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Abstract—Collaborative filtering algorithms are important
building blocks in many practical recommendation systems.
For example, many large-scale data processing environmesnt
include collaborative filtering models for which the Alternating
Least Squares (ALS) algorithm is used to compute latent facr
matrix decompositions. In this paper, we propose an approdt
to accelerate the convergence of parallel ALS-based optimation
methods for collaborative filtering using a nonlinear conjuyate
gradient (NCG) wrapper around the ALS iterations. We also
provide a parallel implementation of the accelerated ALS-NCG
algorithm in the Apache Spark distributed data processing
environment, and an efficient line search technique as part fo
the ALS-NCG implementation that requires only one pass over
the data on distributed datasets. In serial numerical expements
on a linux workstation and parallel numerical experiments am a
16 node cluster with 256 computing cores, we demonstrate tha
the combined ALS-NCG method requires many fewer iterations
and less time than standalone ALS to reach movie rankings
with high accuracy on the MovieLens 20M dataset. In paralle|
ALS-NCG can achieve an acceleration factor of 4 or greater in
clock time when an accurate solution is desired; furthermoe,
the acceleration factor increases as greater numerical paision
is required in the solution. In addition, the NCG acceleraton
mechanism is efficient in parallel and scales linearly with ppblem
size on synthetic datasets with up to nearly 1 billion rating. The
acceleration mechanism is general and may also be applicabto
other optimization methods for collaborative filtering.

Keywords-Recommendation systems, collaborative filtering,
parallel optimization algorithms, matrix factorization, Apache
Spark, Big Data, scalable methods.

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

An important class of collaborative filtering methods are
latent factor models, for which low-rank matrix factorimets
are often used and have repeatedly demonstrated better ac-
curacy than other methods such as nearest neighbor models
and restricted Boltzmann machinés [5], [7]. A low-rank fate
factor model associates with each user and with each item
a vector of rankng, for which each component measures
the tendency of the user or item towards a cerfactor or
feature In the context of movies, a latent feature may represent
the style or genre (i.e. drama, comedy, or romance), and the
magnitude of a given component of a user’s feature vector is
proportional to the user’s proclivity for that feature (dor
an item’s feature vector, to the degree to which that feature
is manifested by the item). A low-rank matrix factorization
procedure takes as its input the user-item ratings marix
in which each entry is a numerical rating of an item by a
user and for which typically very few entries are known. The
procedure then determines the low-rank usei) @nd item
(M) matrices, where a column in these matrices represents a
latent feature vector for a single user or item, respegtivel
and R ~ UTM for the known values inR. Once the
user and item matrices are computed, they are used to build
the recommendation system and predict the unknown ratings.
Computing user and item matrices is the first step in building
a variety of recommendation systems, so it is important to
compute the factorization dR quickly.

The matrix factorization problem is closely related to the
singular value decomposition (SVD), but the SVD of a matrix
with missing values is undefined. However, siRex UM,

Recommendation systems are designed to analyze availaiiie way to find the user and item matrices is by minimizing
user data to recommend items such as movies, music,tle squared difference between the approximated and actual
other goods to consumers, and have become an increasinwglipe of the known ratings ilR. Minimizing this difference
important part of most successful online businesses. Oisdypically done by one of two algorithms: stochastic geedi
strategy for building recommendation systems is known descent (SGD) or alternating least squares (ALS) [8], [2ISA

collaborative filtering, whereby items are recommended

tan be easily parallelized and can efficiently handle models

users by collecting preferences or taste information frothat incorporate implicit data (e.g. the frequency of a sser

many users (see, e.d.] [1]] [2]). Collaborative filteringtinoels

mouse-clicks or time spent on a website)|[10], but it is well-

provide the basis for many recommendation systéms [3] akdown that ALS can require a large number of iterations to
have been used by online businesses such as Amazon ¢gpverge. Thus, in this paper, we propose an approach to

Netflix [5], and Spotify [6].

1Currently at Monash University, School of Mathematical é®cies, Mel-
bourne, Australia

significantly accelerate the convergence of the ALS alborit
for computing the user and item matrices. We use a nonlinear
optimization algorithm, specifically the nonlinear corgig
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gradient (NCG) algorithm[11], as a wrapper around ALS to Il. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION
significantly accelerate the convergence of ALS, and thigs re The acceleration aporoach we bropose in this paper is
to this combined algorithm as ALS-NCG. Alternatively, the bp prop pap

. . ) . C%pplicable to a broad class of optimization methods and
algorithm can be viewed as a nonlinearly preconditioned N L -
collaborative filtering models. For definiteness, we choase

method with ALS as the nonlinear preconditioner|[12]. Ouf”~ " . o
. prec .-[ ] ecific latent factor model, the matrix factorization mlode
approach for accelerating the ALS algorithm using the NC o C
; . ) rem [8] and [23], and a specific optimization method, ALS
algorithm can be situated in the context of recent resear, . . .
. Given the data we use, the model is presented in terms of

activity on nonlinear preconditioning for nonlinear iteva users and movies instead of the more generic users and items
solvers[[13],[14],[12],[[15],[[16]. Some of the ideas datek fg;\mework 9

as far as the 19605 [11 7], [18], but they are not well-known an . . .
remain under-explored experimentally and theoreticdlR].[ Lft th_e_ matrix ofhuser-_r_n(_)wteh ranktl_ngs l.)e retpresen_te'd by
Parallel versions of collaborative filtering and recommer{; ;ng_a P Xigntlh;vnirrig Zejrlzf use:g ";Er{n:l?nlviinthg rr?uorxlbger
dation are of great interest in the era of big data 201, . b M ’ .
9 g [l [ 4 items. Note that for any user and moviej, the value

[21]. For example, the Apache Spark data processing envir s eith | b . . di "
ment [22] contains a parallel implementation of ALS for the! Tij IS EINEer a real numpber or IS missing, and in practice
collaborative filtering model of [23][]8]. I [19] an advaed very few values are known. For example, the MovieLens 20M

distributed SGD method is described in Hadoop environmen@taset[gﬁ]_ with 13_8'493 USers _and 21,278 movies contains
nly 20 million rankings, accounting for less thafx Iof the

followed by work in that considers algorithms based o . . o .

