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ABSTRACT

Query-driven machine learning models have emerged as a promising

estimation technique for query selectivities. Yet, surprisingly little

is known about the efficacy of these techniques from a theoretical

perspective, as there exist substantial gaps between practical so-

lutions and state-of-the-art (SOTA) theory based on the Probably

Approximately Correct (PAC) learning framework. In this paper,

we aim to bridge the gaps between theory and practice. First, we

demonstrate that selectivity predictors induced by signed measures

are learnable, which relaxes the reliance on probability measures in

SOTA theory. More importantly, beyond the PAC learning frame-

work (which only allows us to characterize how the model behaves

when both training and test workloads are drawn from the same

distribution), we establish, under mild assumptions, that selectiv-

ity predictors from this class exhibit favorable out-of-distribution

(OOD) generalization error bounds.

These theoretical advances provide us with a better understand-

ing of both the in-distribution and OOD generalization capabilities

of query-driven selectivity learning, and facilitate the design of

two general strategies to improve OOD generalization for existing

query-driven selectivity models. We empirically verify that our

techniques help query-driven selectivity models generalize signifi-

cantly better to OOD queries both in terms of prediction accuracy

and query latency performance, while maintaining their superior

in-distribution generalization performance.
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1 INTRODUCTION

We study the learning of selectivity functions for selection queries

in database management systems (DBMSes). As the key to effective

query optimization, selectivity estimation has continued to be one

of the most important problems in DBMSes since the 1980s [35,

45]. The earliest approach was to collect basic statistics (such as

histograms) for selectivity estimation, and then to make uniformity

(within a bucket) and independence (among columns) assumptions.

Although widely adopted in real DBMSes due to its simplicity, this

approach is prone to large estimation errors [25, 31].

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or

classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed

for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation

on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than ACM

must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or republish,

to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission and/or a

fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org.

Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA

© 2024 Association for Computing Machinery.

ACM ISBN 978-x-xxxx-xxxx-x/YY/MM. . . $15.00

https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX

More recently, selectivity estimation has been formulated as a

machine learning (ML) problem, where the system learns from ob-

served samples (data or queries) to make selectivity predictions for

incoming queries. Proposals for learning-based selectivity estima-

tion can be broadly categorized into data-driven and query-driven

models (with a few exceptions in the form of hybrid models). Data-

driven techniques [16, 21, 23, 29, 38, 54, 56, 58] build models of

the data distribution by scanning the underlying data. Conversely,

query-driven techniques either learn a regression model from query

features to selectivity [15, 30], or model the data distribution from

a set of observed queries and their selectivities [6].

In this paper, we focus on query-driven models [19, 24, 30, 32,

41, 43, 49] as they enjoy a smaller model size, faster training, and

possibly faster inference (for example, regression models [19, 30,

32]) compared to data-driven models. In addition, they can also

achieve much better performance than traditional histograms [30].

Importance of theoretical understanding of generalization.

In machine learning, generalization (“a central goal in pattern recog-

nition [11]”) refers to a model’s ability to perform well on new,

unseen data that was not part of the training set. With respect to

query-driven selectivity learning, the large variability in queries

seen in practice means that any training workload can only repre-

sent only a tiny subset of all possible queries. Therefore, it is crucial

to accurately characterize the generalization ability of selectivity

models, specifically how they perform on queries that were not seen

during training. This understanding is essential to ensure reliable

predictions in real-world applications. Yet, surprisingly, there is

limited theoretical analysis of the generalizability of query-driven

models. An initial and promising step towards such understand-

ing [24] proves that selectivity functions are learnable using the

Probably Approximately Correct (PAC) learning framework [27].

However, significant gaps remain in our understanding.

Limitations of prior results. The current SOTA result [24] as-

sumes that every selectivity predictor in the hypothesis class is induced

by a probability measure. Consequently, learnability (in-distribution

generalization, to be formally introduced in § 3.4) results can be ap-

plied only to a small fraction of existing query-driven models (e.g.,

those that build histograms from queries [6]). Indeed, as we will see

later in the paper, predictors from regression-based query-driven

models, which achieve impressive empirical performance, are not

induced by a probability measure. Therefore, existing learnability

results [24] cannot be applied to these practical approaches. Given

this gap between theory and practice, a natural question arises:

Question 1: Is it feasible to reduce the reliance on probability

measures, thereby broadening our theoretical understanding of

selectivity learning models?

Another challenge in applying the theoretical results to practical

scenarios is that PAC learning, as a framework, only allows us

to quantify the in-distribution generalization error, where both
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training and test queries are drawn from the same distribution. This

means that previous theory [24] based on PAC learning is not able to

characterize generalization error for OOD scenarios. Nevertheless,

in the real world, query workloads may shift constantly [40, 53].

This raises another, perhaps more challenging, question:

Question 2: Given mild assumptions, is it feasible to quan-

tify OOD generalization error in selectivity learning, thereby

enhancing the practical relevance of theoretical results?

Our first goal in this paper is to answer these two questions theo-

retically. Thereafter, based on the new generalization results, we

design new learning paradigms/frameworks for improving selec-

tivity estimation in practice, which leverage the theoretical results

to provide formal guarantees.

A sketch of our results. The paper delivers two positive and

encouraging theoretical results toward answering the two questions:

• Addressing Question 1, we introduce a new theoretical result

of learnability (i.e., in-distribution generalization) that applies

to selectivity functions/models whose predictions are induced

by a signed measure, removing the positivity and sum-to-unity

constraints that are required by prior work.

• More interestingly, under mild assumptions, we further estab-

lish non-trivial OOD generalization error bound for selectivity

predictors that are induced by a signed measure. The new theo-

retical result, beyond the PAC learning framework, quantifies the

generalization error when training and testing workloads do not

follow the same distribution, hence answering Question 2. For a

taste of our theory, our main theorem (Theorem 4.2) is simplified

and summarized below.

Simplified Theorem 4.2. For any selectivity estimator 𝑆 that is

induced by a signed measure, if 𝑆 is trained under distribution𝑄

with in-distribution generalization error er𝑄 (𝑆) upper bounded
by 𝜖 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿 , then under a different test-

ing distribution 𝑃 , the out-of-distribution generalization error

er𝑃 (𝑆) satisfies
er𝑃 (𝑆) ≤ 𝑂 (

√
𝜖)

with probability at least 1 − 𝛿 , under mild assumptions on dis-

tribution 𝑃 and 𝑄 (see Theorem 4.2 for details).

A key implication of our result is that, for any class of selectivity pre-

dictors that is induced by signed measures, both our in-distribution

and OOD generalization results apply immediately.

Improvement strategies inspired by our theory. From this

aspect of our theory, we propose novel and practical methodologies

for improving existing query-driven selectivity learning models.

• We propose a new modeling paradigm for query-driven selec-

tivity estimation, NeuroCDF, which models the underlying cu-

mulative distribution functions (CDFs) using a neural network.

NeuroCDF can be proved to be induced by signed measures, and

thus enjoys the theoretical guarantees provided by our theory,

and still enjoys the superior empirical performance of deep learn-

ing. While NeuroCDF is hard to optimize using relative error

(e.g., Qerror) as the loss function, it provably offers better general-

ization performance for OOD queries, compared to the common

modeling paradigm for selectivity estimation that targets the

query selectivity directly.

• Inspired by the lessons learned from our theory and NeuroCDF,

we propose a general training methodology for enhancing exist-

ing query-driven selectivity models. SeConCDF incorporates the

idea of CDFmodeling of NeuroCDF into query-driven models by

enforcing model Self-Consistency with the learned Cumulative

Distribution Functions. However, unlike NeuroCDF, SeConCDF

keeps the original loss functions (Qerror or RMSE) of existing

query-driven models, which allows for good in-distribution gen-

eralization with either relative or absolute loss functions. More-

over, the CDF self-consistency training of SeConCDF signifi-

cantly enhances model OOD generalization ability.

Takeaways from the experiments. Note that the proposed im-

provement strategies are orthogonal to selectivity model architec-

tures, making them applicable to various existing models. Our pri-

mary goal is not to outperform current SOTA query-driven selec-

tivity learning models, but to validate the practicality of our theory

by designing algorithms that improve the OOD generalization ca-

pabilities of existing models with theoretical guarantees. Thus, we

focus our experimental evaluation on aspects in which our strate-

gies are expected to provide improvements, and avoid complex

scenarios such as 16-way joins. We leave scaling our approaches

to such cases in future work. Indeed, this focused approach has

yielded clear, compelling results: across both single- and multi-

table datasets, our strategies can significantly improve the OOD

generalization of existing selectivity learning models, in terms of

both estimation accuracy (i.e., smaller Qerror and RMSE) and query

running time performance (i.e., lower query latency).

Organization. The rest of this paper is organized as follows. § 2

introduces prior work on query-driven selectivity learning. We

introduce definitions, preliminaries, and problem setup in § 3. We

then present our new theory that addresses the two aforementioned

questions in § 4, followed by two improvement strategies inspired

by our theory in § 5 and § 6. We evaluate our algorithms in § 5.5

and § 7, and conclude and discuss future work in § 8.

2 PRIORWORK

Selectivity estimation dates back to the beginning of query process-

ing [45], where rather than computing intermediate results and

then finding query plans [50], System-R instead used histograms

and independence assumptions. Such techniques were refined to

use queries themselves to compute histograms [6, 14, 33], query ex-

pression statistics [13] and adjustments to correlated predicates [37].

