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Abstract. XML database query languages such as XQuery employ reggar e
pression types with structural subtyping. Subtyping systéypically have two
presentations, which should be equivalent: a declaratrsion in which the
subsumption rule may be used anywhere, and an algorithmédovein which
the use of subsumption is limited in order to make typecherkiyntax-directed
and decidable. However, the XQuery standard type systeammients this issue
by using imprecise typing rules for iteration constructd defining only algo-
rithmic typechecking, and another extant proposal pravit@re precise types
for iteration constructs but ignores subtyping. In thisqrapve consider a core
XQuery-like language with a subsumption rule and prove tmapleteness of
algorithmic typechecking; this is straightforward for X€w proper but requires
some care in the presence of more precise iteration typswjpines. We extend
this result to an XML update language we have introduced iitieeavork.

1 Introduction

The Extensible Markup Language (XML) is a World Wide Web Gatism (W3C)
standard for tree-structured data. Regular expressiogstigr XML [13] have been
studied extensively in XML processing languages such ascéDii2] and CDuce [1],
as well as projects to extend general-purpose programraimgulges with XML fea-
tures such as Xtati¢ [9] and OCamlIDuce [8].

Several other W3C standards, such as XQuery, address tloé Xis#_ as a general
format for representing data in databases. Static typéatgpdés important in XML
database applications because type information is usefubgtimizing queries and
avoiding expensive run-time checks and revalidation. TQe&ry standard[5] provides
for structural subtyping based on regular expression types

However, XQuery's type system is imprecise in some sitmatimvolving itera-
tion (Eor-expressions). In particular, if the variatsie has typd a[b[]*, c[|7], then the
XQuery expression

for $y in $x/* return Sy

has type(b[]|c[])* in XQuery, but in fact the result will always match the reguda-
pression type[]*, ¢[]*. The reason for this inaccuracy is that XQuery’s type system
typechecks &or loop by converting the type of the body of the expressiondlar/a

1 \We use the notation for regular expression types from Hqsdyaillon and Piercel[[13] in
preference to the more verbose XQuery or XML Schema syntaxes
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with typeb[]*, c[]?) to the “factored” form(a | ... |, )9, whereq is a quantifier such
as?, +, or x and eachy; is an atomic type (i.e. a data type suchsaging or single
element type[7]).

More precise type systems have been contemplated for XQikeryanguages,
including a precursor to XQuery designed by Fernandez.e8mand Wadler [7].
More recently, Colazzo et al.[[4] have introduced a core X@lenguage calle@xQ,
equipped with a regular expression-based type system tbaitles more precise types
for iterations using techniques similar to those_in [7]uQ, the above expression can
be assigned the more accurate tyfe, c[|”.

Accurate typing for iteration constructs is especially artant in typechecking
XML updates. We are developing a statically-typed updatguage called Fux [3] in
which ideas fromuxQ are essential for typechecking updates involving iterati¢sing
XQuery-style factoring for iteration in IFux would make it impossible to typecheck
updates that modify data without modifying the overall suaef the database—a very
common case. For example, using XQuery-style factoringtésation in FL.ux, we
would not be able to verify statically that given a databasyme a[b[string]*, c[]’],
an update that modifies the text inside some ofitleéements produces an output that
is still of typea[b[string]*, c[]’], rather tharu[(b[string]|c[])*].

One question left unresolved in previous work on bekg and R.ux is the rela-
tionship between declarative and algorithmic presentataf the type system (in the
terminology of [14, Ch. 15-16]). Declarative derivatiorermit arbitrary uses of the
subsumption rule

I'Fe:7 7<:7
I'ke:7

whereas algorithmic derivations limit the use of this ruleorder to ensure that type-
checking is syntax-directed and decidable. The declaraind algorithmic presenta-
tions of a system should agree. If they do, then declaragipedhecking is decidable;
if they disagree, then the algorithmic system is incompitetative to the high-level

declarative system: it rejects programs that should typeich

The XQuery standard circumvented this issue by directlynitgditypechecking to
be algorithmic. In contrast, neither subsumption nor spiiy were considered inxQ,
in part because subtyping interacts badly wittQ'’s “path correctness” analysis (as ar-
gued by Colazzo et al.[4], Section 4.4). Subsumption wasidened in our initial work
on FLux [3], but we were initially unable to establish that declaratypechecking was
decidable, even in the absence of recursion in types, qyeteipdates.

In this paper we consider declarative typecheckingf®g and Hux extended
with recursive types, recursive functions, and recurspéate procedures. To estab-
lish that typechecking remains decidable, it suffices ¢feihg Pierce[[14, Ch. 16])
to define an algorithmic typechecking judgment and provedspleteness; that is,
that declarative derivations can always be normalized goréghmic derivations. For
XQuery proper, this appears straightforward because afshef factoring when type-
checking iterations. However, farxQ's more precise iteration type discipline, com-
pleteness of algorithmic typechecking does not follow bg ‘thbvious” structural in-
duction. Instead, we must establish a stronger propertyohgidering the structure of
regular expression types. We also extend these resultsur.F



The structure of the rest of the paper is as follows. Setfioeviews regular ex-
pression types and subtyping. Secfion 3 introduces thelangriage:xQ, discusses
examples highlighting the difficulties involving subtypiim ;xQ, and proves decid-
ability of declarative typechecking. We also review theuk core update language in
Section’4, discuss examples, and extend the proof of debifgalf declarative type-
checking to Eux. Section§ 6 sketch related and future work and conclude.

2 Background

For the purposes of this papXML valuesare trees built up out of booleabhg Bool =
{true, false}, stringsw € X* over some alphabeX, and labels, m,n € Lab,
according to the following syntax:

vu=b|w]|nv va=0,v] ()

Values includdree valuess € Tree andforest values € Val. We writev, v’ for the
result of appending two forest values (considered as lists)

We consider a regular expression type system with structulatyping, similar to
those considered in several transformation and query kgegifor XML [13,4,7]. The
syntax of types and type environments is as follows.