ALS and SyGD in en\%g]nments that use tr?e Message Passmgl possible ranklng.s.. In the Ic_)w-rank_factorlzatlorfbi/vLEh
Interface (MPI). Scalable coordinate descent approaahies f7 factors, each useris assoqgt.ed with a vectqrz- € R
collaborative filtering are proposed in[21], also using kel i=1, o n,“)’ and each movig is associated with a vector
framework. In addition to producing algorithmic advanced™ € R (G = 1’_'_' > nm). The elements ofn; measure the
these papers have shown that the relative performance of %@ree that MOVIG POSSESSES each factor. or featurej and the
methods considered is often strongly influenced by the perfglements ofu; similarly measures the affinity of userfor
mance characteristics of the parallel computing paradigah teach factor or feature. The dot produgtm; thus captures

is used to implement the algorithms (e.g., Hadoop or MPI). me interaction between useand moviey, approximating user

this paper we implement our proposed ALS-NCG algorithm i@snfrgg?g oftr:nowej fElS :” - uitr_na- m%eEOt'ngU ﬁn[;li]nf
parallel using the Apache Spark framework, which is a large- as the user feature matrix ad = [m,] &

scale distributed data processing environment that buwitds if[ thehnlﬁvgfgalt;ﬁv[mbatrlx: our goa![r:s ;olldet.ermMGand d
the principles of scalability and fault tolerance that arstriu- such thativ ~ y minimizing the following square

mental in the success of Hadoop and MapReduce. Howe\}gﬁs function:
Spark adds crucial new capabilities in terms of in-memory £, (R, U,M) = Z (rij — ulmy;)2+

computing and data persistence for iterative methods, and Gf)eT

makes it possible to implement more elaborate algorithntis wi ) )

significantly better performance than is feasible in Haddap /\( T [|wi| " + Z T, ||| )v
i J

such, Spark is already being used extensively for advanced

big data analytics in the commercial setting![24]. The patal whereZ is the index set of knowm,; in R, n,, denotes the
Spark implementation of ALS for the collaborative filterinthumber of ratings by user andn.,, is the number of ratings
model of [23], [B] forms the starting poi_nt fqr applying theof movie j. The term (3>, ny, [Jui||2 + >, T, [0 [|2) i
parallel acceleration methods proposed in this paper. a Tikhonov regularization [26] term commonly included in

Our contributions in this paper are as follows. The specifiie loss function to prevent overfitting. The full optimizat
optimization problem is formulated in Secti¢d I, and theroblem can be stated as

accelerated ALS-NCG algorithm is developed in Secfioh III.
In Section[1V, we study the convergence enhancements of 11}111\1/} L)(R,U,M). 2
ALS-NCG compared to standalone ALS in small serial tests '
using subsets of the MovieLens 20M datasei [25]. Se¢fibn V 11l. ACCELERATINGALS CONVERGENCE BYNCG
describes our parallel implementation in Sﬂarﬂmd Section
[VTIcontains results from parallel performance tests on &-hig
end computing cluster with 16 nodes and 256 cores, usingThe optimization problem in{2) is not convex. However,
both the full MovieLens 20M dataset and a large synthetit we fix one of the unknowns, eithetJ or M, then the
dataset sampled from the MovieLens 20M data with up to @timization problem becomes quadratic and we can solve for
million users and 800 million ratings. We find that ALS-NC@&he remaining unknown as a least squares problem. Doing this
converges significantly faster than ALS in both the serial arin an alternating fashion is the central idea behind ALS.
distributed Spark settings, demonstrating the overaledpp Consider the first step of the ALS algorithm in whidh is
provided by our algorithmic acceleration. fixed. We can determine the least squares solutiofilto (1) for
LSource code available: https:/github.com/mbhynesiats- eachu; by setting all the components of the gradient[df (1)

A. Alternating Least Squares Algorithm
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related tou; to zero: ng =0 Vi, k whereuy, is an element minimizing (). In practice we found that the nonlinear aen;j
of U. Expanding the terms in the derivative 6f (1), we havegate gradient algorithm by itself was very slow to conveme t
- _ a solution of [(2), and thus do not consider it as an alteraativ
Z 2(ug my —7ij)mij + 2An,uk =0 Vi k to the ALS algorithm. Instead we propose using NCG to
J€L: accelerate ALS, or, said differently, the combined aldnit
) uses ALS as a nonlinear preconditioner for NCG| [12].
= Z Mg g o Ay g = Z mi;Tig Vi, K, The standard NCG algrz)rithm is a line search[ al]gorithm
Jek: Jetk in continuous optimization that is an extension of the CG
wheremy,; is an element oM. In vector form, the resultant algorithm for linear systems. While the linear CG algorithm
linear system for any; is is specifically designed to minimize the convex quadratic
- - _ function ¢(x) = 3x"Ax — b'x, whereA € R"*" is a
(Mz, Mz, + Ay, Du; = Mz, R (i, Z;) V4, symmetric positive definite matrix, the NCG algorithm can be
wherel is then; x n; identity matrix,Z; is the index set of &Pplied to general constrained optimization problems ef th
movies useri has rated, andViz, represents the sub-matrix/0'M minxez~ f(x). Here, the minimization problem i£1(2),
of M where columng € Z; are selected. SimilarlyR (i, Z;) where the matrice®) andM are found by defining the vector
is a row vector that represents tfta row of R with only the X< R (utnn) as
columns inZ; included. The explicit solution fon; is then xT =l u} ... v m’ml. . .m? ] (5)
given by “
= Al Vi, (3) Wwith function f(x) = £ as in [1).

