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Abstract  The arrival of big data era means the emergence of novel techniques, systems and
products. How to compare and evaluate different database systems objectively becomes a hot
research area, which is similar to the age when database systems were just flourishing thirty years
ago. As well as we know, database benchmarking plays an important role in the development of
database systems, and greatly promotes the development of database technology and systems.
The database benchmark refers to a set of specifications to evaluate and compare different data-
base systems, which is capable of reflecting the performance gap between various database
systems objectively and comprehensively, so as to promote technological progress and guide the
positive development of the industry. Database benchmark is closely related to the application
developments: it describes new data management needs, sparks innovative data management

theory, gives birth to new data management systems, and ultimately needs to develop appropriate

Wk H 1 :2013-12-27 5 e ZAE SR W3 B 9T : 2014-04-29. A TBAS 3 [ 5K UL =7 3 AU R 53 % SR A& 90 H 24 (2012CB316203) L [E K
H SR F} 2% 5 42 (61432006, 61370101,61321064) | b1 T B & B RHT B s 0 B (14ZZ045) W B, & @0E . 55,1977 4, Wi+, 282 W L4
SO ST A B L IR 55 AN B AR B R AN A B L O B A A T R B0 A R S5 IT I . E-mail: cqjin@ sed.
ecnu. edu. en. BT I, 1976 4R A BB AR ST, RGN Web B8 8 5 L3S R 43 BT, BEE GEE/E#) - 55,1980 4F
AT B 2R, BRI AR A BUE 4. E-mail: mgzhou@ sei. ecnu. edu. on. B3, 55,1965 AF A4 1AL #4w L f4
A S, = DA S O A B N T IE 5, IR 5 M R B R Web B85 48 B 508 2 A BT TR L AR AR DT L R B S i R P R A1



14 B A BRI R GRS - DA G B R BB 4 R 19

benchmarks for evaluation. There exist various kinds of database benchmarks, including that for

relational databases, for non-relational databases (semi-structured data, object-oriented data,

streaming data, and spatial data), and for big data most recently. Nowadays, the tide of the

research on big data benchmarking is also coming. The research on big data is strongly related to

application requirements. So far, existing work cannot fully reflects the distinctive characteristics

of big data applications. From a technical point of view, the developments of database bench-

marks in the past thirty years are of great help to develop big data benchmarks, which is the main

motivation of this paper. This paper reviews the progress of database benchmarks systematically,

and points out future directions.

Keywords

T

1 5]

M-+ 24K BUR R AR R G A T K2R,
RS 1 22 k5 TR Bl P AR B O Y O R B
B EHOR R & R X R BB E AR, — |
FHE A KRB E BHEAR W T — Rk T
FICHI T . 5 R L S il T EOE PR A ST L
B T E Y UL X T 3E A Ry T YT G B
B R G PE I B v (Database Benchmark) (19 5% F &
JEINANTT B, B B AR GIF N I 2 — B T
P L A (R 5540 T2 AR G M RE i KLY o ] B HE B
A B PR R i B (B E 6% % UL 4 T H T 0 4% > e
VERGEM M RE 22 BED Y . 2% 20 W] AT AR 4 7 0 4z 45 ok
PRIERFE A S TR ARGE TR,

B, 2 1 502 1 A4S B SEHEPEIN H ok 1 4 A
B PR PR G000 Ak B AN PR L I REFE L S

BhR. Horp At AR 3R R A AP AL B g 55 8K (transactions
per second, tps) . B i Rom RGLHY M A% L PEAN LAl ik
BT AT I A A% A L BEFE LU A IR B A ik R Y
RERHIHAE. T LA . 3X 4 B0 JPE 2R G0 9 4% 046 bn
25 W RV LRI K A O £ 8%
PR Y HAERETT SR/ T 1tps PR G Az
KA T 1M 10tps Z M EFE RGE B A PERER K K
T 10tps Wkt R4 DOLYERE S A8 LT R 48
O FELBRIE LT - B M He i I, BEAE 0] 2 3 23 3 i

R 1 BMEEETMNHRAHT 4 N BEERGHERIRE

BoRE  wFHR/ M/ At/ AEAE L/
45 tps Ji G (J7 7T/ tps) CELHE/Ktps)
A 1 10 10 4
B 10 50 5 4
C 50 1000 20 1
D 100 900 9 2

benchmark; big data; data generator; metric; workload

K. Bilhn. 748 C & Mg s T D HBEFE L8 T
D, [RGB A AR X T RE R SR A T 10
F1 50 tps Z [A] Y R U, BE W) C 23 TN 28 3 — 4.

S RO R GO SRR A A | T
A ) A 2T 0 A A RO T I g K
FE A5 7E 25 S V7 DU 8% B v o 408 58 T A 0 B X fel
A5 B50H0 4 P AR 0 DT U0 R o 1) 35 TR AL Z G AR R OGRS
JEHJEAE 20 it 80 AR AR Be iy . 76 81 R %15 &
Codd™ F 20 {22 70 FARHR L TFHE S B —H
R O RAEAVEIE 2 )5 . 2 F A AR HLAL 3
A E BB R K Z BR8P AR 58 (RDBMS) . 3] 1
80 4E AL W1 . £ 3 RDBMS ™= i [a] B 5 B 7€ 11 1
b BT RIEERR B 27 i PR RE L T A
AR 3% 3 4 10 0 M B BER A & SR A B T )
93 2850 R 10 7R — B A5 58 R A 7 Ml s BLTR L )R 1
1983 41, @ iR B K21 Bitton,DeWitt fil Turbyfil
SENEBRA R T — A B PR GV I o (b
BERR Ry B B L ) L T — 4w A SQL 1B A
DA AR [R) BB 47 5 b AT 43 2 0 19 B R R D
6 78 BOHE P . R T R R L E R T A T L R
K. BRI 1 AT DL iz S AR A R
PEREHR S, LAE AT M k. fc K, 3 RDBMS 7= i /Y
ATy RE 2 b 2 G B gk w .