Atomic types «a ::=bool | string | n[7]

Sequencetypesr :=a | () | 7|7 | 7,7 | 7 | X
Type definitionsry == a | () | 70|74 | 70,74 | 75
Type signaturesF ::= - | E, type X = 79

We call types of the form. € Atom atomictypes (or sometimes tree or singular types),
and typesr € Type of all other formssequence type®r sometimes forest or plural
types). It should be obvious that a value of singular typetralygays be a sequence
of length one (that is, a tree); plural types may have valdesp length. There exist
plural types with only values of length one, but which are symtactically singular
(for exampleint|bool). As usual, thet and? quantifiers can be defined as follows:
t = 7,7 andr’ = 7| (). We abbreviate| () | asn]].

Note that in contrast to Hosoya et dl. [13], but following &nto et al.[[4], we
include both Kleene star and type variables[In [13], it waen that Kleene star can
be translated away by introducing type variables and defirdit modulo a syntactic
restriction on top-level occurrences of type variablezdntrast, we allow Kleene star,
but further restrict type variables. Recursive and muyuadtursive declarations are
allowed, but type variables may not appear at the top levaltype definitionr,: for
exampletype X = nil[]|cons(a, X) andtype Y = leaf([]|node[X, X] are allowed
but type X' = ()|a[],X andtype Y’ = b[][Y’, Y’ are not. The equation fak’
defines the regular tree languagdf, and would be permitted in XDuce, while that for
Y’ defines a context-free tree language that is not regular.

An environmentE is well-formed if all type variables appearing in definitooare
themselves declared .. Given a well-formed environmei#, we write E(X) for the



definition of X. A type denotes the set of valukq g, defined as follows.

[string]p = X* [bool] g = Bool [Ole={0}
[nlrlle = {nv] [velr]e} [Xle=[EX)] [rl7]e=[1eU]]e
[r, 7 ={v,v | v € [r]E,v €[r]e}
[T le={0}U{v,...,on |01 €[7]E,s...,vn € [T]E}

Formally, [T] g must be defined by a least fixed point construction which we fak
granted. Henceforth, we treatas fixed and definfr] = [7]z.

In addition, we define a binargubtypingrelation on types. A type; is a subtype
of 2 (11 <: m2), by definition, if[r1] C [r=]. Our types can be translated to XDuce
types, so subtyping reduces to XDuce subtyping; althoughptfoblem is EXPTIME-
complete in general, the algorithm 6f [13] is well-behavegiactice. Therefore, we
shall not give explicit inference rules for checking or dieg subtyping, but treat it as
a “black box".

3 Query language

We review an XQuery-like core language baseduot@ [4]. In uXQ, we distinguish
betweentree variablest € T'Var, introduced byfor, andforest variablesz € Var,
introduced bylet. We write & € Var U TVar for an arbitrary variable. The other
syntactic classes of our variant @kQ include booleans, strings, and labels introduced
above, function namel € F'Sym, expressions € Ezpr, and programg € Prog; the
abstract syntax of expressions and programs is definedlag$ol

ex= () |e e |nle]|w|z|letz=cine | Fle,...,en)
| b|if ctheneelsee |z |Z/child|e::n|for ¥ € e returne’

p = querye: 7 | declare function F(z1:71,...,Tn:Tn) : T {€}; p

The distinguished variablesin for Z € e return ¢/(Z) andz in let x = e in ¢/(z)
are bound ire’(z). Here and elsewhere, we employ common conventions suchnas co
sidering expressions containing bound variables equivalp toa-renaming and em-
ploying a richer concrete syntax including parentheses.
To simplify the presentation, we splixQ’s projection operatios/child :: [ into
two expressions: child projectiorr (child) which returns the children af, and node
name filtering € :: n) which evaluates to an arbitrary sequence and selects the nodes
labeledn. Thus, the ordinary child axis expressigfichild :: n is syntactic sugar for
(z/child) :: n and the “wildcard” child axis is definable &gchild :: * = z/child.
Built-in operations such as string equality may be provideadditional functions'.
Colazzo et all[[4] provided a denotational semantigead queries with the descen-
dant axis but without recursive functions. This semanscsaund with respect to the
typing rules in the next section and can be extended to haedlgsive functions using
operational techniques (as in the XQuery standard). Horyewe omit the semantics
since it is not needed in the rest of the paper.



zael xTel b € Bool
I'rz:a I'tFxz:7 I'kw:string ['Fb:bool

I'kFe:T I'Fe:r I'Fe:7 TI'Fer:mn LNxmikex:m
' 0 :0 TIFnle]:n[r] I'keeée:7,7 I'Fletx =e;ines : ™
zm[r| eI’ I'Fe:7 Tun=1

I'tFec:bool I'tFei:mm I'kFes:m

I'+ if cthen e else es : T1|T2 I'+Zz/child: T 'tesxn:7
I'rFeir:mm I'Fzinm —e:m F@:mm€A I'keitmi I'be:r 7<:7
' forx € e; returnes : 7 I'F(e):7o T'te:7

I' - pprog

Fnotdeclaredip F(T):m0€ A IT:Thke:1 I pprog

I'Fe:T
I' - declare function F(T) : 79 {e}; p prog

I'e: T prog

Fig. 1. Query and program well-formedness rules
|FF:Ein7'—>e:T’|

n|r] i n = n[r]
EX):n=7 «a#n|7]

Xun=rT1 a:n= ()
1N = To

)un= () Tain=T1

TIEN=T, T2un=T)

I'rzinE(X)—e:T
I'tZin () —e: () I'Fzin X —e: 7
Izake:T I'FZinT —e:m
I'tFzina—e:7 I'tFZinT —e: 7y

I'FzinmT —e:7f I'FZinm —e:T)
. o
I'FZinm, 72 —e:T, Ty

I'FzinT —e:7 I'FZinm —e:T)

I'Zinm|m —e:mi|m

o
T1,T2 N = T1,To

TMEN=>T T2un=T)

! !
Ti|T2 1= Ty T

Fig. 2. Auxiliary judgments

3.1 Type system

Our type system for queries is essentially that introduoeg@xQ by [4], excluding the
path correctness component. We consider typing envirotsvieand global declaration
environments, defined as follows:

I':=-|Lar | T« Au=-1AF(T): 1

Note that inl", tree variables may only be bound to atomic types. As usuahsgume
that variables in type environments are distinct; this emtion implicitly constrains
all inference rules. We also writE <: I to indicate thatlom(I") = dom(I") and
I''(z) <: I'(z) for all # € dom(I).