The NCG algorithm generates a sequence of iterates
whereA; = Mz, M7 + An, I, andv; = Mz,R"(i,Z;). The ;> 1, from the initial guessc, using the recurrence relation
analogous solution for the columns df is found by fixing
U, where eachm; is given by Xp+1 = Xg + Ok Pk

—ATlv, VY (4) The parametety;, > 0 is the step length determined by a line
! I search along search directign,, which is generated by the
where A; = Uz, UL + Anp, 1, v; = Uz, R(Z;, j). Here, following rule:
Z; is the index set of users that have rated moyieUz, o o 6
represents the sub-matrix & € R" ¥« where columns Pir+1 = ~8k+1 + Sit1Pr, Po = 80, ©)
T; are selected, anR(Z;, j) is a column vector that representsvhere 3., | is the update parameter agg = V f(x;) is the
theyth column ofR W|th only the rows inZ; included. gradient of f(x) evaluated ak,. The update parametgy. , |
Algorithm [1 summarizes the ALS algorlthm used to solvean take on various different forms. In this paper, we use the
the optimization problem given iril(2). Frorl (3) ad (4), weariant of 3,,; developed by Polak and Ribierfe [27]:
note that each of the columns & and M may be com-
puted independently; thus ALS may be easily implemented in Brt1 = gkﬂ(g’“*l g’“)_ 7
parallel, as in[[2B]. However, the ALS algorithm can require g 8k

many iterations for convergence, and we now propose Rfdte that if a convex quadratic function is optimized using
acceleration method for ALS that can be applied to both thige NCG algorithm with an exact line search, thign (7) reduces
parallel and serial versions. to the same3,.1 as in the original CG algorithm for linear
. systems|[[11].

B. Accelerated ALS Algorithm The preconditioning of the NCG algorithm by the ALS

In this section, we develop the accelerated ALS-NCG algatgorithm modifies the expressions f@; and py,; as
rithm to solve the collaborative filtering optimization jplem  follows, and is summarized in Algorithi 2. Let, be the

iterate generated from one iteration of the ALS algorithm

Algorithm 1: Alternating Least Squares (ALS) applied toxy, X; = P(xx), where P’ represents one iteration
Output: U, M of ALS_._Thls iterate is |_n_corporateq into _the NCG algorithm
Initialize M with random values: by defining the preconditioned gradient direction generate
while Stopping criteria have not been satisfidd ALS as _ _

for i=1,...,n, do 8k = Xk — Xp = Xk — Pxp),
| w— A and replacingg;, with g, in (8). Note that-g,, is expected to
end be a descent direction that is an improvement compared to the
for j=1,...,n, do steepest descent directierg,. The update parametgy, . is
| my— Ajlvy; redefined as3, , ; with the form
end
end gk+1(gk+1 gk)

(8)

5k+1

gk gk



iterations as well as a desired tolerance value in the gnadie

Algorithm 2: Accelerated ALS (ALS-NCG)
norm normalized by the number of variable,|gs|| for

Input: xq

Output: xy, N = ny x (ny, + ny,). For both algorithms, a normalized

8, < X0 — P(x0); gradient norm of less than0—% was required within at most

Po — —8o; 10* iterations. In addition, ALS-NCG had a maximum number

k<« 0: of allowed function evaluations in the line search equadita

while g # 0 do The serial tests were performed on ratings matrices of 4
Computeay; different sizesn,, x n,, =400 x 80, 800 x 160, 1600 x 320

and 3200 x 640, wheren,, is the number of users and,, is
the number of movies. For each ratings matrix, ALS and ALS-

Xk41 < Xk + Pk,
81 < Xkt — P(Xps);

Computes,, ; NCG were used to solve the opti_mization problemih (2) with

Pht1 & —Brit +Bk+1pk; A = 0.1 andny = 10. The algorithms were each run using

ke k+1: 20 different random starting iterates (which were the samne f
end both algorithms) until one of the stopping criteria was ezt

Table[l summarizes the timing results for different problem
sizes, where the given times are written in the foart b

where [8) is similar to[{[7), however not every instancezpf wherea is the mean time in seconds ahds the standard
has been replaced witg,. The specific form foerJrl is deviation about the mean. Since computing the gradienttis no
chosen because if Algorithfil 2 were applied to the convéxplicitly required in the ALS algorithm, the computatiome
quadratic problem with an exact line search aRdwere for the gradient norm was excluded from the timing results
represented by a preconditioning matRx then Algorithm[2 for the ALS algorithm. Runs that did not converge based on
would be equivalent to preconditioned CG with precondigionthe gradient norm tolerance were not included in the mean
P. In [12], an overview and an in-depth analysis are given @hd standard deviation calculations, however the only nah t
the different possible forms fag, , ,, however () performed did not converge toy|gx|| < 107° before reaching the
best in our numerical experiments. Note that the primafpaximum number of iterations was a singlé00 x 320 ALS
computational cost in Algorithid 2 comes from computing botfun. The large standard deviations in the timing measurésnen
the ALS iteration,P(x;), and oy, the step length parameterstem from the variation in the number of iterations required
using a line search. to reduce the gradient norm. The fourth column of Tdble |
shows the acceleration factor of ALS-NCG, computed as the
IV. SERIAL PERFORMANCE OFALS-NCG mean time for convergence of ALS divided by the mean time
The ALS and ALS-NCG algorithms were implemented ifior convergence of ALS-NCG. We see from this table that
serial in MATLAB, and evaluated using the MovieLens 20MALS-NCG significantly accelerates the ALS algorithm for alll
dataset[[25]. The entire MovieLens 20M dataset has 138,48®blem sizes. Similarly, Tablg]l Il summarizes the number of
users, 27,278 movies, and just over 20 million ratings, wheiterations required to reach convergence for each alguorith
each user has rated at least 20 movies. To investigate Huain, the results were calculated based on converged runs
algorithmic performance as a function of problem size, botnly.
the ALS and ALS-NCG algorithms were run on subsets of From Tableg§ll an@! it is clear that ALS-NCG accelerates
the MovieLens 20M dataset. In creating subsets, we exclud@@ convergence of the ALS algorithm, using the gradientmor
outlier users with either very many or very few movie ratingas the measure of convergence. However, since the factor
relative to the median number of ratings per user. To coostru
a subset withn,, users, the users from the full dataset were
sorted in descending order by the valuesqf for each