More recent learned data-driven methods [23, 56] do offline compu-

tation over samples of existing database instances, to build a model

of correlations, selectivities in the presence of skew, etc. Learned

query-driven database systems can learn or improve an ML model

for a variety of database components, by using the execution log of

a query workload [8–10, 32, 55]. More recently, there is active work

on workload-aware cardinality predictors [30, 51, 52]. In this paper,

we consider several families of selectivity estimation techniques.

Parametric Functions [15]. The very early and simple approach

fits a parametric function (such as linear and polynomial) to the ob-

served queries. The parametric function takes the range of a query

as the input and outputs the corresponding selectivity estimate.
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However, the performance of parametric functions is not as good

as more recent approaches due to the limited model capacity.

Histograms [6, 36]. The type of methods (i.e., histograms-based

models) is studied intensively in the database literature. Typically,

they construct histograms from a query workload either by pro-

gressively creating and adjusting bucket frequencies to account

for previous errors, or by finding a maximum entropy distribution

consistent with the observed queries. Note that histograms-based

models make two important assumptions — uniformity assumption

(in the same bucket) and independence assumption among columns

(or features), which could lead to large estimation errors.

LEO [47]. Intuitively, LEO can be seen as a combination of paramet-

ric functions and histograms — it learns the adjustment factors from

observed queries to correct incorrect statistics such as histograms.

Specifically, LEO collects a set of previous ratios 𝑟 =
𝑎𝑐𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑙
𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑡 of

actual selectivity (𝑎𝑐𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑡 ) and statistics estimate (𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡_𝑠𝑒𝑡 ) from

past queries. To estimate an incoming query, LEO uses the ra-

tios to adjust the statistics estimate by multiplying it by a cho-

sen adjustment ratio 𝑟 . For example, consider a query asks for the

range {𝑥 < 1} and the selectivity estimate of the histogram for

the query is ˆ𝐻𝑖𝑠𝑡 (𝑥 < 1). LEO produces the adjusted estimate by

adjusted_sel = ˆ𝐻𝑖𝑠𝑡 (𝑥 < 1) ∗ 𝑟 (𝑥 < 1), where 𝑟 (𝑥 < 1) is the
collected adjustment factor at 𝑥 = 1. If there is no adjustment factor

for 𝑥 = 1, LEO computes the factor by linear interpolation.

Deep Learning Models [19, 30]. More recently, deep learning

models have been proposed to learn the mapping from a query to its

selectivity prediction. Deep learning models function as regression

models in a way that is similar to parametric functions but has a

larger model capacity and much better performance.

3 PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM SETUP

In this section, we first introduce basic definitions for selectivity

estimation in § 3.1. Next, a brief introduction to measure theory is

given in § 3.2 due to its connection with selectivity functions and

the significance of signed measures in shaping our theory. Then we

formulate the selectivity estimation as a learning problem in § 3.3

and overview the PAC learning framework in § 3.4. Existing theory

results in the literature are given in § 3.5, followed by an empirical

examination of the probability measure assumption (§ 3.6), which

motivates the problem and goals of the paper.

3.1 Selectivity Functions of Range Queries

Range Space. Consider a 𝑑-dimensional dataset 𝐷 . A range space

is defined as Σ = (X, R). X is a set of objects (e.g., tuples or data

points in 𝐷). R is a collection of ranges 𝑅, which is a subset of X.

For instance, R can be a set of all 𝑑-dimensional hyper-rectangles.

Range Queries. A range query 𝑞 is defined as a query 𝑞 that asks

for tuples in the range 𝑅𝑞 . Thus in this paper a range query 𝑞 and its

querying range 𝑅𝑞 are interchangeable. We focus on range selection

queries in the paper, which corresponds to 𝑑-dimensional hyper-

rectangles. Join queries can be viewed as range selection queries

over the join result.

Selectivity (Cardinality) Functions. For a dataset 𝐷 , let 𝑃𝐷 be

the data probability distribution over 𝐷 , we define the selectivity

functions as 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅) = 𝑃𝑥∼𝑃𝐷 (𝑥 ∈ 𝑅), or equivalently,
𝑆𝐷 (𝑅) =

∑︁
𝑥∈𝑅

𝑃𝐷 (𝑥) (1)

Another related term is cardinality which is the output size of

a range query. Thus the relationship between cardinality 𝐶𝐷 (𝑅)
and selectivity of a range can be written as 𝐶𝐷 (𝑅) = 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅) · |𝑇 |
where |𝑇 | is the size of table 𝑇 . In this paper, we will only focus on

selectivity functions as they are fundamentally equivalent.

3.2 Measure Theory

A 𝜎-algebra M of “measurable” sets is a non-empty collection of

subsets of X closed under complements and countable unions and

intersections. For all practical applications, it holds that M ⊃ R.

A function 𝜇 : M → R is a probability measure on (X,M) if it
satisfies

C1. Countable additivity: if 𝐸1, 𝐸2, ... is a countable family of dis-

joint sets in M, then 𝜇
(⋃∞

𝑛=1 𝐸𝑛
)
=
∑∞
𝑛=1 𝜇 (𝐸𝑛).

C2. Positivity: 𝜇 (𝐸) ≥ 0 for any 𝐸 ∈ M.

C3. Sum to unity: 𝜇 (X) = 1.

If 𝜇 only satisfiesC1 andC2, it is called ameasure; if it only satisfies

C1, then it is a signed measure. A signed measure is essentially the

difference of two measures.

Given a signed measure 𝜇, the total variation of 𝜇, denoted by

|𝜇 |, is defined by |𝜇 | (𝐸) = sup

∑∞
𝑛=1 |𝜇 (𝐸𝑛) | where the supremum

is taken over all partitions of 𝐸, that is, over all countable unions

𝐸 =
⋃∞

𝑛=1 𝐸𝑛 , where the sets 𝐸𝑛 are disjoint and belong to M. One

can show that the total variation |𝜇 | of a signed measure 𝜇 is itself

a measure that satisfies 𝜇 ≤ |𝜇 |.
A signed measure 𝜇 is said to be absolutely continuous with

respect to the Lebesgue measure 𝑚 if 𝜇 (𝐸) = 0 whenever 𝐸 ∈
M and 𝑚(𝐸) = 0. If 𝜇 is absolutely continuous with respect to

Lebesgue measure, then there exists a signed density 𝑓 : X → R
such that 𝜇 (𝐸) =

∫
𝐸
𝑓 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 for any 𝐸 ∈ M. Specifically, when 𝜇 is

a probability measure, then 𝑓 must satisfy 𝑓 (𝑥) ≥ 0 for any 𝑥 ∈ X
and

∫
X 𝑓 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 = 1.

A selectivity estimate 𝑆 : R → R is said to be induced by

a probability/signed measure if there exists a probability/signed

measure, denoted by 𝜇
𝑆
, that satisfies 𝑆 (𝑅) = 𝜇

𝑆
(𝑅) for all 𝑅 ∈ R.

We refer readers to [18] and [46] for details on measure theory.

3.3 ML Models as Selectivity Predictors

We formulate selectivity estimation as a machine learning problem.

A learning algorithm or procedureA learns an MLmodel𝑀 (which

predicts the selectivity for a given query) from a set of 𝑛 training

sample {𝑧𝑖 = (𝑞𝑖 ,𝑤𝑖 )}𝑛𝑖=1 (a collection of observed queries/ranges

and their selectivities) by minimizing the mean of loss ℓ over the

entire training set. The loss function ℓ can be defined as the squared

error on training sample (𝑞𝑖 ,𝑤𝑖 ): ℓ = (𝑀 (𝑞𝑖 ) −𝑤𝑖 )2; or ℓ can be

defined as the absolute error: ℓ = |𝑀 (𝑞𝑖 ) − 𝑤𝑖 |. Another error
function, Qerror [39] (max(𝑀 (𝑞𝑖 )

𝑤𝑖
,

𝑤𝑖

𝑀 (𝑞𝑖 ) ), is commonly used in the

literature since it better captures errors on selective queries.

3.4 PAC Learning Framework

Probably Approximately Correct (PAC) learning [27] is a framework

for mathematical and rigorous analysis of in-distribution (In-Dist)

generalization in machine learning. Readers who prefer a simpler

explanation may refer to the end of this subsection for an intuitive

summary of key concepts used in the paper.
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PAC Learnability. In the PAC Learning framework, the learner

A receives a set of training samples {𝑧𝑖 = (𝑞𝑖 ,𝑤𝑖 )}𝑛𝑖=1 from an

unknown distribution 𝑄 (𝑧), and selects a hypothesis ℎ (i.e., selec-

tivity function in our scenario) from a hypothesis spaceH (i.e., a

family/class of selectivity functions in our scenario) that minimizes

the empirical risk (training loss). The goal is that, given a sufficient

amount of training data, with high probability 𝛿 , the chosen selec-

tivity function will have low generalization error 𝜖 with respect

to the distribution 𝑄 (𝑧). The learner A must be able to learn the

hypothesis given any arbitrary 𝛿 , 𝜖 , and distribution 𝑄 (𝑧).
Vapnik–Chervonenkis (VC) Dimension. The VC dimension is

a measure of the size (or complexity) of a class of sets. Within the

context of PAC learning of {0, 1}-valued functions (or equivalently,

classification functions), a family H of classification functions is

said to shatter a set of data points if for every assignment of labels

to those points, there is a classification function inH can realize

the set of data points and their label assignment. The VC dimension

of aH is the maximum number of data points that can be shattered

byH . Blumer et.al [12] have proven that a {0, 1}-valued function
class is learnable if and only if its VC dimension is finite.