The main typing judgment for queriesist e : T; we also define a program well-
formedness judgmertit - p prog which typechecks the bodies of functions. Following



[4], there are two auxiliary judgment$, - z in 7 — s : 7/, used for typechecking
for-expressions, and :: n = 7/, used for typechecking label matching expressions
e :: n. The rules for these judgments are shown in Figures {hnd 2.

We consider the typing rules to be implicitly parameteribgd fixed global dec-
laration environmeniA. Functions in XQuery have global scope so we assume that
the declarations for all the functions declared in the proghave already been added
to A by a preprocessing pass. Additional declarations for {fmiftinctions might be
included inA as well.

The rules involving type variables in Figurke 2 look up theiahle’s definition inE.
These judgments only inspect the top-level of a type; thepatanspect the contents
of element types[r]. Since type definitions, have no top-level type variables, both
judgments are terminating. (This was argued in detail byaZxn) et al.[[4, Lem. 4.6].)

3.2 Examples
We first revisit the example in the introduction in order tastrate the operation of the
rules. Recall that/« is translated t@/child in our core language.

D
z:alb*, )" - #/child : ", c[]” @:ab[", )" - g inb[", )" = 5 : b)), [’

z:a[b]]*, ¢[]'] F for § € #/child return 7 : b[]*, ¢[]’

where the subderivatidR is

zalb])", el]*) g:bl) - 7 : b]] z:alb[)", cfl], e F 7 : ]
p_ @abl* ) ]Fgind] —g:0]  @ap[",c[']Fginc] »7: [
z:alb]*, c[’] F g inb[* = g: 0" zalb])", '] Fginc]’ = g el

zalb]*, c]’] - 7 in 0", el = g : b]]", c[)*

Note that this derivation does not use subsumption anywl&ippose we wished
to show that the expression has tyige, (c[|’|d[]*), a supertype of the above type.
There are several ways to do this: first, we can simply useusapton at the end
of the derivation. Alternatively, we could have used subgtiom in one of the sub-
derivations such as:a[b[|*, c[]’],7:c]]” F ¢ : c[]*, to conclude, for example, that
z:alb]]*, c[]*], g:c[]* + 7 : ¢[]|d]]*. This is valid since[]” <: c[]|d[]*.

Suppose, instead, that we actually wanted to show that theeadxpression has
type (b[d[]*]|¢[]?)*, also a supertype of the derived type. There are again sevaya
of doing this. Besides using subsumption at the end of thizatem, we might have
used it onz:a[b[]*, ¢[]’] F Z/child : b[]*,c[]’ to obtainz:a[b]]*,c[]*] F Z/child :
(b[d[]*]|c[])*. To complete the derivation, we would then need to replaceaten D
with D’:

zalb]]*, '), gl F g : ]

z:alb*, c[|"], 7:b[d[]"] - 7 : bld])"] zab* '] - ginc] = 7 cf
D'= salp[",cl)’] - g inbld]"] = g bld]]*] @:ab])*, eI F gine]’ — g ]
z:alb]*, cf)] - g dn bld[)]|c[]” — g : bld[]"]c])’
zalb]*, cI’] = 7 in (Old])][e[l)" — 7 : (Bld]"]|e]])"



Not only doesD’ have different structure tham, but it also requires subderivations that
were not syntactically present in.

The above example illustrates why eliminating uses of suipgion is tricky. If sub-
sumption is used to weaken the type of the first argumentetaexpression according
tor <: 71, then we need to know that we can transform the correspomfirigation
Dof I' -z inm — e: 12 toaderivationofD’ of I' - Z in 7{ — e : 74 for some
T4, <:T2. But as illustrated above, the derivatidisandD’ may bear little resemblance
to one another.

Now we consider a typechecking a recursive query. Supposemvetype Tree =
tree[leaf [string]|node| Tree*]] and function definition

declare function leaves(x : Tree) : leaf [string]* {
x/leaf ,for Z € x/node/ x return leaves(Z)

}i

This uses a construef/n that is not in core:XQ, but we can expand/n to for j €
e return §/child :: n; thus, we can derive a rule

I glr|F g/child:7 7un=1
I, g7+ gy/child :=n: 7'

I'kFe:lfr] tun=171 I'te:llr] TI'kginlr] = g/child=n: 7
I'te/n:7 — I'kforj € ereturny/child :n: 7/

Using this derived rule and the fact that: Tree and the definition ofTree, we
can see that/leaf : leaf[string] andxz/node : node|Tree]], and sox/node/* :
tree[leaf [string]|node| Tree™]]*. So each iteration of theor-loop can be typechecked
with z : tree[leaf [string]|node| Tree*]]. To check the function calkaves(z), we need
subsumption to see thatee[leaf [string)|node[ Tree*]]* <: Tree. It follows that that
leaves(Z) : leaf[string]*, so thefor-loop has typgleaf [string]*)*. Again using
subsumption, we can conclude that

x/leaf , leaves(x/node/*) : leaf [string], (leaf [string]|*)* <: leaf[string]* .

Notice that although we could have used subsumption in abrere places, we really
neededt in only two places: when typechecking a function call, arieen checking the
result of a function against its declared type.

3.3 Decidability

The standard approach (see e.g. Piercke [14, Ch. 16]) toidgaéclarative typecheck-
ing is to define algorithmic judgments that are syntax-de@d@and decidable, and then
show that the algorithmic system is complete relative todibelarative system.

Definition 1 (Algorithmic derivations). The algorithmic typechecking judgmemnts>
e:7andl’ » T in 79 — e : 7 are defined by taking the rules of Figufds 1 4id 2,
removing the subsumption rule, and replacing the functiopliaation rule with

F@):rel I'be;:7
I'>F():r

/.
T <!IT;




It is straightforward to show that algorithmic derivahjlis decidable and sound
with respect to the declarative system:

Lemma 1 (Decidability). For anyz, e, n, there exist computable partial functioyfs,
ge, hz,y such that for anyl”, 7, we have:

1. f.(70) is the uniquer such thatry :: n = 7.
2. g.(I') is the uniquer such thatl” b ¢ : 7, when it exists.
3. hz,e(I,70) is the uniquer such thatl” » Z in 79 — e : 7, when it exists.

Theorem 1 (Algorithmic Soundness)(1) If I" b ¢ : 7 is derivable then" + ¢ : 7
is derivable. (2) IfI" b Z in 19 — e : Tisderivablethen" - Zinmy — e : Tis
derivable.