TABLE |
TIMING RESULTS OFALS AND ALS-NCG.

user. !Denoting the index of the user With the median number—p;5pem size Time (5) Acceleration

of ratings byc, the set of users from index — L”TUJ to Ny X N ALS [ ALS-NCG Factor

c+([%]—1) were included. Once the users were determined, ~ 400 x 80 | 56.50= 38.06 | 12.22+ 4.25 4.62

the same process was used to select the movies, where the 186%00X 136200 égzé‘ii 122693 ﬂ-:;i 5(1)'(5)2 g-gi

ratings per movie were computed only for the (_:hosen USerS. 4000w 640 | 960.84 364.0 | 30374 111.3 316
All serial experiments were performed on a linux worksta-

tion with a quad-core 3.16 GHz processor (Xeon X5460) and 8 TABLE II

GB of RAM. For the ALS-NCG algorithm, the Moré-Thuente
line search algorithm from the Poblano toolbbx|[28] was used

ITERATION RESULTS OFALS AND ALS-NCG.

: . Problem Size Number of Iterations Acceleration
10-" for he suficent dearcase condion toleranter? for | —aXte LA T ASNCE | rac
" L ' 400 x 80 | 2181+ 1466 | 158.8+ 54.3 12.74
the curvature condition tolerance, and an initial step fleng 800 x 160 | 3048 1689 | 290.4+ 128.1 10.50
of 1 and a maximum of 20 iterations. The stopping criteria 1600 x 320 | 3014+ 1098 | 302.9+ 86.3 9.95
for both ALS and ALS-NCG were the maximum number of 3200 x 640 | 42314 1602 | 329.6+ 127.5 12.84




. . 1001
matricesU and M are used to make recommendations, we

would also like to examine the convergence of the algorithms
in terms of the accuracy of the resultant recommendations. |
particular, we are interested in the rankings of thettopovies
(e.g. top 20 movies) for each user, and want to explore how
these rankings change with increasing number of iterafions
both ALS and ALS-NCG. If the rankings of the t@gpmovies —ALS
for each user no longer change, then the algorithm has likely 50 551 é;)_"ALgs()'Nccibo
computed an accurate solution. Time (s)

To measure the relative difference in rankings we use a
metric that is based on the number of pairwise swaps requirE§- - Average ranking accuracy versus time for problere 0 x 80.
to convert a vector of movie rankings, into another vector
p1, but only for the topt movies. We use a modified Kendall-algorithm to reach a specified percentage ranking accugacy f
Tau [29] distance to compute the difference between rankingfings matrices with different sizes. Both algorithms evern
vectors based only on the rankings of the tdfems, normal- with 20 different random starting iterates, and the timestch
ize the distance to range i, 1], and subsequently averagea given ranking accuracy is written in the fout:b wherea is
the distances over all users. To illustrate the ranking imetrthe mean time across all converged runs &islthe standard
consider the following example, whegg = [6,3,1,2,4,5], deviation about the mean. In the fourth column of Tables IlI
andps = [3,4,2,5,6,1] are two different rankings of moviesand[IM, we have computed the acceleration factor of ALS-
for useri, and lett = 2. We begin by finding the topmovies NCG as the ratio of the mean time for ALS to the mean time
in p;. Here, useri ranks movie 6 highest. Ipy, movie 6 for ALS-NCG. To reactr0% accuracy, ALS is faster for both
is ranked 5th, and there are 4 pairwise inversions requasedproblem sizes, however for accuracies greater than 70%; ALS
place movie 6 in the first component pf, producing a new NCG converges in significantly less time than ALS. Thus, if
ranking vector for the second iteratiopy; = [6,3,4,2,5,1]. an accurate solution is desired, ALS-NCG is much faster in
The 2nd highest ranked movie j» is movie 3. Inpy, movie general than ALS. This is further illustrated in Fig. 1, wiic
3 is already ranked 2nd; as such, no further inversions agows the average time needed for both algorithms to reach a
required. In this case, the total number of pairwise swapgé/en ranking accuracy for thé00 x 80 ratings matrix. Here,
required to matclp, to p; for the top 2 rankings is; = 4. both ALS and ALS-NCG reach a ranking accuracyr6f in
The distance; is normalized to 1 if no inversions were needetess than a second, however it then takes ALS approximately
(i.e. p1 = p2 in the topt spots) and O if the maximum 100 s to increase the ranking accuracy fr@f¥ to 100%,
number of inversions are needed. The maximum numberwhile ALS-NCG reaches the final ranking in only 14 s.
inversions occurs ip, andp; are in opposite order, requiring
nm — 1 inversions in the first steps,, — 2 inversions in the V. PARALLEL IMPLEMENTATION OF ALS-NCG IN SPARK
second step, and so on until, — ¢ inversions are needed
in the ¢-th step. Thus, the maximum number of inversions 8. Apache Spark
Smax= (M — 1)+ (npm—2)+. . .+ (ny—t) = %(an—t—l),
yielding the ranking accuracy metric for useas

90
80[;.