We can also define the VC-dimension VC-dim (Σ) of a range

space Σ to be the size of the largest subset ofX that can be shattered

by Σ. It is easy to prove that the VC-dimension of a range space of

𝑑-dimensional hyper-rectangles is 2𝑑 [27].

Fat-Shattering Dimension. Kearns and Schapire [26] extended

VC-dimension to handle real-valued functions (or regression func-

tions, e.g., selectivity functions) via the notion of fat-shattering

dimension. We say that a hypothesis family H 𝛾-shatters a sub-

set 𝑉 ⊆ X if there is a witness function 𝜎 : 𝑉 → [0, 1] such
that for any possible subset 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑉 (which corresponds to a bit

sequence), there is a hypothesis/function 𝐻𝐸 ∈ H that can realize:

𝐻𝐸 (𝑥) ≥ 𝜎 (𝑥) +𝛾,∀𝑥 ∈ 𝐸;𝐻𝐸 (𝑥) ≤ 𝜎 (𝑥) −𝛾,∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑉 \𝐸.We define

the 𝛾-fat shattering dimension fatH (𝛾) to be the size of the largest

subset of X that can be 𝛾-shattered byH . Kearns and Schapire [26]

also proved that a real-valued function family/class is 𝛾-learnable if

and only if its 𝛾-fat dimension is finite.

Uniform Convergence. The classical definition of PAC learnabil-

ity requires an efficient learnerA that chooses the best hypothesis/-

function on the training set. However, such learners are hard to find

for some hypothesis spaces (e.g., neural nets). Fortunately, uniform

convergence (or specifically, Chernoff bound [22]) guarantees that

if the hypothesis spaceH has finite VC dimension (or fat-shattering

dimension), the empirical risk is close to the true risk with high

probability for all hypothesis ℎ ∈ H provided the training set is

sufficiently large. This does not require a learner to find the best

hypothesis. This paper adopts this definition of learnability. For

more details, see [7].

Limitation of the PAC Learning Framework. While PAC learn-

ability and uniform convergence can be used to quantify the general-

ization error for hypothesis spaces with finite VC (or fat-shattering)

dimension, they are applicable solely to in-distribution generaliza-

tion where both training and test queries are drawn from the same

distribution 𝑄 (𝑧).
Summary.We present the key concepts in the paper along with in-

tuitive explanations in plain text in Table 1 for easy understanding.

Concept Intuitive Explanation

Generalization The model’s capability to perform well on unseen queries

that are not in the training workload.

Learnability/ In-Dist

Generalization

Given sufficient training queries, the model’s true error

on unseen queries drawn from the same distribution with

training queries is close to the training error.

OOD Generalization Given sufficient training queries, the model’s true error on

unseen queries drawn from a different distribution from the

training set is close to the training error.

Table 1: Key concepts and their intuitive explanations.

3.5 Existing Theoretical Results

For self-containment, in this section, we briefly review the main

learnability results of selectivity functions from the literature [24],

and point out the important assumptions made by the paper.

Overview of [24]. Since selectivity functions are real-valued, to

prove their learnability it suffices to show that their fat-shattering

dimension is bounded. Using the same terminology in [24], we cite

the main Lemma [24].

Lemma 3.1. Consider a range space Σ = (X, R) and the hypothesis
class S of range functions over input query ranges 𝑅 ∈ R. For any

𝛾 ∈ (0, 1/2), the 𝛾-fat shattering dimension of S is 𝑂̃ ( 1

𝛾𝜆+1
)1, where

𝜆 is the VC-dim (Σ) of the range space.

Assumption. Note that the proof in [24] relies on an important

condition on the hypothesis class: every range function 𝑆 ∈ S is

induced by a probability measure via (1). In other words, every

𝑆 ∈ S corresponds to such a probability measure that can be used

to define all the outputs (or predictions) of 𝑆 via (1).

𝐴 𝐵

𝐶

𝑅𝐴𝐵

𝑅 𝐴
𝐶

𝑅
𝐵
𝐶

𝑅𝐴𝐵𝐶

𝑅𝐴𝐵𝐶 𝑅𝐴𝐵 𝑅𝐴𝐶 𝑅𝐵𝐶
𝑆1 1 0.5 0.7 0.8

𝑆2 1 0.3 0.3 0.3

𝑆3 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.7

𝑆4 1 0.4 0.5 1.1

𝑃 (𝐴) 𝑃 (𝐵) 𝑃 (𝐶)
𝑆1 0.2 0.3 0.5

𝑆2 / / /

𝑆3 0.2 0.3 0.4

𝑆4 - 0.1 0.5 0.6

Figure 1: Left: data points and ranges/queries. Right Top:

predictions from 4 range functions/models (𝑆1 ∼ 𝑆4) on the 4

ranges. Right Bottom: corresponding measures that induce

the function predictions.

Example. Figure 1 (left) gives an illustration of three data points

(𝐴, 𝐵,𝐶) and four possible ranges (𝑅𝐴𝐵, 𝑅𝐴𝐶 , 𝑅𝐵𝐶 , 𝑅𝐴𝐵𝐶 ), with four

range functions and their selectivity predictions on the right. We

also show the measures that induce the selectivity predictions of

each range function in the bottom-right table. First, using Eq. 1 and

basic linear algebra, one can see that 𝑆1 is induced by a proper prob-

ability measure (e.g., 𝑃 (𝐴) = 0.2, 𝑃 (𝐵) = 0.3, 𝑃 (𝐶) = 0.5). However,

this does not hold for the other range functions. Specifically, 𝑆2 does

1𝑂̃ ( ·) hides polylogarihm dependencies on 1/𝛾 for constant 𝜆
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not satisfy the additivity constraint: 𝑆2 (𝑅𝐴𝐵)+𝑆2 (𝑅𝐴𝐶 )+𝑆2 (𝑅𝐵𝐶 ) ≠
2 · 𝑆2 (𝑅𝐴𝐵𝐶 ), which indicates that 𝑆2 cannot be induced by a prob-

ability measure or a signed measure. Additionally, 𝑆3, 𝑆4 can only

be induced from a signed measure — 𝑆3 violates C3 and 𝑆4 violates

C2 of a probability measure.

3.6 The Gap Between Theory and Practice

Recall from Section 2 that there are four broad categories of query-

driven approaches for learning selectivity functions: (1) linear and

polynomial parametric functions, (2) histograms generated at query-

time, (3) LEO, which can be seen as a combination of parametric

functions and histograms, (4) deep learning models such as Multi-

Set Convolutional Network (MSCN) [30]. Among them, deep learn-

ing models achieve the best performance in practice. Therefore, in

this section, we aim to empirically demonstrate that, the class of

models does not learn selectivity functions induced by a probability

measure, hence does not enjoy the theoretical results in § 3.5.

Two necessary conditions. One can show that if a learned se-

lectivity function 𝑆 is induced by a probability measure, its model

predictions (or the selectivity function learned) 𝑆 (𝑅) must satisfy

finite additivity as well asmonotonicity defined as follows.

• Finite Additivity. Countable additivity C1 implies that

𝑆 (𝑅1) = 𝑆 (𝑅2) + 𝑆 (𝑅3) (2)

whenever 𝑅1 = 𝑅2 ∪ 𝑅3 and 𝑅2 ∩ 𝑅3 = ∅.
• Monotonicity. Let 𝑅1 and 𝑅2 be two union-compatible ranges

over schema Σ, such that 𝑅1 ⊆ 𝑅2 for any instance of Σ. We refer

to this as a case of query containment [5]. Then finite additivity

(2) and positivity (C2) imply that 𝑆 (𝑅1) ≤ 𝑆 (𝑅2).
Empirical evaluation and takeaway.We first generate a collec-

tion of training queries (or ranges since each query corresponds to

a specific range and vice versa) to train the four models on queries

on a synthetic dataset sampled from a 10-dimensional highly corre-

lated Gaussian distribution). After completing the training phase,

we generate another set of test queries to test if the trained model

obeys the two constraints. Specifically, for the monotonicity con-

straint, we use a set of test queries to extract the learned CDFs of

a column conditional on other columns, and check if the learned

CDFs are monotonically increasing. Next, for the finite additivity

constraint (2), we generate a set of the range triples {(𝑅1, 𝑅2, 𝑅3)}
to check if (2) is satisfied.

We summarize the results in Table 2. Observe that except for

histograms, the learned selectivity functions from practical query-

driven methods do not obey either additivity and monotonicity and

therefore are not induced by any probability measure. Unlike his-

tograms (which are data models built from queries), the other three

regression-like models essentially learn the direct mapping from

query ranges to their selectivities. They are not guaranteed to be

induced from probability measures.

Problem Formulation. We have shown that the selectivity func-

tions learned by most query-driven models are not induced by

probability measures, rendering the learnability results from pre-

vious work [24] inapplicable. Despite this, these models, such as

MSCN, exhibit impressive practical performance, outperforming

histograms on several benchmark datasets and queryworkloads [30].

Parametric

Functions

Histograms LEO

Deep

Models

Monotonicity ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗

Additivity ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗

Table 2: Learned selectivity functions from most query-

driven methods are not induced by probability measures.

Additionally, the PAC learning framework fails to characterize gen-

eralization error for OOD test workloads, which are prevalent in

real-world scenarios. Therefore, this paper aims to bridge the gap

between theory and practice by

• relaxing the restrictions on the hypothesis class and deriving the

corresponding PAC learnability results (Goal 1);

• exploring OOD generalization error beyond the PAC learning

framework (Goal 2);

• leveraging the theoretical results to design new strategies for

improving existing selectivity learning models (Goal 3).