The corresponding completeness property (the main rektlitosection) is:

Theorem 2 (Algorithmic Completeness)(1) If I" - e : 7 then there exists’ <: 7
suchthatl' b e: 7. 2)If I' - Z in 7y — e : 7 then there exists, <: 7, such that
I'>Zinm —e:7h

Given a decidable subtyping relatien, a typical proof of completeness involves show-
ing by induction that occurrences of the subsumption rufe lwa “permuted” down-
wards in the proof past other rules, except for function igpfibns. Completeness for
1XQ requires strengthening this induction hypothesis. To deg recall the following
rules:

* * *
I'tei:mnn LNaxmbex:m I'Fey:mm IFZint —ex:m I'Fe:T 7iun=71
I'Fletx =e1ines : 7 ' for € e; returnes : ™ I'Feuxn:1

If the subderivation labeledin the above rules follows by subsumption, however, we
cannot do anything to get rid of the subsumption rule usimgitidluction hypotheses
provided by Theoref 2. Instead we need an additional lemetatisures that the judg-
ments are alllownward monotonidownward monotonicity means, informally, that if
make the “input” types in a derivable judgment smaller, thie® judgment remains
derivable with a smaller “output” type.

Lemma 2 (Downward monaotonicity).

1. Ifry ::n = 1 andr <: 7 thenr| :: n = 7, for somer} <: r

2. fI'» e:7andI” <: I'thenI” b e : 7/ for somer’ <: .

3.fI'bZinm —e:mandl” <: I'andr <: 7 thenl" b Zint —e: 7}
for somer), <: 7.

The downward monotonicity lemma amosteasy to prove by direct structural
induction (simultaneously on all judgments). The caseg2prinvolving expression-
directed typechecking are all straightforward inductiteps; however, for the cases
involving type-directed judgments, the induction stepsidbgo through. The difficulty
is illustrated by the following cases. For derivations af fhrm

TL N = To I'FZinT —e:m

T un=17 I'FZzintf —e: 15



we are stuck: knowing that; <: 7;° does not necessarily tell us anything about a
subtyping relationship betweet andr;. For example, if; = aa andm, = a, then we
haveaa <: a* but notaa <: a. Instead, we need to proceed by an analysis of regular
expression types and subtyping.

We briefly sketch the argument, which involves an excursito the theory of
regular languages over partially ordered alphabets. Heecjalphabet” is the set of
atomic types and the regular sets are the sets of sequeneg¢snait types that are
subtypes of a type. The homomorphic extensioof a (possibly partial) functior :
Atom — Type on atomic types is defined as

Cho)y=0  ha)=ha) b
h,(Tl,TQ) = h(Tl),h(TQ) h(7'1|7'2) = h(Tl)|h(TQ) h(X)

h(r)*
hE(X))

(Note again that this definition is well-founded, since typgables cannot be expanded
indefinitely.) If i is partial, ther is defined only on types whose atoms arddém(h).
We can then show the following general property of partiahbmorphic extensions:

Lemma 3. If h : Atom — Type is downward monotonic, then its homomorphic exten-
sionh : Type — Type is downward monotonic.

It then suffices to show that, and h; . are partial homomorphic extensions of
downward monotone functions on atomic types; fqr the required function is sim-
ple and obviously monotone, and fbg (I, —), the required generating function is
ge(I',z:(—)). Thus, we need to show that and hz . are downward monotonic and
that hz (I, —) is the partial homomorphic extension @f(I", z:(—)) simultaneously
by mutual induction. This, finally, is a straightforward iretion over derivations. More
detailed proofs are included in the appendix.

4 Update language

We now introduce the corellox update language, which extends the syntax of queries
with statements € Stmt, procedure nameB € PSym, tests¢ € Test, directions
d € Dir, and two new cases for programs:

s = skip|s;s’ |if ethenselses |letx =eins| P(e)

| insert e |delete | renamen | snapshot x in s | ¢?s | d[s]
¢ :=n|*]|bool|string  d:=1left|right|children]|iter
pu=---|updates: 7= 7' |declare procedure P(T:7):7 =1 {s}; p

Updates include standard programming constructs sucheasottopskip, sequential
composition, conditionals, antkt-binding. The basic update operations include in-
sertioninsert e, which inserts a value into an empty part of the databasetidal
delete, which deletes part of the database; asdame n, which renames a part of the
database provided it is a single tree. The “snapshot” ojp@rahapshot x in s binds

2 to part of the database and then applies an updatdnich may refer tac. Note that
the snapshot operation is the only way to read from the ctid&abase state.



Updates also includests¢?s which test the top-level type of a singular value and
conditionally perform an update, otherwise do nothing. fbde label test?s checks
whether the tree is of type[r], and if so executes; the wildcard test?s checks that
the value is a tree. Similarlpool?s andstring?s test whether a value is a boolean or
string. The? operator binds tightly; for exampléys; s’ = (¢?s); s’.

Finally, updates includeavigationoperators that change the selected part of the
tree, and perform an update on the sub-selection.IEie andright operators per-
form an update (typically, aimsert) on the empty sequence located to the left or right
of a value. Thechildren operator applies an update to the child list of a tree value.
Theiter operator applies an update to each tree value in a forest.

We distinguish betweesingular (unary) updates which apply only when the con-
text is a tree value anplural (multi-ary) updates which apply to a sequence. Tests
are always singular. Thehildren operator applies a plural update to all of the chil-
dren of a single node; thecer operator applies a singular update to all of the elements
of a sequence. Other updates can be either singular or piuddierent situations. Our
type system tracks multiplicity as well as input and outgpess in order to ensure that
updates are well-behaved.

FLUX updates operate on a part of the database that is “in focusthvhelps en-
sure that updates are deterministic and relatively eagyperheck. Only the navigation
operationdleft, right, children, iter can change the focus. We lack space to for-
malize the semantics of updates in the main body of the ptpesemantics of updates
is essentially the same as In [3] except for the addition o€edures.