70

Ranking Accuracy (%)

60

Apache Spark is a fault-tolerant, in-memory cluster comput
ing framework designed to supersede MapReduce by maintain-
Si ing program data in memory as much as possible between dis-
Smax tributed operations. The Spark environment is built upoa tw
The total ranking accuracy for an algorithm is taken as tf@mponents: a data abstraction, termed a resilient distib
average value of; across all users relative to ranking of thélataset (RDD)[[22], and the task scheduler, which uses a

top ¢ movies for each user produced from the solution obtainé@lay schedulinglgorithm [30]. We describe the fundamental
after the algorithm converged. aspects of RDDs and the scheduler below.

The normalized Kendall-Tau ranking metric for the top Resilient Distributed Datasets RDDs are immutable, dis-
rankings described above was used to evaluate the accurdigyted datasets that are evaluated lazily via their pnavee
of ALS and ALS-NCG as a function of running time for=  information—that is, their functional relation to other RB
20. Tables[I and IV summarize the time needed for eac® datasets in stable storage. To describe an RDD, consider

¢%=1-

TABLE Il TABLE IV
RANKING ACCURACY TIMING RESULTS FOR PROBLEM SI1ZEL00 x 80 RANKING ACCURACY TIMING RESULTS FOR PROBLEM SI1ZES00 X 160.

Ranking Time (s) Acceleration Ranking Time (s) Acceleration
Accuracy ALS | ALS-NCG Factor Accuracy ALS | ALS-NCG Factor

70% 0.37+ 0.17 0.65+ 0.16 0.58 70% 0.76 £ 0.34 1.43+ 0.35 0.53

80% 7.88+ 7.03 287+ 172 2.74 80% 19.83+ 13.67 | 12.61+ 10.13 157

90% 37.08+ 37.62 | 6.92+ 4.47 5.36 90% 103.91+ 70.97 | 33.25+ 22.34 3.12

100% 101.29+ 68.04 | 14.07+ 5.25 7.20 100% 310.98+ 168.67 | 59.88+ 28.20 5.19
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an immutable distributed dataset of k records with homo- %' \
geneous typeD = Uf d; with d; € D. The distribution of e
D across a computer network of nodés,}, such thatd;, wm
is stored in memory or on disk on node, is termed its
partitioningaccording to a partition functioR(d;) = v,. If D

is expressible as a finite sequence of deterministic opermti
on other dataset®1, ..., D, that are either RDDs or persistent
records, then its lineage may be written as a directed acycli 4 -
graph£ formed with the parent datasef®; } as the vertices, pr, S
and the operations along the edges. Thus, an RDD of ©ype
(written RDD [D]) is the tuple(D, P, L).

Physically computing the record$éd;} of an RDD is Fig. 2. Hash partitioning of the columns B, depicted as rectangles, into
termed its materialization and is managed by the Sparkw blocksM, ..., Mn,. Each blockM;, and its indexj, forms a partition
scheduler program. To allocate computational tasks to tRigh®™M RDD of typeRDD [(jp, M, )].
compute nodes, the scheduler traverses an RDD’s lineage
graph £ and divides the required operations into stages {#]; see [24]. We briefly outline the main execution and
local computations on parent RDD partitions. Suppose th@jevant optimizations of the existing ALS implementation
Ro = (U; @i, Po, Lo) were an RDD of numeric typeDD [R], The implementation stores the factor matridésand M as
and letR; = (U, vi, 1, £1) be the RDD resulting from the single precision column block matrices, with each blockms a
application of functionf : R — R to each record of?,. To RDD partition. AU column block stores factor vectors for a
compute{y;}, R1 has only a single parent in the gragh, subset of users, and ad column block stores factor vectors
and hence the set of tasks to perform{j&x;)}. This type for a subset of movies. The ratings matrix is stored twice:
of operation is termed anap operation. If P, = P,, £; is bothR andR7 are stored in separate RDDs, partitioned in
said to have anarrow dependency orRy: eachy; may be row blocks (i.e.R is partitioned by users arld” by movies).
computed locally fromz;, and the scheduler would allocateRow blocks of R and R’ are stored in a compressed sparse
the taskf(x;) to a node that stores;. matrix format. TheU andR RDDs have the same patrtitioning,

Stages consist only of local map operations, and asgch that a node that stores a partition ©f also stores
bounded byshuffle operations that require communicatiothe partition of R such that the ratings for each user in its
and data transfer between the compute nodes. For examphytitions ofU are locally available. When updatindblock
shuffling is necessary to perforraduceoperations on RDDs, according to[(B), the required ratings are available in all&
wherein a scalar value is produced from an associative yindock, but the movie factor vectors Ml corresponding to the
operator applied to each element of the dataset. In implemenovies rated by the users in a lodalblock must be shuffled
tation, a shuffle is performed by writing the results of tnekga across the network. These movie factors are fetched from
in the preceding stagd,f(x;)}, to a local file buffer. These different nodes, and, as explained below, an optimizedrmgut
shuffle files may or may not be written to disk, depending dable strategy is used frorh [24] that avoids sending duggica
the operating system’s page table, and are fetched by remiafermation. Similarly, updating a block aM according to
nodes as needed in the subsequent stage. (@) uses ratings data stored in a lo&f block, but requires

