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Abstract. Databases such as dashDB are adding High Speed Connectors for
Spark to efficiently extract large volumes of data. This allows them to be
combined with other unstructured data sources and perform Machine Learning
(ML) on top of it. Machine Learning is a key ingredient for such use cases. In
order to assess performance of the data connectors and machine language frame-
works, we sought benchmarks that have the ability to scale the size of datasets to
very large volumes and apply Machine Learning algorithms. After exploring
several options, we found BigBench to be a good fit. In this paper, we talk about
our experiences of using BigBench with special focus on its 5 Machine Learning
queries and their default implementation in Spark. We discuss on how we could
improve effectiveness of BigBench for benchmarking Machine Learning by
avoiding bias and inclusion of real time analytics. We also think that there is scope
for improving the coverage of Machine Learning by adding more use cases like
Collaborative Filtering. Lastly, we share some interesting visualization of 4 ML
queries using SPSS Modeler and our experiments on different Clustering and
Classification algorithms.

Keywords: Collaborative filtering using machine learning - Predicting accuracy
of data sets - Visualization of bigbench machine learning queries using SPSS

1 Introduction

Machine Learning is being increasingly applied on large volumes of data to be able to
predict outcomes with high efficiency and accuracy. The performance of such use cases
are determined by two key aspects

(a) Optimized data exchange between analytics engines like Spark [1, 18, 19] and the
data store. This is important due to the iterative nature of machine learning algo-
rithms, especially for large data sets that do not fit in memory

(b) Scalability and accuracy of the Machine Learning frameworks

To address the first aspect above, several databases like IBM dashDB [2], Cassandra,
Couchbase etc. are employing techniques for optimized data connectors that make bi-
directional communication between Spark and databases more efficient by

(a) Generating parallel SQL statements under the covers, to read from multiple data-
base partitions concurrently
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(b) Localizing the data exchange between Spark and database node if they are hosted
on the same cluster

IBM dashDB Local [3] has the capability to run Spark applications that analyze data
in a dashDB database and write results back to the database. It achieves highly optimized
and parallel data transfer between dashDB and Spark by collocating DB2 data nodes
and Spark executors. An I/O layer, implemented as a DB2 Fenced Mode Process (FMP),
acts as an interface between dashDB and Spark. dashDB unloads the data of the local
partition into the FMP, which then passes the data to the Spark layer. A single transfer
unit contains multiple blocks and potentially millions of rows, hence providing signif-
icant speed up for exchange of data.

We sought benchmarks to evaluate the performance benefits of connectors. These
were the key pre-requisites:

(a) The benchmark should be representative of a good use case for Spark and database
integration. Machine Learning has to be a key component of the use case

(b) It should be able to scale data volumes, allowing for large data volume transfers
and be bidirectional - read/write to database

(c) It should invoke Machine Learning algorithms via SQL interface (Stored Proce-
dure) or via Spark jobs (using customized RDD to connect to data source)

(d) It should support multiple streams to test both scalability and resource management
in an integrated solution where Spark and database co-exist on the same cluster

One option that we explored were open data sets available as part of UCI machine
learning repository [4]. They have 336 datasets based on “real” world data, which is
precisely the reason why they are an attractive option. However, after examining some
of the new and popular data sets, we found that their key drawback was the small dataset
size, ranging from few KB to less than 500 MB.

Given our key requirements of large data transfers, ability to scale and run multi-
stream, we found BigBench [7-9, 17] to be an apt choice. There are five queries in
BigBench (Q05, Q20, Q25, Q26 and Q28) that involve interaction between database
and Spark. These cover three Machine Learning algorithms in Clustering (K-Means)
and Classification (Logistic Regression and Naive Bayes). Since data exchange volumes
will be large and data cannot be entirely cached in memory for reuse, the iterative nature
of Machine Learning algorithms involves multiple trips to the data source and hence the
performance of data connectors is stressed well enough. BigBench also supports bidir-
ectional transfer between data layer and Spark by supporting writing back the scoring
results to the database.