4.1 Type system

In typechecking updates, we extend the global declaratiotext A with procedure
declarations:
A= |APT):1 =7

There are two typing judgments for updates: singular waitifedness’ P {a} s {7’}
(that is, in type environmert, updates maps tree type: to typer’), and plural well-
formednesd” H {7} s {7’} (that is, in type environmenft, updates maps typer to
typer’). Several of the rules are parameterized by a multiplicity {1, «}. In addition,
there is an auxiliary judgmerit K., {7} s {7’} for typechecking iterations. The rules
for update well-formedness are shown in Figdre 3. We alsd ae&uxiliary subtyping
relation involving atomic types and tests: we say that: ¢ if [a] C [¢]. This is
characterized by the rules:

bool <:bool string <:string n[r] <:n n[r] <:=*

Remark 1.In most other XML update proposals (including XQuefy![1hPahe draft
XQuery Update Facility [2]), side-effecting update op&ras are treated asxpressions
that return() . Thus, we could perhaps typecheck such updates as expressitype
(). This would work fine as long as the types of values reachabta the free vari-
ables inI" can never change; however, the updates available in thegedges can and
do change the values of variables. Thus, to make this app@md/” would to be

10



ree{rys{r'y ree{r'}s{r"y rre:r Lz {n}s{r}

I+ {r} skip {7} e {r} s s {r"} 't {r1}let z =eins {m}
I'te:ibool I't {r}s{m} I'bE{r}s {m} Laor b {r}s{r'}
't {1} if e then s else s’ {71|m2} 't {7} snapshot z in s {7’}
I'Fe:T
P {()}inserte{r} I'F {r}delete{()} I'H {n'[r]} rename n {n[r]}
a<:¢ TH{a}s{r} adi¢ I'E {r}s{r'}
't {a} ¢?s {1} ' {a} ¢?s {a} I'H {n[r]} children[s] {n[r]}
re{o}s{r} re{o}s{r} I ber {7} s {7}

v {r} left[s] {r',7} ' {7} right[s] {r,7'} TP {7} iter[s] {7’}
re{n}ts{n} m<m PT):o=>o0:€A o1<:0 I'te:7T
F'—a{ﬁ}s{m} Fl_a{oﬁ}P(E) {0'2}

\r heer {7} s {T'}\

TP {a}s{r} T hee{BEX)}s{t} I her {T1}s{r}
Phier {0}5{0} Theer {0} s{r} T'her {X}s{r} T her {7} s{r5}
Ihver {11} s {1} T hser {12} s {5} I hter {1} s{m} I hrer {2} s{m}
I bByer {71, 72} s {711, 75} T Kyer {11|72} s {r{|m5}

P not declared i

I'F {n}s{mn} P(T):o1=>00€A INTTVF {01} s{o2} It pprog
I'-update s : 71 = 72 prog  I' I declare procedure P(T:7): 71 = 72 {s}; p prog

Fig. 3. Update and additional program well-formedness rules

updated to take these changes into account, perhaps usidgragnt’”" - s : () | I,
wherel” is the updated type environment reflecting the types of thiehkes after up-
dates. This approach quickly becomes difficult to manage, esfigdfdt is possible
for different variables to “alias”, or refer to overlappipgrts of the data accessible from
I, and adding side-effecting functions further complicaesters.

This isnotthe approach to update typechecking that is taken.inx= Updates are
syntactically distinct from queries, and alx update typechecking judgment such as
I' t* {7} s {7’} assigns an update much richer type information that de=xribe
type of part of the database before and after runrinthe values of variables bound
in I are immutable in the variable’s scope, so their types do aetino be updated.
Similarly, procedures must be annotated with expectedtiapd output types. We do
not believe that these annotations are burdensome in aad&taletting since a typical
update procedure would be expected to preserve the (usalt type of the database.

11



Fef] : ]
F { ()} insert c[] {b[], [}
H {b[]} right insert c[] {b[], c[]}
H {60} 075" {b]), e[}
heer {b[]} 075" {0[], [}
Heer {0} 075" { (0[], c[))"} H {cll} 075" {c[]}
heer {B", 1} 078" {(bf, )™, eI} Faver {cI} 075" {c[]}
F{b", cll} iter [b2s'] {(b]], cl)", cll}
H {a[b[", cll]} children(s] {a[(b]], c[})*, <[]}
heer {a[b]]", c[]} a?children[s] {a[(bl], c[l)",cll]}  hrer {d[]} a?children[s] {d[}
hter {a[b[]", ¢[]], d[]} a?children[s] {a[(b[], c[])", c[]], d[]}
F {a[b]", c[l], d[]} iter [a?children[s]] {a[(b[], c[])", c[]], d[]}

b
b

Fig. 4. Example update derivation, whese= right insert c[] ands = iter [b?5/]

leafupd (string) : Tree = Tree € A tree|...] <: Tree x:stringh z :string
x:string H {tree[leaf [string]|node[Tree*]]} leafupd(z) { Tree}
x:string heer {lree(leaf[string]|node|[Tree*]|} leafupd(z) { Tree}
x:string hcer { Tree} leafupd(x) { Tree}
x:string her { Tree”} leafupd(x) { Tree™}
x:string ' {Tree™} iter[leafupd (z)] { Tree™}
x:string P {node[Tree*|} children[iter[leafupd(z)]] {node[Tree*|}
x:string ¥ {node[Tree*]} node?children[iter|leafupd(x)]] {node[ Tree*|}

Fig. 5. Partial derivation for declaration éfafupd

4.2 Examples

The interesting rules are those involviirger, tests, andhildren, left/right, and
insert/rename/delete. The following example should help illustrate how the rules
work for these constructs. Consider the high-level update:
insert after a/b value c][]
which can be compiled to the following core Bx statement:

iter [a?children [iter [b? right insert c[]]]]
Intuitively, this update inserts aafter everyb under a top-levek. Now consider the

input typeal[b[]*, c[]], d[]. Clearly, the output typshouldbea[(b[], ¢[])*, ¢[]], d[]. To see
how FLux can assign this type to the update, consider the derivationsin Figuré 4.

12



As a second example, consider the procedure declaration

declare procedure leafupd(x:string) : Tree = Tree {
iter[children[iter[leaf?children[delete; insert z;
node?childrenliter|leafupd (z)]]]]]

}i

This procedure updates all leaves of a tree.tAs with the recursive query discussed in
Sectior 3., this procedure requires subtyping to typdcteerecursive call. We also
need subtyping to check that the return type of the expressaiches the declaration.
A partial typing derivation for part of the body of the procee involving a recursive
call is shown in Figurgls.