Delay Scheduling and Fault Tolerance The simple de- shuffling of U factor vectors using a second routing table.
lay scheduling algorithm[30] prioritizes data locality e~ Block Partitioning. All RDDs are partitioned inton,
submitting tasks to the available compute nodes:Ifstores partitions, wheren, is an integer multiple of the number
the needed parent partition; to compute taskf(z;), but of available compute cores in practice. For exameg,is
is temporarily unavailable due to faults or stochastic ykela divided into column blocksM;, with block (movie) index
rather than submitting the task on another node, the sceedyl, € {0,...,n, — 1} by hash partitioning the movie factor
will wait until v, is free. However, ifv, does not become vectors such thain; € R, if j = j, (mod n) as in
available within a specified maximum delay time (sever&ig.[d. Similarly, U is hash partitioned into column blocks
seconds in practice), the scheduler will resubmit the tasksU;, with block (user) index, € {0,...,n; — 1}. The RDDs
a different compute node. However, asis not available in for M and U can be taken as typ&DD [(j,, M,,)] and
memory on the different node, the lineagg of the RDDR, RDD [(i, U} )], where the blocks are tracked by the indices
must be traversed further, and the tasks required to computej, andi,. R is partitioned by rows (users) into blocks with
from the parent RDDs oR, will be submitted for computation type RDD [(i5, R;,)] with the same partitioning as the RDD
in addition to f(z;). Thus, fault tolerance is achieved in theepresentindJ (and similarly for theR” andM RDDs). By

system through recomputation. sharing the same user-based partitioning scheme, the $lock
o R;, andU;, are normally located on the same compute node,
B. ALS Implementation in Spark except when faults occur. The same applieRtf) and M,

The Apache Spark codebase contains a parallel implemelue to the movie-based partitioning scheme.
tation of ALS for the collaborative filtering model of [23], Routing Table. Fig.[3 shows how a routing table optimizes
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We now discuss our contributions in parallelizing ALS-
NCG for Spark. Since the calculation af; in Algorithm
[@ requires a line search, the main technical challenges we
address are how to compute the loss functionin (1) and its
gradient in an efficient way in Spark, obtaining good patalle
performance. To this end, we formulate a backtracking line
search procedure that dramatically reduces the cost ofgiault
function evaluations, and we take advantage of the routing
table mechanism to obtain fast communication. We also exten
the ALS implementation in Spark to support the additional
NCG vector operations required in AlgoritHth 2 using BLAS
L routines.

Fig. 3.  Schematic of the use of the routing tafilg, (m;) in the Spark Vector Storggg The additional vectorsx,g,g, and p

ALS shuffle. In (a) the block{ M, } are filtered usingl}, (m;) for each were each split into two separate RDDs, such that blocks
destinationR;, and shuffled to the respective blocks in (b), where arrowggrresponding to the components wf (see were stored
between the bshaded backgrounds represent network datfetrdretween . P Y d .. E in th w ( K]S)) ith block
different compute nodes. In (c), when updating blotk,, the ratings !n one RDD and partitioned in the same W_ayIziSNIt oc
information is locally available iR, . index i,. Analogously, blocks corresponding to components

of m; were stored in another RDD, partitioned in the same

data shuffling in ALS. Suppose we want to update the us&pY asM with block index . This ensured that all vector
factor blockU;, according to[(B). The required ratings dataPlocks were aligned component-wise for vector operatlons;
R,,, is stored locally, but a global shuffle is required to Obtaiﬁjr_thermore, thep blocks could also be shuffled efficiently
all movie factor vectors iV that correspond to the moviestSINg the routing tables in the line search (see below).
rated by the users ifU;,. To optimize the data transfer, a Vector Operations. RDDs have a standard operation termed
routing tableT;,, (m;) is constructed by determining, for eactjoin, in which two RDDsR, and R, representing the datasets
of the movie factor blockdVI,,, which factor vectors have Of tuples U; (ki,a:) and U;(k:, b;) with type (K,A) and
to be sent to each partition @&, (that may reside on other (K, B), respectively, are combined to produce an RBP of
nodes). In Fig:B (a), the blocRe;, arefilteredusingT,, (m;) tyPe RDD[(K, (A, B))], where Ry = R,.join(R;) represents
such that a givemn; € M, is written to the buffer destined the datasetJ,(k:, (a;, bi)) of combined tuples and; is a
for R, . ML only onceregardless of how many; in U; key common to bothRk; and R,. Parallel vector operations
g, o - - ' " between RDD representations of blocked vecterand
have ratings for movig, andonly if there is at least one; y

in U;, that has rated movig. This is shown by the hatching Were implemented by joining the RDDs by their block index

of eachm; vector in Fig[B (a); for instance, the first columnirb1 and calilling BL'?‘S Ie\f/el I'l int(ejzrfaces orglthe vectors within
in M; is written only toM!{" and has one set of hatching '€ resultant tuples of aligned vector ocKgx,, yi,) }-
lines. but the last column is written to boMi? and M!™! Since the RDD implementations of vectors had the same

' . S L t[Iglartitioning schemes, this operation was local to a compute
and correspondingly has two sets of hatching lines. Once the . . .

- node, and hence very inexpensive. One caveat, howeveatis th

buffers are constructed, they are shuffled to the partiwé, BLAS subprograms generally perform modifications to vextor
as in Fig.[B (b) such that both the movie factors and ratin prog 9 yp

# place overwriting their previous components. For fault
are locally available to compute the neW;, block, as in . . .
Fig. @3 (c). The routing table formulation for hufflirig, with tolerance, RDDs must be immutable; as such, whenever BLAS

. . . operations were required on the records of an RDD, an eptirel
mappingT. (u;), is analogous. Note that the routing tables arr?gw vector was allocated in memory and the RDD’s contents

ggnﬁgtugteee% brgi(:)rr?lpt)t?a\tli\/::einloe(;?:rllnitﬁlggg:ﬁ 1, and henCceopied to |t _AIgorithnEB §hows the operations req_uired for t
' vector additiorux + by using theBLAS . axpby routine (note