4 A NEW GENERALIZATION THEORY

In this section, we propose a new generalization theory that ad-

dresses the first two goals of the Problem Definition. Note that the

proofs in § 4.1 and § 4.2 require advanced knowledge of measure

theory and probability theory introduced in § 3. Readers who

prefer a simpler explanation may refer to § 4.3.

4.1 Learnability Under Signed Measures

We first demonstrate the learnability of the class of selectivity

predictors induced by signed measures (i.e., removing restrictions

C2 and C3). The results will be applied to NeuroCDF and LEO in

Section 5 after showing that their hypothesis classes are indeed

induced by signed measures.

4.1.1 Learnability. Given a range space Σ = (X, R), let Ssgn

denote the hypothesis class that consists of all functions 𝑆 : R → R
that are induced by signed measures absolutely continuous with

respect to the Lebesgue measure. Recall the definition of 𝜇
𝑆
in

Section 3.2, and define the hypothesis class Ssgn (𝐶) for any 𝐶 ≥ 0

as follows.

Ssgn (𝐶) :=
{
𝑆 ∈ Ssgn :

��𝜇
𝑆

�� ≤ 𝐶
}

Theorem 4.1 (In-Distribution Generalization Error Bound).
If VC-dim (Σ) = 𝜆 where 𝜆 is some constant, then the fat-shattering

dimension of Ssgn (𝐶) is finite and satisfies:

fat

(
Ssgn (𝐶);𝛾

)
= 𝑂̃

(
𝐶 · (1/𝛾)𝜆+1

)
(3)

Then given 𝑛 training queries, we have that with probability 1 − 𝛿 ,

for all learned selectivity predictors 𝑆 ∈ Ssgn (𝐶),

er(𝑆) ≤ er
train (𝑆) +

√︂
1

2𝑛
(ln fat

(
Ssgn (𝐶);𝛾

)
+ ln

1

𝛿
) (4)

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume 𝐶 = 1 since the gen-

eral case follows from scaling. Set S := Ssgn (1) to be the hypothe-

sis class. Following [24], let T ⊂ R be a subset 𝛾-shattered by S
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and partition T based on the values of witnesses 𝜎 (𝑅):
T𝑗 = {𝑅 ∈ T : 𝜎 (𝑅) ∈ [( 𝑗 − 1) · 𝛾, 𝑗 · 𝛾]}

for 𝑗 = −⌈1/𝛾⌉,−⌈1/𝛾⌉ + 1, ..., 0, ..., ⌈1/𝛾⌉ − 1, ⌈1/𝛾⌉. Let 𝑘 𝑗 :=
��T𝑗 ��.

First, Lemma 2.4 in [24] implies that there is an ordering of ranges

in T𝑗 , denoted by 𝜋 𝑗 = ⟨𝑅1, ..., 𝑅𝑘 𝑗
⟩, such that for any probability

distribution 𝐷 on X, we have

E
𝑥∼𝐷

𝐼𝑥 = 𝑂

(
𝑘
1−1/𝜆
𝑗

log𝑘 𝑗

)
(5)

where 𝐼𝑥 =
∑𝑘 𝑗−1
𝑖=1

𝐼𝑖,𝑥 and 𝐼𝑖,𝑥 = 1(𝑥 ∈ 𝑅𝑖 ⊕ 𝑅𝑖+1), ⊕ being the set

symmetric difference.

Next, define the subset 𝐸 𝑗 =
{
𝑅2𝑖 | 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ ⌊𝑘 𝑗/2⌋

}
. One can

check that Lemma 2.2 in [24] still holds and ensures the existence

of some 𝑆 𝑗 ∈ S such that for any pair 𝑅 ∈ 𝐸 𝑗 and 𝑅
′ ∈ T𝑗 \ 𝐸 𝑗 , we

have

𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅′) > 𝛾 (6)

With 𝑆 𝑗 in hand, we define Δ 𝑗 according to whether 𝑘 𝑗 is odd or

even as follows.

𝑘 𝑗 is odd:

Δ 𝑗 :=(𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅2) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅1)) + (𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅2) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅3)) + · · · +
(𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗−1) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗−2)) + (𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗−1) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗

))
𝑘 𝑗 is even:

Δ 𝑗 :=(𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅2) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅1)) + (𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅2) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅3)) + · · · +
(𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗−2) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗−3)) + (𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗−2) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗−1))+

(𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗
) − 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑅𝑘 𝑗−1))

By definition of Δ 𝑗 above and (6), one has

Δ 𝑗 ≥ (𝑘 𝑗 − 1)𝛾 (7)

Since 𝑆 𝑗 is induced by a signed measure 𝜇
𝑆 𝑗
, denote by

ˆ𝑓𝑗 the

signed density of 𝜇
𝑆 𝑗
. Then one can show that | ˆ𝑓𝑗 | is the density

of |𝜇
𝑆 𝑗
| and that | ˆ𝑓𝑗 |/( |𝜇𝑆 𝑗

| (X))) is the density of the probability

measure |𝜇
𝑆 𝑗
|/( |𝜇

𝑆 𝑗
| (X))) on X. Therefore, one can obtain

Δ 𝑗 ≤
∫
X

��� ˆ𝑓𝑗 (𝑥)��� 𝐼𝑥𝑑𝑥
=

���𝜇𝑆 𝑗

��� (X) ·
∫
X

��� ˆ𝑓𝑗 (𝑥)������𝜇𝑆 𝑗

��� (X)
· 𝐼𝑥𝑑𝑥

(𝑖 )
= 𝑂

(
𝑘
1−1/𝜆
𝑗

log𝑘 𝑗

)
(8)

Here (i) follows from (5) and the assumption that 𝐶 = 1.

Finally, similar to [24], one can combine (7) and (8) to show

that 𝑘 𝑗 = 𝑂̃

(
(1/𝛾)𝜆

)
and |T | = 𝑂̃

(
(1/𝛾)𝜆+1

)
. The proof is then

complete. □

4.1.2 Remark. Although the proof of learnability under signed

measures is a natural extension of prior work [24], the result is

crucial for developing a practical theory. It applies to a broader

array of selectivity predictors beyond the probability measures used

previously [24] (will be introduced in §5). Additionally, as will be

presented in §4.2, under mild assumptions, these predictors can be

shown to have bounded OOD generalization error. This means we

can predict their performance even when the test workload comes

from a different distribution than the training workload, a common

scenario in practice. Moreover, it is important to note that

proving OOD generalization is challenging, as it falls outside
the scope of the PAC learning framework. Therefore, existing

results (e.g., fat-shattering dimension and results in [24])

within the PAC learning framework cannot be reused.

4.2 OOD Generalization Error

In this section, we target the second goal in Problem Definition

— OOD generalization error beyond the PAC learning framework.

The main results appear in the callout for Theorem 4.2.

The Theorem shows that under the realizable assumption, when-

ever a predictor 𝑆 is trained to (𝜖, 𝛿)-learn using 𝑛 i.i.d. samples

from a training distribution𝑄 , its generalization error on a different

testing distribution 𝑃 is automatically bounded above by 𝐶
√
𝜖 with

probability at least 1 − 𝛿 , for some constant 𝐶 , assuming that As-

sumptions 4.1 through 4.3, as introduced later in Section 4.2.1, hold.

As will be introduced in § 5, this result will theoretically demon-

strate the potential advantage of modeling CDFs over selectivities

in terms of out-of-distribution generalization error.

The assumptions are relatively mild. Intuitively, Assumption

4.1 requires only that 𝑆 is bounded and that the densities exist;

Assumption 4.2 stipulates that the region covered by the testing

distribution 𝑃 must be contained within the region covered by the

training distribution 𝑄 ; and Assumption 4.3 essentially requires

sufficient diversity in the training ranges.

4.2.1 Theoretical Results. It is important to note that one cannot

expect an algorithm trained on a distribution 𝑄 to generalize well

to an arbitrary testing distribution 𝑃 . To ensure provable robust

generalization, we impose the following assumptions.

Assumption 4.1. The learned selectivity 𝑆 is bounded such that

there exists a constant 𝐶1 for which

��𝑆 (𝑅)�� ≤ 𝐶1 for any 𝑅 ∈ R.

Before proceeding, we introduce some additional notations. Let

Z = R × R. We use 𝑄 and 𝑃 to denote the training and testing

distribution of 𝑍 = (𝑅,𝑊 ) ∈ Z, respectively. Given the training

distribution 𝑄 , let 𝑄𝑅 be the marginal distribution of 𝑅 and define

X𝑄 :=
⋃

𝑅∈supp𝑄𝑅
𝑅, which is a subset of X. The marginal dis-

tribution 𝑃𝑅 and the set X𝑃 are defined similarly for the testing

distribution. With these notations established, we now introduce

Assumption 4.2 and 4.3.

Assumption 4.2. There exists a constant𝐶2 such that themarginal

training and testing distributions 𝑄𝑅 and 𝑃𝑅 satisfy

𝑃𝑅∼𝑃𝑅 [𝑥 ∈ 𝑅] ≤ 𝐶2 · 𝑃𝑅∼𝑄𝑅
[𝑥 ∈ 𝑅] , ∀𝑥 ∈ X.

Remark.Assumption 4.2 requires that the probability 𝑃𝑅∼𝑃𝑅 [𝑥 ∈ 𝑅],
which represents the likelihood of 𝑥 being sampled during testing,

is upper-bounded by the probability 𝑃𝑅∼𝑄𝑅
[𝑥 ∈ 𝑅], the likelihood

of 𝑥 being sampled during training, multiplied by some constant

𝐶2. An direct consequence of this assumption is that X𝑃 ⊂ X𝑄 .

