all query complexities, the overall execution time of ESTE is noticeably close to the execution
time of optimal plans obtained by the exhaustive enumeration.

In Table 2, we compare the overall workload performances of the enumeration algorithms when operated using Post-
greSQL estimated cardinalities. As depicted in Figures 8 and 10, the effects of cardinality estimation errors on plan
costs and execution time are detrimental. In all enumeration algorithms, including the exhaustive, we observe a
2 − 2.5X times increase in runtime, while GOO’s execution time remains high, similar to the results with true car-
dinalities shown in Table 1. Although cost ratios seem to decrease compared to true cardinalities, meaning more
similarity to the plans obtained by the exhaustive enumeration, their absolute values significantly increased, leading to
longer execution times. In optimization time, we observe a prohibitively large increase in the case of exhaustive enu-
meration due to the closeness of query plan costs affected by estimation errors – thus the cost-based pruning technique
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becomes less effective, forcing the enumeration algorithm to explore a much larger plan space. However, similar
to true cardinalities, the optimization time of spanning tree-based and GOO algorithms exhibit consistent behavior
across all query complexities. To summarize, spanning tree-based enumeration algorithms offer a superior strategy for
finding efficient plans, outperforming GOO, one of the existing efficient heuristic enumeration algorithms. By spend-
ing minimal extra optimization time, ESTE further noticeably improves the performance over Prim’s and Kruskal’s
enumeration algorithms. This indicates that despite the challenges brought by cardinality estimation errors, it is still
possible to achieve comparatively efficient query plans.
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Figure 11: Cost ratio of selected and optimal query plans. Queries include four graph topologies – chain, cycle, star,
and clique.

17



Spanning Tree-based Query Plan Enumeration IZENOV ET AL.

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
# relations

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

O
pt

im
iz

at
io

n 
ti

m
e 

(m
s)

IK-KBZ
LinearizedDP
GOO
A* (BU)
A* (TD)
ESTE

(a) Chain

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
# relations

(b) Cycle

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
# relations

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

O
pt

im
iz

at
io

n 
ti

m
e 

(m
s)

(c) Star

10 11 12 13 14 15 16
# relations

(d) Clique

Figure 12: Optimization time (ms) of selected query plans.
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4.3 Evaluation on join graph topologies.

Query plan costs. In Figure 11, we evaluate the plan costs of heuristic enumeration algorithms over four join graph
topologies including chain, cycle, star, and clique. The enumeration algorithms are IK-KBZ, LinearizedDP, GOO, A∗

(BU) bottom-up, A∗ (TD) top-down, and ESTE. The Cout costs of selected plans are the sum of intermediate tables –
shown on the y-axis and normalized to optimal plan costs replicated as in [48, 9]. The x-axis shows the complexity
of queries in the number of tables. In all topologies, IK-KBZ performs the worst. It is surprising to observe IK-KBZ
performing poorly in non-cyclic queries such as chain and star topologies. LinearizedDP and GOO perform similarly
except in star queries. These two enumeration algorithms perform worse than the remaining methods – A∗ and ESTE.
A∗ (BU) and ESTE show the second-best results while A∗ (TD) shows a clear dominance. However, A∗ methods pose
significantly high optimization time, due to operating on its plan graph representation.

Optimization time. In Figure 12, we measure the optimization time of the heuristic enumeration algorithms over four
join graph topologies – shown on the y-axis. The x-axis shows the complexity of queries in the number of tables.
Expectedly, IK-KBZ, LinearizedDP, and GOO exhibit the fastest optimization time operation on a join graph. In chain
and cycle queries, A∗ methods significantly high optimization time and high variance. In star and clique queries, A∗

(TD) exhibits a similar trend. ESTE shows linearly increasing optimization time with low variance across join graph
topologies.

4.4 Summary

The experimental results can be summarized as follows:

• ESTE leverages a combination of fast-spanning-tree-based heuristics to find the balance between plan quality and
computational constraints, especially in large queries. ESTE brings consistency and competitive performance sacri-
ficing minimal extra time in optimization. In large queries, the results suggest that ESTE can be a better alternative
than enumeration methods with high optimization time including exhaustive enumeration.

• In terms of query plan cost, optimization and execution time, ESTE shows consistent or linearly increasing perfor-
mance with low variance across different join graph topologies.

5 RELATED WORK

A simple and common way to represent a query iss through an undirected join graph. Once constructing the join
graph, the objective is to evaluate different join orders, each can be illustrated by a join tree. It is straightforward to
see that a join order is a spanning tree connecting all the vertices. To our knowledge, the concept of finding a join
order by finding a spanning tree was first introduced in [11, 21]. The IK-KBZ algorithm, proposed by Krishnamurthy
et al. [21], is designed to find an optimal left-deep tree in an acyclic graph. The algorithm is well-suited for star
queries, without resorting to cross-joins. As a heuristic extension to handle cyclic queries, the authors suggest finding
a spanning tree with the minimum cost, where the cost is calculated as the multiplication of pre-defined selectivities
of the edges. Then, the spanning tree is used as an input tree for the IK-KBZ algorithm [21]. Fegaras introduces the
Greedy Operator Ordering (GOO) algorithm to greedily enumerate a single plan, which can either be a bushy or left-
deep tree, on a join graph [7]. In the join graph, the weights on vertices and edges are cardinalities and selectivities,
respectively. At each step, GOO joins two vertices with the minimum cost into a new vertex with updated cardinality
weight. The cost is the cardinalities of both vertices multiplied by their selectivity without considering the cost of
physical operators. Additionally, if the two vertices share a common adjacent vertex, both edges are merged into one
and the weight is updated as the multiplication of both selectivities. The selectivity weights on the other edges remain
the same.

The concept of initiating the plan search from each vertex in the join graph, as mentioned in [21, 30], assesses more
than a single join order, leading to potentially more efficient query plans. Moerkotte proposes the GreedyJoinOrdering-
3 to greedily select the next table to join, while considering cross-joins [30]. The cost of joining tables is calculated
with respect to the sequence of already joined tables thus maintaining a sorted list of weights does not offer an advan-
tage. This is because the cost of a join operation is dynamic and depends on the previously formed joins, making static
weights less relevant.

There are other ways of representing queries. Lee et al. [23] defined the join graph where each vertex is a join operator
and an edge is present between two vertices if both join operators share a common base table. The authors propose
the Maximum Value Precedence (MVP) algorithm to find a directed spanning tree. However, a notable aspect of
their join graph definition is that it increases the search space due to the inclusion of spanning trees that feature extra,
unnecessary joins. These are referred to as ineffective spanning trees. Finding the shortest path on a directed plan
graph was introduced in [35, 9]. The plan graph is a directed acyclic graph where a vertex represents a set of tables
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(subgraph) and an edge is established if one vertex is a subgraph of another. Due to different combinations of table
sets, a plan graph typically has a larger number of vertices and edges compared to a join graph.

6 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we approach query optimization through the lens of spanning trees, adjusting our aim towards identifying
an ordered set of edges that encompasses all vertices within the join graph. The goal is to minimize the cumulative edge
costs, which dynamically change as tables are progressively joined. We have tailored Prim’s and Kruskal’s spanning
tree algorithms to our objective, incorporating them into ESTE. Capitalizing on the polynomial-time complexity of
spanning tree algorithms, ESTE is proficient at systematically evaluating extensive and diverse segments of the search
space. This translates to better consistency in query plan quality and optimization time devoting minimal extra time to
optimization. We believe that leveraging spanning tree algorithms extensively in query optimization can be a promising
approach to explore even more distinct portions of the search space thus increasing the robustness of query optimizers.
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