Evaluation of u; and m; via 3) and (@) As in Fig.[3 thatthe result overwriteg in place). The inner product of two
(c), a compute node that stor®s;,, will obtain n; buffered block vector RDDs and norm of a single block vector RDD
arrays of filtered movie factors. Once the factors have bestere implemented in a similar manner to vector additionhwit
shuffled,A ; is computed for each; as)_ ;. mjmJT-l-nuiI, an additional reduce operation to sum the scalar component-
and v; as >, ri;m; using the Basic Linear Algebrawise dot products. These vector operations were used to
Subprograms (BLAS) library [31]. The resulting linear gyst computeS; 1 in ().
for u; is then solved via the Cholesky decomposition using Line Search & Loss Function Evaluation We present
LAPACK routines [32], giving the computation to updat® a computationally cheap way to implement a backtracking
an asymptotic complexity C(D(nun‘ji) sincen,, linear systems line search in Spark for minimizingl(1). A backtracking line
must be solved. Solving fam; is an identical operation with search minimizes a functioyfi(x) along a descent direction
the appropriate routing table and h@$nmn§) complexity.  p by decreasing the step size in each iteration by a factor of




Algorithm 3: RDD Block VectorBLAS . axpby VI. PARALLEL PERFORMANCE OFALS-NCG

Input: x = RDD [(ip, X4, )]; ¥ = RDD (%, y4,)]; a,b € R
Output: z = ax + by

Our comparison tests of the ALS and ALS-NCG algorithms

z + x.join(y).map{ in Spark were performed on a computing cluster composed
Allocate z;,,; of 16 homogeneous compute nodes, 1 storage node hosting
Zi, < Yip; a network filesystem, and 1 head node. The nodes were

$i2||| dB(Li?SZ'_a)’fpbY(“’xib’b’ Zip); interconnected by a 10 Gb ethernet managed switch (Pow-
y Sy )y

) erConnect 8164). Each compute node was a 64 bit rack server
(PowerEdge R620) running Ubuntu 14.04, with linux kernel

3.13. The compute nodes all had two 8-core 2.60 GHz chips

7 € (0,1), and terminates once a sufficient decreasg(it) is  (Xeon E5-2670) and 256 GB of SDRAM. The head node had

achieved. This simple procedure is summarized in Algorithi& Same processors as the compute nodes, but had 512 GB of
@, where it is important to note that a line search requiré¥AM. The single storage node (PowerEdge R720) contained
computingg once, as well ag(x) in each iteration of the line tW0 2 GHz processors, each with 6 cores (Xeon E5-2620),
search. To avoid multiple shuffles in each line search itemat 64 GB of memory, and 12 hard disk drives of 4 TB capacity
instead of performing multiple evaluations & (1) directiye @nd 7200 RPM nominal speed. Finally, compute nodes were
constructed a polynomial with degree 4 in the step sizey equped with 6 ext4-formatted Iocgl SCSI 10k RPM hard disk
expanding[{lL) withy; = x,,, + ap,, andm; = X, +apy,,, drives, each with a 600 GB capacity.
wherex,, refers to the components sfrelated to usef and ~ Our Apache Spark assembly was built from a snapshot of
mutatis mutandis for the vectoys,,, X,,,, and p,,,,. From the 1.3 release using Ora<_:|e’s Java 7 distribution, Scdl@, 2.
the bilinearity of the inner product, this polynomial hag thand Hadoop 1.0.4. Input files to Spark programs were stored
form Q(a) = Zi:o Z(i et Ci[;z} o™, where the terms ON the storage node |n_pIa|n text. The SCSI hard drives on t_he
(] ; i ' A . compute nodes’ local filesystems were used as Spark spilling
Cj; in the summation for each coefficient only require levelnq scratch directories, and the Spark checkpoint dirgctor
1 BLAS operations between the block vectors, pu,, Xm;,  for persisting RDDs was specified in the network filesystem
and p,,; for known (i,j) € Z. Thus, coefficients of(a) posted by the storage node, and accessible to all nodes in
were computed at the beginning of the line search withe cluster. Shuffle files were consolidated into larger fites
a single shuffle operation using the routing table,(m;) recommended for ext4 filesystenis [33]. In our experiments,
to match vector pairs with dot products contributing to thg,e Spark master was executed on the head node, and a single
coefficients. Here7,,(m;) was chosen since there is far lesgstance of a Spark executor was created on each compute
communication required to shufffan; }, asn, > n.,. Since node. It was empirically found that the ideal number of cores
each |terz_:\t!on of the line search was very fast after computity make available to the Spark driver was 16 per node, or the
the coefficients of(a), we used relatively large values of,ymper ofphysicalcores for a total of 256 available cores. The
7=0.9, c=0.5, anday = 10 in Algorithm[4 that searched \51ye ofpn, was set to the number of cores in all experiments.
intensively along directiom. To compare the performance of ALS and ALS-NCG in
Spark, the two implementations were tested on the Movie-

Gradient Evaluation. We computedz;, with respect to a Lens 20M dataset withh = 0.01 andn; = 100. In both
block for u; using only BLAS level 1 operations @s\n.,, u;+ algorithms, the RDDs were checkpointed to persistent geora
23 .7 mj(ul'm; — r;;), with an analogous operation with€very 10 iterations, since it is a widely known issue in the

JELi ! . . .
respect to eachn;. As this computation requires matchingSPark community that RDDs with very long lineage graphs
theu; andm, factors, the routing tableg, (u;) and7},(m;) cause stack overflow errors when the scheduler recursively
were used to shuffla; and m; consecutively. Evaluating traverses their lineagé [B4]. Since RDDs are materializad v
gy can be performed Wit (n; (1, 3, i, + 1m 32, m,)) lazy evaluation, to obtain timing measurements, actionsswe
7 @ J J . . "
operations, but requires two shuffles. As such, the gradidfggered to physically compute the partitions of each bloc
computation required as much communication as a Sin%@ctor RDD at the end of each iteration in Algoritt 1 and

iteration of ALS in which bothU andM are updated. . For each experimental run of ALS and ALS-NCG, two
experiments with the same initial user and movie factorsewer

performed: in one, the gradient norm in each iteration was
computed and printed (incurring additional operations)thie

Algorithm 4: Backtracking Line Search

Input: x, p, g, ao, c € (0,1), 7 € (0, 1) other experiment, no additional computations were peréafm

Output: ay, such that the elapsed times for each iteration were coyrectl

k < 0; measured.