This assumption is motivated by the observation that if the testing

region X𝑃 includes some 𝑥 that is not covered by any range during

training, then one cannot expect to learn the selectivity around 𝑥

accurately.
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Assumption 4.3. The true 𝑆𝐷 and the learned selectivity 𝑆 are

induced by signed measures that are absolutely continuous, with cor-

responding signed densities 𝑓𝐷 ,
ˆ𝑓 . Additionally, there exists a constant

𝑐3 > 0 such that the marginal training distribution𝑄𝑅 and the signed

density
ˆ𝑓 satisfy

E
𝑅∼𝑄𝑅

����∫X (
ˆ𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝐷 (𝑥)

)
1(𝑥 ∈ 𝑅)𝑑𝑥

����
≥ 𝑐3· E

𝑅∼𝑄𝑅

∫
X

��� ˆ𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝐷 (𝑥)
���1(𝑥 ∈ 𝑅)𝑑𝑥

Remark. Assumption 4.3 relies on the validity of interchanging the

order of integration and the absolute value. Intuitively, this assump-

tion requires that the training distribution 𝑄𝑅 covers a diverse set

of ranges rather than focusing on those ranges where the error

𝑆 (𝑅) − 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅) happens to be relatively small. A simple example

illustrating a situation where Assumption 4.3 holds is provided

below in Example 4.1.

Example 4.1. For X = [−1/2, 1/2], suppose the densities 𝑓𝐷 and

ˆ𝑓 are defined as 𝑓𝐷 (𝑥) = 1 and
ˆ𝑓 (𝑥) = 1 + 2𝛿𝑛𝑥 , where 𝛿𝑛 is a

parameter that quantifies how well
ˆ𝑓 approximates 𝑓𝐷 . If the training

distribution 𝑄𝑅 is uniformly distributed over intervals of length 1/4
with centers located within the range [−3/8, 3/8], then it can be

verified by direct computation that Assumption 4.3 is satisfied with

𝑐3 = 1/2 for any value of 𝛿𝑛 .

Now, we are ready to present our OOD generalization error bound:

Theorem 4.2 (OOD Generalization Error Bound). Suppose
Assumption 4.1-4.3 hold. In addition, if the in-distribution general-

ization error of 𝑆 can be bounded by

𝑃𝑍𝑛
1
∼𝑄⊗𝑛

[
er𝑄 (𝑆) < 𝜖

]
≥ 1 − 𝛿 (9)

then the out-of-distribution generalization error er𝑃 (𝑆) satisfies

𝑃𝑍𝑛
1
∼𝑄⊗𝑛

[
er𝑃 (𝑆) <

(𝐶1 + 1)𝐶2

𝑐3

√
𝜖

]
≥ 1 − 𝛿 (10)

To better understand the proof, consider the following sequence

of inequalities:

er𝑃 (𝑆)
(𝑎)
≲ E

𝑅∼𝑃𝑅

��𝑆 (𝑅) − 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅)
�� (𝑏 )≲ E

𝑅∼𝑄𝑅

��𝑆 (𝑅) − 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅)
�� (𝑐 )≤ [

er𝑄 (𝑆)
]
1/2

Here 𝑎𝑛 ≲ 𝑏𝑛 means 𝑎𝑛 = 𝑂 (𝑏𝑛). Step (a) follows from the upper-

bound Assumption 4.1; (b) involves a change of measure from 𝑃𝑅 to

𝑄𝑅 and connects through Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3; and (c) is based

on the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. The complete proof provides a

detailed justification for each of these inequalities.

Proof. To bound er𝑃 (𝑆) in (10), note that one has

er𝑃 (𝑆) = E
𝑅∼𝑃𝑅

(
𝑆 (𝑅) − 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅)

)
2

(𝑖 )
≤ (𝐶1 + 1) · E

𝑅∼𝑃𝑅

��𝑆 (𝑅) − 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅)
��

≤ (𝐶1 + 1) ·
∫
X

��� ˆ𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝐷 (𝑥)
��� · [ E

𝑅∼𝑃𝑅
1 (𝑥 ∈ 𝑅)

]
· 𝑑𝑥

(𝑖𝑖 )
≤ (𝐶1 + 1) ·𝐶2

∫
X

��� ˆ𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝐷 (𝑥)
��� · [ E

𝑅∼𝑄𝑅

1 (𝑥 ∈ 𝑅)
]
· 𝑑𝑥︸                                                  ︷︷                                                  ︸

(I)
(11)

Here (i) follows from Assumption 4.1; (ii) is due to Assumption 4.2.

Meanwhile, one can obtain that

(I) (𝑖 )
= E

𝑅∼𝑄𝑅

∫
X

��� ˆ𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝐷 (𝑥)
���1 (𝑥 ∈ 𝑅) 𝑑𝑥

(𝑖𝑖 )
≤ 𝑐−1

3
E

𝑅∼𝑄𝑅

����∫X (
ˆ𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝐷 (𝑥)

)
1 (𝑥 ∈ 𝑅) 𝑑𝑥

����
= 𝑐−1

3
E

𝑅∼𝑄𝑅

��𝑆 (𝑅) − 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅)
��︸                    ︷︷                    ︸

(II)

(12)

Here (i) follows from the Fubini’s theorem, and (ii) is a result of

Assumption 4.3.

Note that the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality implies that

(II) ≤
[
E

𝑅∼𝑄𝑅

(
𝑆 (𝑅) − 𝑆𝐷 (𝑅)

)
2

]
1/2

=
[
er𝑄 (𝑆)

]
1/2

Combine the above inequality with (9) implies

𝑃
{
(II) <

√
𝜖
}
≥ 1 − 𝛿 (13)

Finally, combining (11), (12) and (13) gives (10). □

4.2.2 OOD Scenarios. We define two OOD scenarios which

naturally arise in real-world applications along with examples.

Scenario 1: Query Center Move refers to a shift in the predom-

inant focus of queries, characterized by a change in the attribute

values around which the queries are concentrated.

Example 4.2 (Center Move). X = R. Both training and test

distribution𝑄𝑅, 𝑃𝑅 are supported on intervals of length 2. For training

distribution𝑄𝑅 , the center of the interval is uniform on [0, 1] ∪ [1, 2]
while for test distribution 𝑃𝑅 , the center of the interval is uniform on

[1, 2]. One can check that Assumption 4.2 holds with 𝐶2 = 2.

Scenario 2: Query Granularity Shift refers to a change in the

granularity of query selection predicates. Granularity pertains to

the specificity or broadness of the data subsets accessed by queries.

Example 4.3 (Granularity Shift). X = R. The training dis-

tribution 𝑄𝑅 is supported on intervals of fixed length 1 with center

uniformly distributed on [−2, 3], while the test distribution 𝑃𝑅 is sup-

ported on intervals of fixed length 2 with center uniformly distributed

on [0, 1]. One can check that Assumption 4.2 holds with 𝐶2 = 5.
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4.3 Summary and Discussion

Combining the results from § 4.1 and § 4.2:

Summary of our results: If a selectivity learning model is in-

duced by a signed measure and trained on a sufficient number of

queries, it achieves both bounded in-distribution generalization

error (when training and test queries are from the same distribu-

tion) and bounded out-of-distribution (OOD) generalization error

(when training and test queries come from different distributions)

under mild assumptions (Assumption 4.1-4.3).

The summary provides insights for designing improvement strate-

gies for query-driven models: if we can show a class of selectivity

learning models that are provably induced by signed measures, then

the favorable in-distribution (Theorem 4.1) and OOD (Theorem 4.2)

generalization results are immediately applicable.

5 MODELING CDFS WITH NEURAL NETS
Building on the insights in § 4.3, this section introduces the first

strategy for enhancing query-driven selectivity learning models.

We first consider this question: is it feasible to design a selectivity

estimation paradigm that works well in practice and inherits our

theoretical guarantees? Unfortunately, this is not easy. Although ex-

isting approaches developed from SOTA theory [24] achieve SOTA

results among selectivity predictors that are induced by probability

measures, they are not as effective (experimentally shown in § 7) as

recent deep learning-based models in practice due to the limited

model capacities of models induced by probability measures.

On the other hand, deep learning models, while lacking com-

prehensive theoretical backing, demonstrate remarkable efficacy in

practice. Often, deep models can achieve both very small training

and test errors when queries are drawn from the same distribu-

tion, which cannot be fully explained by existing theories like the

PAC framework. This aligns with extensive well-known empirical

evidence in the ML literature (see [57] for an overview).

Therefore, an ambitious goal is to combine the theoretical results

from previous sections and the practicality of neural nets, so that

the new selectivity estimation paradigm enjoys both theoretical

guarantees and practical utility. In pursuit of this, we propose a

novel selectivity estimation paradigm/framework, NeuroCDF.

5.1 Overview

High-Level Idea. NeuroCDF leverages the fact that the selectivity

of a rectangular query can be computed as a linear combination of

the CDFs evaluated at its vertices. (will be discusses in § 5.2). CDFs,

in statistical terms, measure the probability that a random variable

takes a value less than or equal to a specific point. Therefore, the

key idea of NeuroCDF is that, instead of directly modeling the

ultimate selectivities of input queries, we use a neural network as the

model to parameterize the underlying CDFs. The query selectivity

can be estimated by multiple calls to the CDFs prediction model M
and aggregating the results, as shown in Figure 2.