Our experiments were conducted with the following configuration:

BigBench Scale Factor = 1 TB

dashDB Local cluster, CentOS7.0-64 and Spark 1.6.2

4 nodes with the following configuration:

e 24 cores (2.6 GHz Intel Xeon-Haswell)

512 GB memory

6 internal SSDs (960 GB SanDisk CloudSpeed 1000 SSD)
10000 Mbps full duplex N/W card
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We also studied the effectiveness of BigBench in assessing Machine Learning
frameworks as we intend to extend our study to assess Machine Learning algorithm
implementation in Spark MLIib versus IBM ML algorithms.

In the following sections, we discuss our key observations and recommendations.

2 Collaborative Filtering Using Machine Learning

We propose to add a “Recommender System” use case in BigBench. It is a very relevant
use case in e-commerce and can be implemented using Collaborative filtering, one of
the most widely used and researched methods. Collaborative Filtering is based on the
principle that if two users rate x items similarly, they will likely rate other items similarly.
It is known for two unique challenges:

(a) Data Sparsity: For a large customer base and a large product set, the subset of items
rated by users is very small. This leads to a sparse user-item association matrix and
hence poses a challenge to the predictions of the algorithm.

(b) Scalability: With a large customer base and range of items, the computational
complexity of Collaborative Filtering grows very quickly. There are several opti-
mizations to reduce the cost of calculating similarity but there is often a trade-off
between performance and accuracy.

Matrix Factorization is one of the key methods to implement Collaborative Filtering.
It is often classified as a latent factor model. The ratings are explained by characterizing
both items and users on a number of factors automatically inferred from the ratings
pattern [13—15]. The sparse rating matrix is modeled as the product of low-rank user
and item factors. Latent factors are learnt by minimizing the reconstruction error of the
observed ratings. The unknown ratings can then be computed by multiplying these
factors.

Given that BigBench already provides the [user, product, review] triplet in
web_clickstreams, Matrix Factorization will be a good add-on to the BigBench Machine
Learning arsenal to study the performance of the Machine Learning framework and the
cluster.

Spark MLIib [11] implements Matrix Factorization using Alternating Least Squares
(ALS) method [16, 20-22]. ALS alternates between fixing the user feature matrix and
the item feature matrix. When one is fixed, the other is solved by minimizing the Root
Mean Squared Error. This is repeated until convergence.

Below, we share an initial prototype for BigBench Recommendation System using
Explicit Feedback.

The input Vector can be extracted from product_reviews table in 3 possible ways

(a) Select all items, users, ratings from product_reviews table
SELECT PR_USER_SK, PR_ITEM_SK, PR_REVIEW_RATING FROM
product_reviews;

(b) Predict recommendations in a specific item category
SELECT PR_USER_SK, PR_ITEM_SK, PR_REVIEW_RATING FROM
product_reviews pr, item
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WHERE I_CATEGORY = ‘Books’ AND i_item_sk = pr_item_sk

(c) Predict recommendations to specific item category and class
SELECT PR_USER_SK, PR_ITEM_SK, PR_REVIEW_RATING FROM
product_reviews pr, item WHERE I_CATEGORY = ‘Books’ AND I_CLASS =
“fiction’

The Spark job for Recommender does the following:

(a) Accepts arguments for iterations and rank that are parameters of the ML algorithm

(b) Transforms Rows of data frame to Rating object

(c) Trains ALS model on a partial data set (90%) and predicts the outcome on the held
back data

(d) Measures the accuracy using Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE)

Below is a snippet from Recommender output on 1 TB scale factor of BigBench. At
this scale factor, the product_reviews table has 4.45 million ratings. 1.7 million
customers have rated 556,000 items.

Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.46
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.99
Actual Rating: 2.0 Predicted Rating: 1.99
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.98
Actual Rating: 4.0 Predicted Rating: 3.95
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.99
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 5.42
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.99
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.99
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.99
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.99
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.99
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.99
Actual Rating: 4.0 Predicted Rating: 4.03
Actual Rating: 1.0 Predicted Rating: 0.94
Actual Rating: 5.0 Predicted Rating: 4.84

Spark uses a blocked implementation of ALS. A User column block stores a subset
of user factor matrix and an Item column block stores a subset of item factor matrix.
The rating matrix is stored as two separate RDDs. One RDD is partitioned by user and
the other RDD is partitioned by item. While updating the user factor matrix, ratings for
each user in its partition is locally available. However, item factor vector corresponding
to items rated by the user must be shuffled across the nodes.