4.3 Decidability

To decide typechecking, we must again carefully controlube of subsumption. The
appropriate algorithmic typechecking judgment is definetbdows:

Definition 2 (Algorithmic derivations for updates). The algorithmic typechecking
judgmentd” b {7} s {7’} and I byer {7} s {7’} are obtained by taking the rules in
Figure[3, removing both subsumption rules, and replacirggtocedure call rule with

P(@):o=0'€A 7<i0 I'Pe:T T<:T
s {r} pe) {o'}

Moreover, all subderivations of expression judgments iralgorithmic derivation of
an update judgment must be algorithmic.

The proof of completeness of algorithmic update typechegkias the same struc-
ture as that for queries. We state the main results; proafldetre in the appendix.

Lemma 4 (Decidabilty for updates).Let a, s be given. Then there exist computable
functionsj, ;s andk; such that:

1. jos(I',7) is the uniquer, such thatl” b* {7} s {7}, if it exists.
2. ks(I'y ) is the uniquer, such thatl” by, {71} s {72}, if it exists.

Theorem 3 (Algorithmic soundness for updates)(1) If I" »* {7} s {7’} is derivable
thenI” b {7} s {7’} is derivable. (2) IfI" by {7} € {7} is derivable ther” ke,
{7} e {r'} is derivable.

Lemma5 (Downward monotonicity for updates).(1) If I" b* {1} s {=} andI” <:
I'andr; <: 7 thenl” b {7{} s {7}} for somer} <: 7. (2) f " Wiy {11} s {72}
andl” <: I'andr{ <: 7y thenI"” By {71} s {74} for somer} <: 7.

Theorem 4 (Algorithmic completeness for updates)(1) If I F* {1} s {m} then
there exists <: 7o such thatl” b* {m} s {74}. (2) f " Kter {71} s {72} then there
existsr} <: 1o such thatl” by, {11} s {75}

13



5 Related and future work

This work is directly motivated by our interest in using réguexpression types for
XML updates, using richer typing rules for iteration as fdun uXxQ [4]. Fernandez,
Siméon and Wadlef [7] earlier considered an XML query laggiwith more precise
typechecking for iteration, but this proposal required ynarore type annotations than
XQuery, uxQ or FLUX do; we only require annotations on function or procedure dec
larations.

For brevity, the core languages in this paper omitted maatufes of full XQuery,
such as the descendant, attribute, parent and sibling @kesattribute axis is straight-
forward since attributes always have text contenfol, the descendant axis was sup-
ported by assigning/descendant-or-self the type formed by taking the union
of all tree types that are reachable from the typ&.oKQuery handles other axes by
discarding type information. Our algorithmic completenpeoof still appears to work
if these axes are added.

We are also interested in extending the path correctne$gsanimtroduced by Co-
lazzo et al. to Eux. In the update setting, a natural form of path correctneghitie
that there are no statically “dead” updates.

FLUx represents a fundamental departure from the other XML @pldatguage
proposals of which we are aware (such as XQuery! [10] and th# W3C XQuery
Update Facility[[2]). To the best of our knowledge, statipaghecking and subtyping
have yet to be considered for such languages and seem liketcbunter difficulties for
reasons we outlined in Section¥.1 and discussed in moré @ef3]. In addition, Fux
satisfies many algebraic laws that can be used to rewritetepaathout first needing
to perform static analysis, whereas a sophisticated aisatgeds to be performed in
XQuery! even to determine whether two query expressionbeaaordered. We believe
that this will enable aggressive update optimizations.

On the other hand, XQuery! and related proposals are cleahg expressive than
FLux, and have been incorporated into XML database systems suGlalax [6]. Al-
though we currently have a prototype that implements thedlgpcking algorithm de-
scribed here as well as the operational semantics desdnifigidfurther work is needed
to develop a robust implementation inside an XML databasgesy that could be used
to compare the scalability and optimizability of x with other proposals.

6 Conclusions

Static typechecking is important in a database settingusectype (or “schema”) in-
formation is useful for optimizing queries and avoiding erpive run-time checks or
re-validation. The XQuery standard, like other XML programg languages, employs
regular expression types and subtyping. However, its ambrto typechecking iteration
constructs is imprecise, due to the use of “factoring” whddtards information about
the order of elements in the result of an iteration operadioch as & or-loop. While
this imprecision may not be harmful for typical queriessitlisastrous for typechecking
updates that are supposed to preserve the type of the databas

In this paper we have considered more precise typing diseipfor XQuery-style
iterative queries and updates in the core languagesand R .ux respectively. In order
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to ensure that these type systems are well-behaved angpleahiecking is decidable, it
is important to prove the completeness of an algorithmisg@méation of typechecking
in which the use of subtyping rules is limited so that typexdtiireg remains syntax-
directed. We have shown how to do so for the cox® and R.ux languages, and
believe the proof technique will extend to handle otherudezd not included in the
paper. These results provide a solid foundation for suhtyjpi XML query and update
languages with precise iteration typechecking rules anddmbining them with other
XML programming paradigms based on regular expressiorstype
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A Proofs from Sectiond 3.8 and 413

A.1 Regular languages and homomorphisms

We assume familiarity with the theory of regular expressiand regular languages; in
this case, we consider typese Type to be regular languages ovatomic typesy €
Atom. The languagé.(7) denoted by a type is therefore a set of sequewcesAtom™

of atomic types, wheré& : Type — Atom”™ is defined as follows:

L(O)={0}
L(a) ={d" | <:a}
L(r,7") = L(t) e L(7") = {w,w' |w € L(7),w’ € L(7")}
L(r|T") = L(T) U L(7")
L(r*) = L(r)* = | L()"
i=0

Note that this definition differs slightly from the usual défion of the language of a
regular expression, in that we include all subtypes of atdgpesc in L(«).
It is straightforward to show the following useful propegiofL:

Lemma6. L(7) = {w | w <: 7}

Proof. For both directions, proof is by induction on the structufe oFor the forward
direction, we have:

— Case() : immediate

— Casex: Supposev € L(a). Clearlyw = o’ <: « for some atomiey'.

— Casery, 72: Supposev € L(7y, 72). By definition,w = wq, ws Wherew; € L(7;)
for i € {1,2}. Then by inductionu; <: 7; fori € {1,2}. Thuswy,ws <: 71, T2.