Why NeuroCDF? NeuroCDF combines the empirical strengths

of neural nets with the theoretical guarantees of the CDF modeling

paradigm. First, neural nets are known for achieving very low train-

ing error [20] due to their high model capacity. Second, as we will

show in this section, our theory, which bounds both in-distribution
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NeuroCDF: Modeling CDFs for Selectivity Estimation

Figure 2: Left: relationship between a rectangle query and

CDFs; Right: direct selectivity modeling v.s. NeuroCDF.

and OOD generalization errors, specifically apply to the CDF mod-

eling paradigm used by NeuroCDF. This is because NeuroCDF,

through its CDF modeling, is induced by signed measures — an

advantage not present in methods that directly model selectivities.

Note that NeuroCDF does not offer generalization theories for

neural networks per se, but it leverages their empirical success (e.g.,

low training error) alongside the formal guarantees of the CDF

modeling paradigm permitted by our theory.

Model Choice for CDFs Prediction. In an 𝑛-dimensional data

space, the input to NeuroCDF is a vector [x1, x2, ..., x𝑛]⊺ of a real

value variable x, and themodel output is estimated cumulative distri-

bution function 𝐹 (x) = 𝑃 (𝑋 ≤ x). As discussed before, NeuroCDF

improves upon existing NN-based query-driven selectivity models,

it can incorporate any query-driven model architecture by viewing

the input vector as a query (i.e., we can turn every CDF into a one-

sided query). For example, 𝐹 (𝑏1, 𝑏2) can be viewed as a legitimate

query 𝑞 : {(𝑥1 ≤ 𝑏1) ∧ (𝑥2 ≤ 𝑏2)}. Thus, possible model choices

include Multi-Set Convolution Networks [30], MLP with flattened

query encoding [19], or more recent NN models [32, 43, 48].

5.2 Converting Queries to CDFs

Consider the case of 2-dimensional data shown in Figure 2 (left),

one can verify that the selectivity of a query 𝑞 : {(𝑎1 < 𝑥1 ≤
𝑏1) ∧ (𝑎2 < 𝑥2 ≤ 𝑏2)} (represented by the rectangle in blue) can be

computed by aggregating the CDF values at the four vertices of the

query rectangle,

𝑆 (𝑞) = 𝐹 (𝑏1, 𝑏2) − 𝐹 (𝑎1, 𝑏2) − 𝐹 (𝑏1, 𝑎2) + 𝐹 (𝑎1, 𝑎2) .

We can extend the formula to the general case of 𝑛−dimensional

data, which is provided on page 197 of the book [18]. Let 𝑞 be any

range query (of hyper-rectangle) in the 𝑛 dimensional space, i.e.,

𝑞 = (𝑎1, 𝑏1] × ... × (𝑎𝑛, 𝑏𝑛], and let 𝑉 be the vertices of the hyper-

rectangle representing query 𝑞, i.e.,𝑉 = {𝑎1, 𝑏1} × ...× {𝑎𝑛, 𝑏𝑛}. For
any vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , define #𝑎(𝑣) to be the number of 𝑎’s in 𝑣 . In other

words, #𝑎(𝑣) indicates how many left ends 𝑣 contains. For example,

in Figure 2 (left), #𝑎( [𝑎1, 𝑏2]) = 1. Then, for self-containment, we

cite the general case formula as follows.

Theorem 5.1. Let sgn(𝑣) = (−1)#𝑎 (𝑣) . The selectivity of range query
𝑞 in the 𝑛 dimensional space can be computed by the aggregation of

the CDF values at all vertices of the query hyper-rectangle using the
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below formula,

𝑆 (𝑞) =
∑︁
𝑣∈𝑉

sgn(𝑣)𝐹 (𝑣) (14)

Proof Sketch. This is a direct application of the inclusion-exclusion

principle [44]. Readers may also refer to page 36 of the book [18]

for more details. □

5.3 Training and Using NeuroCDF

Training NeuroCDF from Queries. Training of NeuroCDF fol-

lows the forward- and backward-propagation paradigm of neural

networks, with a minor variation. Traditional query-driven models

directly predict the query selectivity using only one forward pass.

In contrast, NeuroCDF needs to make multiple forward passes to

the CDFs prediction model M to obtain the selectivity estimate, as

shown in Figure 2 (right). Specifically, each query 𝑞 is converted

into a set of CDFs, 𝐹 (𝑣), at each vertex 𝑣 of 𝑞. NeuroCDF then

estimates the (necessary) values of CDFs, 𝐹 (𝑣) using M. The ul-

timate selectivity prediction 𝑆 (𝑞) is estimated via (14), which is

used to compute the loss function, Mean Squared Error (MSE =

(𝑆 (𝑞) − 𝑆 (𝑞))2). The backward pass of NeuroCDF can be done by

backpropagation and stochastic gradient descent (SGD) since the

entire computation steps are differentiable.

Using NeuroCDF. Once trained, NeuroCDF can process incom-

ing queries by executing multiple model calls and aggregating these

results, mirroring the model’s forward pass during training.

Efficiency. One can prove the below theorem for NeuroCDF.

Theorem 5.2. The number of calls to the CDFs prediction modelM
for estimating a query selectivity is 2

𝑛𝑐
, where 𝑛𝑐 is the number of

columns involved in the query.

Proof. Any vertex 𝑣 of the query’s hyper-rectangle has either 0

or 1 at columns that are not involved in the query. By the definition

of CDFs, if any column value of 𝑣 is 0, it directly implies 𝐹 (𝑣) = 0,

eliminating the need for CDF estimations. Consequently, those

CDFs requiring estimates fromM will always have their unqueried

column values set to 1. Hence, the number of 𝐹 (𝑣) requiringM’s

estimates is 2
𝑛𝑐
, where 𝑛𝑐 is the number of columns involved in

the query. □

5.4 Theoretical Analysis

Next, we prove that NeuroCDF, as a framework, is induced by

a signed measure due to its CDF modeling paradigm. This con-

nects NeuroCDF to the two theoretical results in previous sections.

Surprisingly, this property applies to LEO as well.

Theorem 5.3. Suppose R consists of axis-aligned hyper-rectangles.

Given a function 𝑆 : R → R, suppose there exists a function 𝐹
𝑆
:

X → R such that for any 𝑅 ∈ R, 𝑆 (𝑅) = ∑
𝑣∈𝑉𝑅 sgn(𝑣)𝐹

𝑆
(𝑣) where

𝑉𝑅 is the vertex set of 𝑅. Then 𝑆 is induced by a signed measure.

Proof Sketch. This can be shown by a simple modification of

the proof of Theorem 1.1.11 in [18]. □

Corollary 5.4. All predictions from NeuroCDF and LEO are

induced by signed measures.

Proof Sketch. One can directly check that NeuroCDF satisfies

the assumptions in Theorem 5.3. The assumptions also hold for

LEO by noticing that 𝐹𝐿𝐸𝑂 (𝑥) = 𝐹
hist

(𝑥) ·𝑔
adjust

(𝑥). where 𝐹
hist

(𝑥)
is the CDFs modeled by the histograms that LEO works on, and

𝑔
adjust

(𝑥) is the collected adjustment factor at 𝑥 . The theorem then

follows by applying Theorem 5.3 and Corollary 5.4. □

With Corollary 5.4 in place, let S
NeuroCDF

and S𝐿𝐸𝑂 denote

the hypothesis class of NeuroCDF and LEO when the inducing

signed measures are all absolute continuous. Then the learnability

results for NeuroCDF and LEO are given as follows.

Theorem 5.5. Let Σ = (X, R) be a range space. If VC-dim (Σ)
= 𝜆 where 𝜆 is some constant, then the fat-shattering dimension

of S is finite and satisfies: fat (S;𝛾) = 𝑂̃ ((1/𝛾)𝜆+1) for any S ∈{
S
NeuroCDF

, S𝐿𝐸𝑂

}
.

Proof Sketch. One can show that the predictions of NeuroCDF

and LEO are bounded, and hence S ⊂ Ssgn (𝐶) for some constant

𝐶 . Then the theorem follows by applying Theorem 4.1. □

Limitation of NeuroCDF. For now, NeuroCDF is not compati-

ble with Qerror (e.g., max (𝑆 (𝑞)/𝑆 (𝑞), 𝑆 (𝑞)/𝑆 (𝑞)) or Mean Squared

Logarithmic Error (e.g., MSLE = (log 𝑆 (𝑞) − log 𝑆 (𝑞))2, which is

equivalent to optimizing Qerror). This is because NeuroCDF may

produce negative selectivity estimates to which Qerror is not appli-

cable, since the NN model may not learn valid CDFs. For example,

the learned CDFs may fail to learn a monotonically increasing

function, which is a basic property of CDFs and could cause the

estimates from (14) to be negative. We attempted to address this

issue by clipping negative estimates to a small value (e.g., 1/|𝑇 |)
or enforcing monotonicity in the model [34]. Unfortunately, we

observed significant performance degradation in practice since 1)

the clipping is not differentiable so the model learns nothing from

queries whose estimates are clipped; 2) the enforcement of mono-

tonicity would reduce model capacity and introduce noises into

training. We leave training NeuroCDF with Qerror as future work.

5.5 Preliminary Evaluation of NeuroCDF

Model

In-Dis Generalization OOD Generalization

RMSE Qerror RMSE Qerror

LW-NN ★✩ ★★ ✩✩ ✩✩

MSCN ★✩ ★★ ✩✩ ✩✩

NeuroCDF (LW-NN) ★★ ★✩ ★✩ ★✩

NeuroCDF (MSCN) ★★ ★✩ ★✩ ★✩

Table 3: Generalization performance of different models

We implement it with LW-NN [19] andMSCN [30] to validate our

improvement strategy (i.e., CDF modeling). Despite that NeuroCDF

is not compatible with Qerror, a major loss function used in recent

query-driven models, we observe significant improvement in OOD

generalization on both models, which further inspires us to design

a more general improvement strategy in the next section.