Below is a snapshot of ALS training stage execution with twenty iterations.
Figure 1 shows that Job 3 is the most expensive job. Figure 2 shows a snippet of Job 3
breakdown. Job 3 comprises forty stages, two for each iteration. The user or the item
factor matrix is updated alternately in each stage. At the end of each stage, the updated
factor matrix is shuffled across the nodes. A major chunk of the time is spent in the
shuffle.
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Fig. 1. dashDB Spark integration layout

Job Id Description Submitted Duration
8 mean at Recommender.scala:167 2016/08/14 22:18:45 40s

7 aggregate at MatrixFactorizationModel.scala:96 2016/08/14 22:18:45 05s

6 first at MatrixFactorizationModel.scala:67 2016/08/14 22:18:45 14 ms

5 first at MatrixFactorizationModel.scala:67 2016/08/14 22:18:44 13 ms

4 count at ALS.scala:264 2016/08/14 22:18:44 08s

3 count at ALS.scala:263 2016/08/14 22:12:47 5.9 min

2 count at ALS.scala:604 2016/08/14 22:12:43 3s

1 count at ALS.scala:596 2016/08/14 22:12:33 10s

Fig. 2. Spark monitoring UI showing the jobs

We did some experiments to study the impact of the number of factors or rank on
the performance and accuracy of Collaborative Filtering. The intermediate RDDs are
100% cached. As we increase the rank, we observe that the accuracy of the algorithm
changes, with consistent drop in performance. This performance drop is attributed to
increase in shuffle time due to larger size of the factor matrix (Fig. 3).
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We also propose to extend the usage of Collaborative Filtering to construct
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streaming scenario in BigBench. We can stream a portion of web click stream data during
the workload execution and use saved MatrixFactorization model to predict the use
rating or generate top item recommendations for users on the fly (Fig. 4).
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Fig. 4. Impact of increasing rank on RMSE & Performance of ALS (Lower is better)

3 Measuring Accuracy and Tuning Machine Learning Algorithms

A best practice in Machine Learning is to test the accuracy of the model on a data set
that it is not trained on. In other words, we should have disjoint data sets for training
and testing the models. The accuracy is reported on the test data set. We see that the data
set is split for Naive Bayes algorithm using SQL queries to segregate data but not so for
Logistic Regression. We’d recommend making the measurement of accuracy consistent
across all supervised ML algorithms in BigBench by either employing a method similar
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to Naive Bayes to split the training/test data or using mechanisms like Cross Validation
to achieve the same. This will help avoid bias and obtain a better estimate of the model’s
generalized error.

In a modified Logistic Regression scenario similar to Scenario #2 in Sect. 4.1 below,
we split the data set into a 70% training data and 30% test data. Running prediction on
the training data set vs running prediction on a 30% test data set suggests that Area Under
Curve (AUC) on test data reduces by 4.4% (Fig. 5).

Training data Test data
Precision 0.7587515979164543 0.7281337029540884
AUC 0.5253761346454113 0.5024392467169441
Confusion Matrix 2284497.0 276466.0 662283.0 180646.0
478607.0  90287.0 74435.0  20895.0

Fig. 5. Comparison of accuracy on training data vs test data

On arelated note, one common use case in Machine Learning is model selection and
tuning the parameters of Machine Learning algorithms. We could modify Q05 or any
new ML algorithm in BigBench to represent such a ML tuning use case. For example,
test the Logistic Regression or Collaborative Filtering with multiple values of regulari-
zation parameters. The optimal regularization parameter is one that reports the best
accuracy on the test data set.

4 Visualization of Machine Learning Use Case in SPSS Modeler

IBM SPSS Modeler [3] is a powerful data mining workbench that helps build accurate
predictive models quickly and intuitively, without the need for any programming. It
provides arich set of machine learning algorithms and facilitates comparison of alternate
ML models.

We analyzed the existing 4 Machine Language use cases in BigBench using SPSS
Modeler. Our intent was to:

(a) Gain insights about the data and relative importance of features in predicting
outcomes

(b) Assess the cluster quality and size for the three K-Means clustering scenarios

(c) Assess alternative models that could be incorporated into the BigBench test suite
for increased coverage

We discuss our findings in the sections below.