— Caser|m2: Supposev € L(71|72). By definition,w = w; wherew € L(r;) for
some; € {1,2}. Then by inductionv <: 7; for somei € {1,2}. Thusw <: 7 |72.

— Caser™: Supposev € L(7*). By definition,w = w1, ...,w, wheren > 0 and
w; € L(r)foralli € {1,...,n}. Then by inductiony; <: 7 foralli € {1,...,n}.
Thusw = w1, ...,w, <:7,...,7 <:T".

— CaseX': Immediate by induction.
For the reverse direction, we have:

— Case() : immediate, since we must have= () € L(())

— Casex: Supposev <: a. Clearlyw = o/ <: « for some atomiey’, sow € L(a).

— Casery, 72 Supposev <: 71, 2. Then sincev is atomic we must have = wy, wo
wherew; <: 7; fori € {1,2}. Thusw = wy,ws € L(1) ® L(12) = L(71,72).

— Caser|72: Sincew is atomic,w <: 71|72 implies thatw <: 71 orw <: 7». Thus
w € L(m) U L(12) = L(11|72).

— Caser*: Sincew is atomic, we must have = w1, ...,w, wherew; <: 7; hence
W=wi,...,wy € L(1)* = L(1%).
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— CaseX': Immediate by induction.
Lemma 7. If v € [r], then there existsa € L(7) such thaw € [w].
Proof. Induction on the structure of, 7.

— Case(), ():Ilmmediatew = () works.

— Casev, o Immediatei = o works.

— Casev, (11, 72): We must have) = vy, vo Wherev; € [r;], fori € {1,2}. Then by
induction we havev; € L(7;) with v; € [w;]; this impliesv € Jwi, w2] C [r1, 72].

— Casev, 11 |72: Without loss of generality, supposec [r;]. Then by induction we
havew € L(1;) C L(m|m2) such that € [w] C [r1|72].

— Casev, 7*: If v = (), thenw = () works. Otherwise we must have= vy, ...,v,
wherev; € [r]. Then by induction we hawe; € L(7) with v; € [w]; this implies
thatwy,...,w, € L(7*) andv € Jwy,...,wy] C [7*].

— CaseX: Immediate by induction.
Lemma 8. Foranyr, 7', 7 <: 7' ifand only if L(7) C L(7')

Proof. In the forward direction, if- <: 7/, then letw € L(7) be given. Thew <: 7 <:
7. Thusw € L(7").

In the reverse direction, suppose thiét) C L(7'). Suppose < [7]. ViaLemmdY,
choosev such that € Jw] andw € L(7). SinceL(r) C L(7’), we have thaty <: 7/,
sov € [w] C [7']. We conclude thafr] C [7'] so by definitionr <: 7.

We now recall properties of homomorphisms of regular typeressions. A (partial)
homomorphismh : Type — Type (or h : Type — Type) is a (partial) function
satisfying

h(O))= 0
h(r,7") = h(r),h(r")
h(r|7") = h(7)[h(7")

h(T") = h(7)"

h(X) = h(E(X))

In particular, we consider (partial) homomorphisms thatgenerated entirely by their
behavior on atoms, that is, given a (partial) function Atom — Type, we construct
the unique (partial) homomorphisinagreeing with by takingk(e) = k() (when
defined) and using the above equations in all other cases.

We say that a (partial) functioR’ : X — Y on ordered setX,Y is downward
closed if whenever’ <x =z, and F(z) exists, thenF'(2’) also exists; a downward
closed function islownward monotonii in addition F'(z') <y F(x).

In the following, we use the notatiafi[—] : P(X) — P(Y) for the partial function
on sets obtained by lifting” : X — Y; F[S] is defined and equalgF'(s) | s € S}
providedF' is defined on each element §f It is easy to show that this operation is
downward monotonic with respect to set inclusion and prxesetotality (if F' is total
thenF'[—] is total also).
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We need a second auxiliary function, namely the set of atgpearing in a type.
This is given byA : Type — P(Atom), defined as follows:

ACO)={}

Ala) ={d | ' <: a}
A(r, ') = A(T) U A(T")
A(rlm) = A(m) U A(7")

A(r") = A(7)

A(X) = A(E(X))

The following fact aboutd will be needed:

Lemma 9. If  <: 7/ thenA(r) C A(7').
Proof. Note thatA(r) = |J B[L(7)] whereB : Atom* — P(Atom) is defined by

B(O)={}
B(aw) = {d' | & <: a} U B(w)

andlJ : P(P(Atom)) — P(Atom) is the usual flattening operator on sets. All three
functions( J, B[—], L are monotonic.

Lemma 10. Leth : Atom — Type be given. Ifh(«) is defined for eaclw € A(7)
thenh(r) is defined.

Proof. By structural induction orr. The base case = « is by definition ofh(a) =
h(«). The remaining cases are straightforward becausea homomorphism.

Lemma 11. If h : Atom — Type is downward closed, ankl(r) is defined, ther(a)
is defined for every € A(7).

Proof. By structural induction ornr. For the base case = «, we need downward
closedness to conclude thafa) is defined for each’ <: «. The remaining cases are
straightforward becauseis a homomorphism.

Lemma 12. If h : Atom — Type is downward closed, thelnis downward closed.

Proof. Let 7/ <: 7 be given such thak(r) is defined. Then by Lemnifallk(«) is
defined on every € A(7). But A(7') C A(7) (Lemmd®) so by Lemmal,(7') is
defined.

Lemma 13. Suppose: : Atom — Type is downward monotonic. Then for anye

dom(h),
ULZIAL(T)]] = L(h(r)) (1)

Proof. By induction on the structure of.
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— 7= (). Then
ULRLCO)] =L o N = JLHAo) = JLZH 0}
= {0} =L(0) = L(h(0)
— 7 = a. We need to show th@l) L[h[L(«)]] = L(h(a)).

UZRL(@) = [ JLB{d | o/ <: a}]]
_UL{h )| o <:a}]
= J{L((@) | o <: 0}

Now sinceh is downward monotonic and defined anfor eacha’ <: a we have
thath(a') <: h(a). Thus,L(h(’)) C L(h(a)), SOU{L(h(c))) | &/ <: a} =
L(h(a)), as desired.