Experimental Setups.We use the same experimental setting in

§ 3.6. Moreover, we use two types (In-distribution and OOD) of test

queries to assess the model generalization capabilities.
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NeuroCDF v.s.Direct Selectivity Modeling?We summarize the

generalization performance of different models w.r.t two popular

measures (RMSE and Qerror) in Table 3. We define three qualitative

levels of generalization performance on test sets — (★★): RMSE

< 0.05 or median Qerror < 2; (★✩): 0.05 < RMSE < 0.2 or 2 <

median Qerror < 10; (✩✩): RMSE > 0.2 or median Qerror > 10.

From the table, we observe two important findings.

F1. It is not surprising to see all four models achieve very good

in-distribution generalization performance w.r.t the metric they

are optimized for. Specifically, both LW-NN and MSCN are opti-

mized for Qerror, but after using the NeuroCDF paradigm, they

are optimized for RMSE.

F2. LW-NN and MSCN perform poorly on OOD queries both in

terms of Qerror and RMSE. More importantly, NeuroCDF can help

them achieve much better OOD generalization performance even

with Qerror. This matches the theoretical results regarding OOD

generalization error in § 4.2, and more importantly, inspires us to

explore the idea of CDF modeling using a bigger picture, as we will

show in the next section.

6 TRAININGWITH CDF SELF-CONSISTENCY

Motivated by the theoretical results and the limitation observed

in NeuroCDF, this section introduces a new training framework,

SeConCDF, for query-driven selectivity models.

6.1 High-level Idea

In the previous section, we noted that direct query selectivity mod-

eling is effective for in-distribution generalization with respect to

arbitrary measures or loss functions. However, the CDF modeling

paradigm used in NeuroCDF provides superior OOD generaliza-

tion but does not support arbitrary loss functions, such as Qerror.

This raises a key question: Can we combine the advantages of di-

rect query selectivity modeling and CDF modeling to achieve both

strong in-distribution generalization with arbitrary loss functions and

improved OOD generalization?

Recall that the CDF modeling paradigm imposes a hard con-

straint on a signed measure, ensuring that all predictions from

NeuroCDF are coherently derived from a signed measure. How-

ever, this approach is limited by its incompatibility with arbitrary

loss functions due to the possibility of negative outputs. SeConCDF

seeks to address this limitation by employing direct query selec-

tivity modeling and introducing a soft constraint on the signed

measure, as opposed to the hard constraint used in NeuroCDF.

We implement the soft constraint through CDF self-consistency

regularization into the training process. We again leverage the

fundamental fact that every CDF represents a one-sided rectangle

query. By extracting the CDFs learned by the selectivity model M
through these one-sided CDF queries, we can ensure that the CDFs

are consistent with the model’s predictions on any queries through

loss functions. The intuition is that if the model’s predictions align

with the CDFs learned by the model across all possible queries,

the model can be considered to be induced by a signed measure.

This approach allows the model to leverage the strengths of both

paradigms, enabling robust OOD generalization while maintaining

flexibility with arbitrary loss functions.

6.2 CDF Self-Consistency Regularization

Figure 3: Training a selectivity modelM with SeConCDF.

Workflow. Figure 3 presents the workflow of training a selectivity

model M with SeConCDF. In each batch, SeConCDF calculates

the loss value for the query batch and back-propagates the loss to

compute the gradients and update the model weights. The final loss

comprises of three components. First, SeConCDF maintainsM’s

original prediction loss (Qerror, or equivalently, MSLE) calculated

from the query workload.

Additionally, SeConCDF introduces two additional losses—CDF

prediction loss L𝐶𝐷𝐹𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑑 and consistency loss L𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡 .

These two regularization losses serve as the key to incorporat-

ing CDF self-consistency regularization into the query selectivity

model. Hence, the final loss is defined as

L = L𝑂𝑟𝑖𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑑 + 𝜔1L𝐶𝐷𝐹𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑑 + 𝜔2L𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡 , (15)

where 𝜔1, 𝜔2 are hyper-parameters controlling the balance among

the three losses. We empirically tune them from four candidate

values {0.1, 1, 10, 100}.
CDF Prediction Loss. For each query 𝑞 in the training workload,

the CDF prediction loss is computed using the same procedure of

NeuroCDF. Specifically, SeConCDF converts the query into a set

of CDFs that require estimation. SeConCDF then turns them into

the corresponding one-sided queries and obtains the predictions

from the query selectivity model. The final prediction is computed

by following (14), and L𝐶𝐷𝐹𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑑 is defined as the RMSE between

the prediction from learned CDFs and the true label. This forces the

modelM to learn the underlying CDFs from the training workload,

aside from the direct mapping from queries to selectivities.

Consistency Loss. The consistency loss begins with a query gen-

erator that samples queries from a distribution. In this paper, we

use random sampling, but other sampling methods can also be

applied within the SeConCDF framework. The purpose of the con-

sistency loss is to ensure that the model’s predictions are consistent

with the CDFs extracted from the model itself across a wide range

of queries. By enforcing this consistency, the loss helps align the

model’s predictions with the learned CDFs.

Remark. SeConCDF does not change the model architecture or

inference procedure of the modelM. Additionally, computing the

two losses does not require true cardinalities for any queries or

CDFs, and the additional computational cost is much more efficient

than running actual queries on a DBMS.

7 EXPERIMENTS OF SeConCDF

In this section, we implement SeConCDF and integrate it into two

recent deep learning-based query-driven proposals — LW-NN [19]
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and MSCN [30]. Both models utilize an MLP as the learning frame-

work; however, they adopt distinct methodologies for query en-

coding. LW-NN employs a flattened query encoding mechanism,

while MSCN stands for multi-set convolutional network. We aim

to answer three research questions as follows. 1) While existing

query-driven models perform well for in-distribution generaliza-

tion, are they robust to OOD generalization? 2) Can SeConCDF

improve their OOD generalization performance while maintain-

ing their in-distribution performance, in terms of both prediction

accuracy and query latency performance? Note that while we im-

plement SeConCDF with two query-driven models, it is general

and applicable to any loss-based deep learning models.

7.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets.We conducted experiments using one single-table dataset,

Census, and two multi-table datasets: IMDb [31] and DSB [17]. The

Census dataset comprises the basic population characteristics in

US, with approximately 49K tuples across 13 attributes. We use this

single-table dataset for prediction accuracy experiments since a

few relevant approaches (as will be introduced later) only support

single-table queries. The IMDb dataset is derived from the Internet

Movie Database. Previous studies [31] show that IMDb is highly

correlated and skewed. The DSB dataset serves as an extension

of the TPC-DS benchmark [42], characterized by more complex

data distributions and demanding query templates. We populated a

50GB DSB database using the default physical design configuration.

Our analyses primarily focused on star joins, which involve 6 and

5 relations in the IMDb and DSB datasets, respectively.

Workloads. Since the primary goal of this section is to assess both

the in-distribution (In-Dis) and OOD generalization capabilities

of query-driven models, we focus on the two OOD scenarios as

outlined in § 4.2.2. Specifically, in each OOD scenario, models are

trained on queries drawn from a specific query distribution, and

then their performance is evaluated in two aspects: first, on unseen

queries from the same distribution to assess In-Dis generalization;

and second, on unseen queries from a different distribution to eval-

uate OOD generalization. To generate such workloads, for each

dataset, we initially create a set of candidate queries. For the IMDb

dataset, we directly leverage the training queries from [28] with

up to 5 joins and diversified join graphs. For DSB and Census, we

sample candidate queries by randomly sampling join graphs (for

DSB), the number of filters, and triples of <attribute, operator (from

{≤,=, ≥}), literal> sequentially. After this, we obtained 50K, 60K,

and 70K candidate queries for Census, DSB, and IMDb, respec-

tively. From the candidate queries, we can simulate training and

test workloads for both two OOD scenarios.

To simulate out-of-distribution (OOD) scenarios, we designate a

’shifting attribute’ 𝑎, for each dataset: age for the Census dataset,
t.production_year for IMDb, and ss.ss_list_price for the

DSB dataset. Although these attributes are not fixed, varying them

does not alter the observed trends. In both OOD scenarios, models

are trained on queries with the attribute 𝑎 normalized within spe-

cific bounds (𝑐𝑎 for query centers and 𝑙𝑎 for range lengths). For in-

distribution (In-Dis) generalization, models are evaluated on queries

matching training conditions. For OOD generalization, they are

tested on queries where 𝑐𝑎 or 𝑙𝑎 falls outside these bounds. We en-

sure that training and test queries are kept strictly non-overlapping.

Compared Approaches. We implemented LW-NN [19] ourselves

as no open-source code is available. For MSCN, we used the code

from [3]. We evaluate MSCN and LW-NN trained with SeConCDF,

referred to as MSCN+CDF and LW-NN+CDF. We also include two

query-driven approaches, PtsHist andQuadHist, which are based

on SOTA theory [24], to demonstrate the limitations of the PAC-

learning framework. We directly use the code from the authors [4].

Additionally, we include Quicksel [41] in our comparison. The

three query-driven models are induced from probability measures

where our OOD generalization result (Thm 4.2) is also applicable.