4.1 QO05 - Logistic Regression

This use case predicts if a visitor will be interested in a given item category, based on
demographics and existing users online activities (interest in items of different catego-
ries).
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The target variable for the use case is a binary variable indicating whether a visitor
isinterested in a specific item category. It is 1 if the user’s clicks in the category is greater
than the average clicks in that category for the entire population.

Model Assessment. The model selected and its accuracy depend on the clicks in the
specified item category. If the target category is included in the input feature vector, the
model is able to predict with 100% accuracy, as it is able to learn that the clicks of the
category are determining the outcome. Therefore, we suggest adding a use case in which
the clicks in the item category are deliberately excluded from the input feature vector.
This will enable BigBench to exercise a wider range of ML algorithms like Neural
Networks and also, help increase the computational complexity of these algorithms e.g.
increased depth of the Tree. The experiments below provide more details.

Scenario #1: QOS5 is executed with target item category “Books”. The target variable is
1 if the number of clicks by a customer is greater than average number of clicks in
“Books” category and 0 otherwise. CLICKS_IN_3 column is the number of clicks in
“Books” category and is a part of input feature vector.

SPSS Modeler evaluated several classification algorithms and arrived at three
models: C51, Logistic Regression and C&R Tree. C51 and C&R Tree belong to the tree
family. As shown below, all algorithms predict with 100% accuracy, as they are able to
determine CLICKS_IN_3 as the key predictor (Fig. 6).

Buid Time
(mins)

Overall
Accuracy (%)

No. Fields
Used

Mac MaxProfit
Profit Occurs in (%)

Area Under ‘|

le(Tnn 30%) o

Graph Model

Sy cst 15 1564,925.0 9 333 1000 1 10

|/ Logisteregression1 15 1564,925.0 9 3333 1000 9 10

W C8RTree 1 15 1,564,925.0 9 333 1000 6 10

Fig. 6. Top 3 Classification models filtered by SPSS, sorted by Area Under Curve

E-Equation For 0
E-Equation For 1
. 0.07511* COLLEGE_EDUCATION +
-0.01905 * MALE +
0.0001811 * CLICKS_IN_1 +
0.000004033 * CLICKS_IN_2 +
© 11.52* CLICKS_IN_3 +
- 0.0008079 * CLICKS_IN_4 +
-0.001071 * CLICKS_IN_5 +
0.0003695 * CLICKS_IN_6 +
0.00254 * CLICKS_IN_7 +
+-8715.9

Fig. 7. Parameters of Logistic Regression

Logistic Regression shows very high correlation for CLICKS_IN_3. Similarly, C51 is
able to infer the condition that decides the target variable in a one-level tree structure (Fig. 7).
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SRR T SR ETRIRON] e For

-~ CLICKS_IN_3 <=756 [Mode: 0] => 0
i CLICKS_IN_3>756 [Mode: 1] = 1

Fig. 8. Tree output of C51 Model

Scenario #2: QOS5 is executed with target item category “Toys & Games”. The target
variable is 1 if the number of clicks by a customer is greater than average number of
clicks in “Toys & Games” category and O otherwise. Clicks in this category are “not”
part of input feature vector (Fig. 8).

SPSS Modeler shows that three models (C51, Neural Network and Logistic Regres-
sion) have relatively high accuracy amongst several classification algorithms. The accu-
racy level is less than 100% (Fig. 9).

~ | ® Ascending © Descending

(> Dekte Unuseamosels | view [Traimng set |

Build  |Max MaxProft | Overall No.Fields |Area Under
i‘;m"" Hode! Time |Profit ocaurs in (%) |1 3%} |couracy (%) |Used Cunve
I ‘y cs1 4 579,106,558 8 2896 91.156 9 0903
i H Neural Net 1 6 540,565 7 3018 90885 9 0927
| i Iy Logistic regression 1 4 543,065 7 3.022 90.901 9 0.928

Fig. 9. Top 3 classification models filtered by SPSS, sorted by Area Under Curve

C51 Model. The Fig. 10 shows the decision tree structure produced by C51 Model [6]. It
is worth noting that the optimal tree depth selected for producing high accuracy is 25.
Adding a tree based classification algorithm to BigBench would be an interesting add-on.