Wh'E f(xjf‘g[p_) — f(x) > arcg’p do Fig.[ 4 shows the convergence in gradient norm, normalized
kk(ilk—i— 1; b by the degrees of freedodV = ny x (n, + n,), for six

end separate runs of ALS and ALS-NCG on 8 compute nodes for

the MovieLens 20M dataset. The subplots (a) and (b) show
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Time (min) Fig.[3 shows the linear scaling in computation time for both

Fig. 4. Convergence in normalized gradient nofpi|gy,|| for 6 instances of ALS and ALS-NCG. The values shown are average times
ALS and ALS-NCG with different starting values in both (ajrition and (b) per iteration over 50 iterations, for, from 1 to 6 million
clock time, for the MovieLens 20M dataset. The two solid dinee each panel di h f ' v ill N
show actual convergence traces for one of the instancede wte shaded corresponding to the range from 1_33 tc_) 809 million ratings.
regions show the standard deviation about the mean valueathviestances, The error bars show the uncertainty in this measurement,
computed for non-overlapping windows of 3 iterations foy, @d 30 s for \yhere the standard deviation takes into account that it
(b). The experiments were conducted on 8 nodes (128 cores). . . . .
with and without checkpointing come from two different
) ) _ ) ) populations with different average times. The uncertainty
w |lgx [l over 100 iterations and 25 minutes, respectively. Thiie time per iteration for ALS-NCG is larger due to the greate
time frame was chosen since it took just over 20 minutes fgjerhead of memory management and garbage collection by
ALS-NCG to complete 100 iterations; note that in Hij. 4 (b}he Java Virtual Machine required with more RDDs. While
200 iterations of ALS are shown, since with this probleraach iteration of ALS-NCG takes longer due to the additional
size it took approximately twice as long to run a singlgne search and gradient computations, we note that many
standard deviation about the mean valuefdfgx|| across all  Finally, we compute the relative speedup that was attainabl
runs, computed for non-overlapping windows of 3 iterationgn the large synthetic datasets. For the valug ¢g | in each
for subplot (a) and 30 s for subplot (b). Even within th@eration of ALS-NCG, we determined how many iterations of
uncertainty bounds, ALS-NCG requires much less time amggular ALS were required to achieve an equal or lesser value
many fewer iterations than ALS to reach accurate values gfadient norm. Due to the local variation ib[lgx| (as in
 llgkll (e.g. below10~?). Fig.[d), a moving average filter over every two iterations was
i i ) applied to the ALS-NCG gradient norm values. The total time
The op_eratlonsthat we have mplemented in ALS—NCG.th quired for ALS and ALS-NCG to reach a given gradient
are additional to standard ALS in Spark have computationgl, was then estimated from the average times per iteration
complexity that is linear in problem size. To verify th, rig §. The ratios of these total times for ALS and ALS-
expected Ilnear_scallng_, experiments Wlth a constant nqml‘,\?ce are shown in Fig[16 as the relative speedup factor
of_nodes and increasing problem size up to 800_m|II|_o]Q)r the 1M, 3M, and 6M users ratings matrices. When an
fa“”gs were performed on 16 comput_e nodes. Syn_thet'mt'rhccurate solution is desired, ALS-NCG often achieves faste
matrices were constructed by sampling the MovieLens 20M, e qence by a factor of 3 to 5, with the acceleration facto
dataset such that the synthetic dataset had the Same'mt'sitncreasing with greater desired accuracy in the solution.
sparsity, realistically simulating the data transfer gais in
each iteration. To do this, first the dimension, of the VII. CONCLUSION
sampled dataset was fixed, and for each usemwas sampled In this paper, we have demonstrated how the addition of
from the empirical probability distributiop(n,,|R) of how a nonlinear conjugate gradient wrapper can accelerate the
many movies each user ranked, computed empirically from thenvergence of ALS-based collaborative filtering algamith
MovieLens 20M dataset. The,, movies were then sampledwhen accurate solutions are desired. Furthermore, ouliglara
from the empirical likelihood of sampling thgth movie, ALS-NCG implementation can significantly speed up big data
p(m;|R), and the resultant rating value was sampled fronecommendation in the Apache Spark distributed computin
J g p p p puting
the distribution of numerical values for all ratings. Theoi® environment, and the proposed NCG acceleration can be nat-
of scaling up the users (for a fixed set of movies) was madeally extended to Hadoop or MPI environments. It may also
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Fig. 6. Speedup of ALS-NCG over ALS as a function of normaligeadient
norm on 16 compute nodes (256 cores), for a synthetic probligmup to 6M
users and 800M ratings. ALS-NCG can easily outperform ALSabfactor [19]

of 4 or more, especially when accurate solutions (small atized gradients)
are required or problem sizes are large.

be applicable to other optimization methods for collabweat [20]

filtering. Though we have focused on a simple latent factor
model, our acceleration can be used with any collaboratilZd]
filtering model that uses ALS. We expect that our accelematio
approach will be especially useful for advanced collabeeat
filtering models that achieve low root mean square err&2l
(RMSE), since these models require solving the optiminatio
problem accurately, and that is precisely where accelgrate
ALS-NCG shows the most benefit over standalone ALS. 23]
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