For data-driven approaches, we use PostgreSQL (multi-dimensional

histograms) and uniform sampling (Sampling) as baselines. We do

not include other data-driven approaches since this paper focuses

on query-driven models. Note that PtsHist,QuadHist,Quicksel,

and the LW-NN we implemented do not support joins, so we evalu-

ate them on the single-table Census dataset. For a fair comparison,

we exclude data information (e.g., bitmaps) from LW-NN or MSCN,

since the query-driven models only utilize query information. We

turn on the bitmaps in multi-table experiments.

It is important to note that the goal of the experiments is not to

beat the SOTA query-driven models but to validate the practicality

of our theory. Specifically, we aim to show that SeConCDF, which

is designed based on our theory, reliably improves upon existing

NN-based query-driven models, and consistently outperforms the

models derived from SOTA theory.

Evaluation Metrics. For prediction accuracy, we use both Root

Mean Square Error (RMSE) and Qerror as the metrics. While our

generalization results assume absolute error as the loss function,

we also evaluate Qerror (which is considered more critical in query

optimization [39]) to demonstrate the effectiveness of SeConCDF.

For query latency performance, we report the query running time.

Hardware. We train all deep learning models on an Amazon Sage-

Maker ml.g4dn.xlarge node, and perform end-to-end performance

experiments on an EC2 r5d.2xlarge node (8 core CPUs, 3.1GHz, 64G

memory) for the IMDb dataset and on an EC2 c5.9xlarge node (36

core CPUs, 3.1GHz, 72G memory) for the DSB dataset.

7.2 Accuracy

(a) RMSE (b) Median Qerror

Figure 4: Accuracy on Census with granularity shifts.

Figure 4 and Table 4 present the prediction accuracy on single-

table and multi-table datasets, respectively. First, deep query-driven

models (MSCN and LW-NN) demonstrate superior performance for

In-Dis generalization across all datasets and consistently outper-

form all compared data-driven approaches on multi-table datasets.
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Multi-table Dataset: IMDb; OOD Scenario: Query Center Move Multi-table Dataset: IMDb; OOD Scenario: Query Granularity Shift

Model

In-Distribution Generalization OOD Generalization In-Distribution Generalization OOD Generalization

RMSE Q-err - Med. Q-err - 90 RMSE Q-err - Med. Q-err - 90 RMSE Q-err - Med. Q-err - 90 RMSE Q-err - Med. Q-err - 90

PostgreSQL 0.042 6.3 669 0.086 4.2 549 0.045 6.1 921 0.124 3.7 297

Sampling 0.175 31 2513 0.196 35 1951 0.180 29 3536 0.197 21 3152

MSCN 0.020 1.6 6.5 0.700 4283 2479537 0.021 1.5 8.6 0.763 1759 1735356

MSCN + CDF 0.022 1.9 7.3 0.035 2.0 10 0.024 1.8 11 0.047 1.7 7.0

Multi-table Dataset: DSB; OOD Scenario: Query Center Move Multi-table Dataset: DSB; OOD Scenario: Query Granularity Shift

Model

In-Distribution Generalization OOD Generalization In-Distribution Generalization OOD Generalization

RMSE Q-err - Med. Q-err - 90 RMSE Q-err - Med. Q-err - 90 RMSE Q-err - Med. Q-err - 90 RMSE Q-err - Med. Q-err - 90

PostgreSQL 0.033 1.6 6.6 0.068 1.9 14 0.050 1.6 5.2 0.098 2.8 15

Sampling 0.121 3.7 38 0.186 9.2 82 0.143 4.7 75 0.194 12 64

MSCN 0.057 1.4 3.6 0.283 5.0 78 0.027 1.2 1.8 0.345 1715 1317490

MSCN + CDF 0.061 1.6 5.3 0.158 2.1 17 0.029 1.3 1.8 0.121 2.5 73

Table 4: Prediction accuracy on two multi-table datasets: IMDb and DSB with two OOD Scenarios.

(a) center move - In-Dist (b) center move - OOD

(c) granul. shift - In-Dist (d) granul. shift - OOD

Figure 5: Query latency performance on IMDb.

(a) center move (b) granul. shift

Figure 6: Query latency performance on Job-light.

They perform comparably to PostgreSQL on single-table queries,

where PostgreSQL is already effective. For PtsHist andQuadHist,

despite that they outperform Quicksel and theoretically benefit

from the SOTA theory, they fail to match the empirical perfor-

mance of the two deep query-driven models due to their limited

model capacity, especially for Qerror (Figure 4b) since they are opti-

mized specifically for absolute errors such as RMSE. These findings

confirm the In-Dist generalization capability of deep learning-based

query-driven models.

(a) center move - In-Dist (b) center move - OOD

(c) granul. shift - In-Dist (d) granul. shift - OOD

Figure 7: Query latency performance on DSB.

However, they also demonstrate limited robustness to OOD

queries, especially in complex multi-table datasets with intricate

joins and skewed distributions.For example, MSCN achieves strong

in-distribution accuracy on IMDb and DSB, with median Qerror

below 2 and 90th percentile values in single digits. Yet, it struggles

with OOD generalization on IMDb, where it exhibits an RMSE of

about 0.7 and median Qerror in four-digit, significantly underper-

forming compared to PostgreSQL and Sampling. On DSB, MSCN

shows less vulnerability to query center shifts. This is likely due to

less skewed data distributions, allowing easier adaptation of selec-

tivity functions across different data regions. PtsHist, QuadHist,

and Quicksel do not exhibit such drastic drops in OOD perfor-

mance, because they are data models constructed from queries and

are induced from probability measures. This supports our OOD gen-

eralization theory as signed measures are a superset of probability

measures and thus fall within the scope of our theory.

More importantly and perhaps not surprisingly, the integration

of SeConCDF significantly enhances the OOD generalization capa-

bilities of query-driven models like MSCN, without compromising

their In-Dis generalization. For instance, in the first OOD scenario
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(query center move), SeConCDF training reduces MSCN’s median

and 90-percentile Qerror from 4283 and a seven-digit value to just

2 and 10, respectively. Similar dramatic improvements are evident

in the second OOD scenario. Moreover, SeConCDF does not ad-

versely affect the model’s performance on In-Dis generalization.

Note that we also explored how model performance changes by

varying the "distance" between training and testing distributions.

Despite varying distances, SeConCDF consistently helps deep mod-

els outperform all other compared query-driven approaches. Due

to page limitations, these results are not included in this version.

7.3 Query Latency Performance

In this subsection, we showcase the improved generalization capa-

bilities from SeConCDF can result in a better end-to-end (running

time) performance. All end-to-end experiments are conducted with

a modified PostgreSQL 13.1 that can accept injected cardinalities

estimates [1, 2]. We exclude Sampling in the experiments since its

running time is much longer than others. We compare MSCN+CDF

to the original MSCN, PostgreSQL (an important baseline upon

which learned cardinality estimation should improve), and True

cardinalities. For each OOD scenario over each dataset, we ran-

domly sample 30 queries from both the In-Dist test queries and the

OOD test queries, respectively, to conduct the query latency exper-

iments. The results are shown in Figure 5 and Figure 7 for IMDb

and DSB, respectively. Additionally, for IMDb, we also employ the

Job-light benchmark [31] to evaluate the model’s OOD generaliza-

tion capabilities in the two OOD scenarios, since Job-light queries

differ significantly from the queries used during training.

The results yield three key insights. First, both the MSCN and

MSCN+CDF demonstrate notably efficient running times for In-

Dist queries, significantly surpassing PostgreSQL on the IMDb

dataset and matching its performance on DSB. Indeed, they are

close to True cardinalities on both datasets. Second, the inaccurate

cardinality estimates by MSCN for OOD queries lead to considerably

poorer query latency performance compared to In-Dis queries.Notably,

MSCN’s query latency performance is significantly worse than

PostgreSQL for both IMDb OOD queries and Job-light. Third, the

integration of SeConCDF significantly enhances MSCN+CDF’s

OOD latency performance, bringing it on parwith PostgreSQL. This
demonstrates that the improved accuracy from SeConCDF for OOD

generalization can translate into enhanced runtime performance.

7.4 Efficiency

SeConCDF employs pre-loading and asynchronous query sampling

to minimize idle time during model training. We evaluated the effi-

ciency of these strategies compared to a conventional sequential

training approach. For the IMDb and DSB datasets, the naive train-

ing strategy required 305s and 250s per epoch, respectively. With

the implementation of our efficient training methods, these times

were significantly reduced to 50s for IMDb and 26s for DSB per

epoch, representing an over 80% reduction in training time.

8 CONCLUSIONS AND OPEN PROBLEMS

In this paper, we proved the theory: selectivity predictors induced

by a signedmeasure are learnable, and undermild assumptions, they

exhibit bounded OOD generalization error. Based on the the-

ory, we propose a new selectivity estimation paradigm NeuroCDF,

and a principled training framework SeConCDF to enhance OOD

generalization capabilities for any NN-based existing query-driven

selectivity models. We empirically demonstrate that SeConCDF

improves query-driven models’s OOD generalization performance

in terms of accuracy and query latency performance.

We believe this work opens up many promising research direc-

tions. First, exploring the generalization bounds beyond signed

measures could yield interesting insights and inspire new model/al-

gorithm designs. Second, replacing the loss function (e.g., absolute

error) used in the theoretical results with Qerror is intriguing and

challenging. Additionally, enforcing CDF self-consistency through

model design represents a promising direction for future research.

Furthermore, applying our theory to guide the generation of queries

for efficient and effective training poses an interesting opportunity.
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