B CLICKS_IN_1 <=233 [ Mode: 0]
- CLICKS_IN_5 <= 226 [ Mode: 0] —=> 0
E- CLICKS_IN_5> 226 [Mode: 0]
i CLICKS_IN_6 <=218 [Mode: 0] => 0
Bl CLICKS_IN_6 > 218 [ Mode: 0]
B CLICKS_IN_1> 233 [Mode: 0]
E- CLICKS_IN_5 <= 253 [ Mode: 0]
i B CLICKS_IN_6 <= 225 [ Mode: 0]
i B CLICKS_IN_6> 225 [ Mode: 0]
E- CLICKS_IN_5 > 253 [Mode: 1]
B CLICKS_IN_1 <= 267 [Mode: 1]
Bl CLICKS_IN_1> 267 [ Mode: 1]

Fig. 10. Tree output by C51 Model
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Logistic Regression Model. The Fig. 11 shows the parameters chosen by Logistic
regression for the feature vector. Demographics have negligible impact on the target
variable (Fig. 12).

E-Equation For 0
&- Equation For 1
i 0.01647 *CLICKS_IN_1 +
0.01627 * CLICKS_IN_2 +
0.01658 * CLICKS_IN_3 +
0.01667 * CLICKS_IN_4 +
i 0.01651* CLICKS_IN_5 +
- 0.01646 * CLICKS_IN_6 +
0.01629 * CLICKS_IN_7 +
-0.003007 * [COLLEGE_EDUCATION=0] +
0.003655 * [MALE=0] +
+-258

Fig. 11. Parameters of Logistic Regression

Predictor Importance
Target: LABEL

CLICKS_IN_1 |
CLICKS_IN_6
CLICKS_IN_5
CLICKS_IN_3 i
CLICKS_IN_2
CLICKS_IN_7 j
CLICKS_IN_4
I

COLLEGE_EDUCATION

MALE

00 02 04 [ 03 10

= . . . . . . .

Least Important Most Important

Fig. 12. Predictor importance using C51 algorithm

Predictor Importance. Both logistic regression and C51 show that the number of
clicks in different categories dictates the interest of visitor in “Toys & Games” category.
Demographics have the least impact on the target variable (Fig. 13).
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Similar results were observed when the target item category was “Books” and
CLICKS_IN_3 was “not” included in the input feature vector (Fig. 14).

Build Time |Max Max Profit . Overall No. Area
SR el (mins) Profit ‘Ooours in ‘LIH{TOD e Accuracy Fields Under
P / Logistic regression... 11 706,920.0 7 3282 94.145 8 0.967
f&/ Neural Net 1 1" 699,860.0 7 3279 94.088 8 0.966
—
ﬁ,/ CHAID 1 1 641240.571 9 3266 93.722 6 096
=

Fig. 14. Top 3 Classification models filtered by SPSS

Key Inferences.

As mentioned, not including the deterministic clicks in the input feature vector will
exercise and stress the machine learning algorithms in a more realistic way. This
clearly reflects in the tree depth — 25 in Scenario #2 versus only 1 in Scenario #1
Another benefit of Scenario #2 is the ability to introduce more algorithms such as Trees
and Neural Networks to the BigBench ML mix.

4.2 K-Means Clustering

In SPSS, the quality of clustering is measured by the Silhouette coefficient. Silhouette
coefficient combines the concepts of cluster cohesion (favoring models which contain
tightly cohesive clusters) and cluster separation (favoring models which contain highly

separated clusters).

Q20 performs Customer segmentation for return analysis: Customers are separated

along the following dimensions: return frequency, return order ratio (total number of

orders partially or fully returned versus the total number of orders), return item ratio
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ratio (total monetary amount of items returned versus the amount purchased).

As shown in the Fig. 15, Q20 is on the threshold of Good (0.5) on the Silhouette

scale.

Model Summary

Algorithm K-Means

Inputs

4

Clusters

5

Cluster Quality

Poor

Fair

-1.0

T
-05

Silh

00

e of

T
05
and separation

10

Fig. 15. Cluster Quality of Q20 K-Means Clustering: twenty iterations & five Clusters

cluster-5

Fig. 16. Q20 Clusters ordered by size and predictor importance; Cluster size = 5

Predictor Importance. Incontext of clustering algorithms, predictor importance indi-
cates how well the variable can differentiate different clusters. For both range (numeric)
and discrete variables, the higher the importance measure, the less likely the variation

Cluster cluster-1 cluster-4 cluster-2 cluster-3
Label
Description
Size | 38.3% | 337%| [ 21.8%| [ AL 0.2%
7745) 54569) 82268) (1190173) (5901)
Inputs




Benchmarking Spark Machine Learning Using BigBench 57

for a variable between clusters is due to chance and more likely due to some underlying
difference.