- T =T1,T2. Then

U ZIAL(1, )] = | LIB[L(71) @ L(72)]] = | J LIA[L(71)] ® h[L(7)]]
=ULth e LIL)] = (U LRLmN) « (U LRLE)])
= L(h(m1)) ® L(h(r2)) = L(h(71), h(r2)) = L(h(71,72))

— 7 =T1|m2. Then
UL L(r1|m2)]] ULh (71) U L(72)] UL U h[L(7)]]
= JLALEE)) U LHLL() =Qﬂ>Lm>y4ULmumm

= L(h(m)) U L(ﬁ(Tz)) = L(ﬁ(71)|5(72)) = L(h(r1|r2))

U LBILGE)]) = UL (AL (7)*]] = UL[B[L(ﬁ)]*]

— 7 = X: Immediate by induction.

Theorem 5. If h : Atom — Type is downward monotonic, thehis downward mono-
tonic.

Proof. Let 7’ <: 7 be given such thdi(r) is defined. By Lemm&1(r’) is defined.
We must show thab(7') <: h(r). Sincer’ <: 7, by LemmaB we havd.(r') C
L(r). It follows from the monotonicity OU L[-] and h[ ] that J L[A[L(7")]] C
U L[h[L(7)]]. By LemmdIB, we have thdt(h(7')) C L(h(r)), but by Lemma&B this
implies thath(7') <: h(r).
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A.2 Proving algorithmic completeness

The two key properties which ensure that occurrences ofuithswsnption rule can be
eliminated from derivations amgniqueness of algorithmic typesddownward mono-
tonicity of the algorithmic judgments.

Uniqueness, discussed already in proving decidabilithefgorithmic judgments
(Lemmall and Lemmi 4), simply means that if the “inputs” to dgjment are fixed,
then there is at most one “output” type derivable by algonithjudgments; thus, the
judgments define partial functions. Recall that for fixed, n, a, s, we defined:

1. f.(m) asthe unique, such that :: n = 7.

2. g.(I') as the unique such that” b e : 7 (if it exists).

3. hz,(I,71) as the uniquey such thatl” b Z in 7y — e : 72 (if it exists).
4. j.s(I', 1) as the unique, such thatl” b* {1} s {72} (if it exists).

5. ks(I', 1) as the uniques such thatl” by, {71} s {72} (if it exists).

Downward monotonicity of the type judgments correspond=igely to downward
monotonicity of the above functions (where we use the subtyprder on context argu-
mentsI” defined in Sectioh 3l1.) To prove downward monotonicity eftype-directed
f,h,k, we need to make use of the characterization of downward toaiuity for
partial homomorphic extensions established in the lasisec

Proposition 1 (Downward Monotonicity).

1. For everyn, the functionf,, is downward monotonic.

2. Forevery andz, the functiong. andh; . are downward monotonic, arig; (I, —)
is the partial homomorphic extension@f( I, z:(—)).

3. Foreverys anda, the functiong,, s andk, are downward monotonic, arig (I, —)
is the partial homomorphic extensionfafs (I, —).

Proof. For part (1), we just need to show th&tis generated by the function

. n[r] @ = nl[7]
@ () otherwise

which is obviously downward monotonic.

For part (2), proof is by induction on the structurecofFor eache, we first show
downward monotonicity of. by inspecting derivations. We show a few representative
examples:

— Case (var): If the derivation is of the form

rrel
' z:7

then we have: : 7' € I'" wherer’ <: 7, hence may derive:

T eI
' z:7
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— Case [et): If the derivation is of the form

I'bep:m INaxm P e:m

I'bletx=e;ines: 1

then by induction we havé”’ b e; : 7 for somer; <: =, and sincel” <: T,
we havel”,x:7y <: I x:1y, so also by inductiod”, x:7{ b ey : 7 for some
74 <: T2. To conclude, we derive

I'be:r I'azribey:t)

/ . . !
I"b letz=e;iney: 7y

— Case for): If the derivation is of the form

I'ber:m I'bZinm —ex:m

I'b forx € e; returnes : 7

then by induction we havé” b e, : 7| for somer; <: 7;. Using the downward
monotonicity ofhz .,, we can obtainj <: 7o such thatl” b Z in 7{ — e3 : 75.
To conclude, we derive

I'be 7 I"'>ZinT —ex: 1)

I'"b forx € ey returnesy : 7)

Showing that:; . is downward monotonic is immediate once we show that(I", —)
is the partial homomorphic extension®f( I, z:(—)) for anyI". The latter property can
be proved by induction on the structure of derivationd of z in 74 — e : 7. The
cases involving regular expression constructs or varsadte straightforward, and the
base case

IZ:abke:T
I'FZina —e: T

is also straightforward sinde; . (I, 7) = g.(I', Z:7) by definition.

Similarly, for part (3),j andk, the proof is by induction on derivations. The cases
involving j are straightforward; the case involving,., is similar to that forf or above.
To showk, (I, —) is the partial homomorphic extensiongafs (I, —) and hence thak,
is downward monotonic, the proof is by simultaneous indurctin derivations, just as
for g andh above.

By rewriting the above proposition in terms of judgments,caa conclude:
Theorem 6 (Downward monotonicity).

1. Ifry ::n = mandr <: 7 thenry :: n = 7 for somer} <:

2. fI'» e:7andI” <: I'thenI” b e : 7/ for somer’ <: .

3.fI'bZinm —e:mandl” <: I'andr <: 7 thenl" b Zint —e: )
for somer), <: 7.

4. fI' b {n} s{m}andl” <: 'andr <: 7 thenI” b* {7{} s {73} for some
Th <: To.
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5. I byger {11} s {m}and” <: I"andr| <: 7 thenI"” by {71} s {75} for
somery, <: Ta.

Finally, takingI” = I'" andr, = 7] in parts 2-5 above, we conclude:
Theorem 7 (Algorithmic completeness).

1. If I' F e : 7 then there exists’ <: 7 suchthatl' b e : 7.

2. fI'+Zinm — e: 72 thenthere exists) <: m suchthatl' b Z inmy — e : 75.
3. f ' {m} s {m} then there exists}, <: 75 such thatl” b* {71} s {73}

4. If I' KByer {1} s {72} then there exists}, <: 7 such thatl” by {71} s {75}
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