In Q20, all inputs have equal importance. The size of the largest cluster is 1.2 million
(38% of population) while the size of smallest cluster is 5901 (0.2% of the population).
The numbers beneath the feature names are the cluster centers (Fig. 16).

Q25 performs customer segmentation based on recency of last visit, frequency of
visits and monetary amount spent. Recency doesn’t have any impact on the clustering,
while frequency of visits and amount spent are equally important in determining the
cluster.

Although Q25 fares very good on the Silhouette scale, there is a skew in cluster size
with 99.7% of population belonging to a single cluster (Fig. 17).

cluster-1 cluster-5 cluster-2 cluster-3

| Cluster |
Label

cluster-4

Description

Size

0.1% 0.1%

Inputs

| 99.7%
3121626)

(2748)

(2618)

| 0.1%
(1878)

0.1%
(1786)

FREQUENCY
4283

TOTALSPEND

645,894.20

RECENCY
1.00

FREQUENCY
4,725.04

TOTALSPEND
71,261,608.72

RECENCY
1.00

FREQUENCY
22,955.32

TOTALSPEND
346,168,362.64

RECENCY
1.00

FREQUENCY
11,305.09

TOTALSPEND
170,476,743.80

RECENCY
1.00

FREQUENCY
18,062.15

TOTALSPEND
272,276,472.35

RECENCY
1.00

Fig. 17. Q25 Clusters ordered by size and predictor importance; Cluster size = 5

Q26 clusters customers into book buddies/club groups based on their store book
purchasing histories. For this query, we observe non-zero store sales values for books
in 5 out of 15 categories. 10 categories show 0 sales and hence they do not have any
impact on the clustering.

The clustering characteristics for Q26 are similar to Q25. Although it fares very well
on Silhouette scale, 99.7% of the population belongs to a single cluster (Fig. 18).

In our performance experiments, we observe that K-Means runs for the default
number of iterations, twenty, for convergence. Also, K-Means requires the number of
clusters to be specified. Given these factors, the skew in the cluster size should not impact
the extent to which K-Means is exercised. During our experiments, we found that the
Spark cache size impacts the K-Means queries significantly and hence they were effec-
tive in assessing the benefits of an optimized data connector. K-Means runs for twenty
iterations and if the data doesn’t fit in the memory, the analytics engine has to repeatedly
fetch the input vector from the data source. The optimizations done in the dashDB Spark
data connector improved performance significantly.
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cluster-1 cluster-4 cluster-2 cluster-3 cluster-5
Label
Description
Size
99.7% | | 0.1% | | 0.1% | | 0.1% | 0.1%
|_(JJZ1 617) (2742) (2625) (1886) (1784)
Inputs

D1 ID1
6,848.27 5,383.91

D2

D2
8,035.74 6,317.52

D3 ID3
5874.28 461471

ID4 D4
4,382.85 344713

ID5
4,559.22
ID10 ID10 ID10 ID10 ID10
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ID11 ID11 ID11 ID11 ID11
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fig. 18. Q26 Clusters ordered by size and predictor importance; Cluster size = 5
5 Conclusion and Future Work

With the increasing importance of Machine Learning in big data scenarios, a broader
coverage of commonly used Machine Learning algorithms along with more realistic
scenarios like tuning the parameters of machine learning using cross validation and
loading an existing model to predict outcome on real time data will make it even more
appealing and relevant. Our experiments show that the performance characteristics of
ML algorithms vary and hence will be useful in stressing the different system compo-
nents. The paper highlights the importance of broadening the scope of ML algorithms
and use cases in BigBench and provides concrete recommendations supported by
experiments. It also talks about how the existing BigBench ML queries, K-Means and
Logistics Regression, have been effective in proving the performance benefits of dashDB
Spark connector.

In future, we plan to study the performance characteristics of other ML algorithms
like Trees and Neural Networks on large data sets using BigBench. We’d also like
BigBench to consider adopting our recommendations.
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