B A B R GV S v RIS R L TR S
I K R B ARG, B 5 AR A BB B R 5
T 35 o 7 A (R KRR 1N R A T I O A B
R Ak T 51 ) B A B G T AR 2 08
AR 53000 7 R T« B A R R A R G v
FEAER P IE 2 R G I = Ak B AWTRA K
JE& & 3B TR 5 A0 A AN R 90 B 2 A — L R
IO7 FH 22 B Pk B0 B PR G0 OF I 3 oE 22 R 1k 1 3
filt. VF 22 5040 8 B AR G0 1 D0 L o A A 3 T A B



20 it

Bl

¥ 1 2015 4

I T A7 B HBSCHR 5 RN A B 28 ol SR D0 A 1 7
FHIS B B S br 3 Sl an, S EREE M E &
(TPC) & A A — Z 5 B4l 48 31 & G VE DN 64k 4 i)
£ %F OLTP Ji; i F1 OLAP J . £ %F OLTP 3 F
45 TPC-AY  TPC-C® 1 TPC-E@; 1 %} OLAP i}
FH LA FE TPC-H® f1 TPC-DS®, H 1, TPC-A
T 1] 4R A7 35 45 45 31, TPC-C T 0] 45 P 37 8 45 3,
TPC-E [t [0 §iF %5 28 & Fl i 3 i 55 . TPC-H % X% f
%5 R 0 L TPC-DS £ X 2 85 7= i 43 1 i 1o FH

1 g2 7 AR i B 8 B AR G0 0 D Bk e
R AT LA U Hb A B E AR = 1A R] Y R R B
E 20 22 80 4EAX . 56 & A R4l e A8 BILE R K20
RIS B 5 B B & e 3 7 i O R T S 8 B A

W7 3K — B U0 1% 50 i A P AR 0 TN R o 2 T G
RIEAR . S50 EL B T RABEEEHR A B A
SRAE A M 0 FH 45080 o 4 52 v b A6 a8 5 o B AE
WTEARWT KRz H. A 90 4FAC LK, JE 6 R
oA 2 A % G2 B8 | ~F 25 4 A B O s s
(B B4 55 Tz M BTE VR 2 i 2 b s 38 D) Kk
A O¢ R AV ECHE A FREOR. DR UL L 1 1) AR DG R A Y
PPN 58 0 o 75 B Fe 1 -+ 22 4 [RLAS B T B A Ol AR
Phke KRB A B AR BRI 58 RS — R 1, KB
P BA 3V Bk, Bl B (Volume) | & i3 (Velocity) |
ZHE (Variety) ™ {6 58 B8 45 2 G0 0% D) 2k o C 12
A RO R ECE AR S DR I R T Y R
45 R GV DU SR

@ YCSB++ |

4 ycspe ¢ " @BigBench
HiBeneh @ g TestDFSIO@ UnkBench
g MRBch-,h _ o Sort _
) Unear Rood CALDA  CloudRank-D
R o
. Sequoia 2000 Storage COST
L R L A— @ @ @
s HyperModel 007 DynaMark BerlinMOD
; i v ® @ @ i B B ki L
R alia 001 Bucky XMach XBench
- e e e
o SetQuery X007 XMach-1 IPOX
KRB Pttt A @i PSR P
OLAP o KL09Q SSB ® TPC-DS
S R DebitCredit . TPC-C CH-Benchmark
N S S— TSN U B— S S —
OLTP| pilgest st TPC-A  AS'AP TPC-E
T S R S AR L . !
1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013

L B A8 PR GUOT DN Sk o kA O

Ko A AR VDN R A T 2 = A R Ak
K J BN B REAE 5 AN 5 0 HE Sl B 7l 1
J&. (1) FEHEALRENS 58 1R 1 & 48 9 L RE AL %5
i BE A% S R PR R S R R AL LR TR
AW TH R GERITERE 5 (2) BEOE MU BOAR PE 2 L 42 T
HHSREOAR B ] FHIPE 5 (3) K4 A8 31 28 48 VF I 266 ofe 2
— TR T s (4) T8 FE A [R) B8 PR 7 i B 1R
RE - TR 2T S 10 B0 P R e K S D e A B LA A
AT SETH R s (5 B4 T — 2P CE MK
3 e O BORH L5 4 07 L (EUE: B RO A B R 4
PN S 1 £ R P TARS IR AN 2 L. SCRRLL Il 1
Ot A B AR GE PRI By A A L {HL G 28 A T B
T 5% 8 BRI 7 T A1 Al R 4 2. AR S il i
e 50 4 5 L 2R 0 D 0 ik v T ol = 4 ) ) BIF Y
PEJE T JR BELOR SR 1 e ST 1)

ARG 2 71 IR B A PR AR GV B v Y AR
TR A 3 RIS 4 T 3 0l 1A BN O AR A
oK ZR TR f) R A PR P I R o 5 o T R R A
BB R G AR 5 A 4 DR Bl R v ) BLAR

55 6 R A 9 R R A T VR 5 A T T R B A R
GEALMER R OR A s B 5 8 W A AL

2 HEEERFTNEENELRER

—BAT A RO B A PR AR ST B v )
e IR A A L AR B E AR
R Gray AR G O 1 KO A B R G2 T
W 2 HL A n I AR 1k Al 4 A | n] PR 1 S R A
SEVE . Al AL kA 3 R T Al AE A R BOdE R AR G A
SR LSBT I SR AE 5 n] R A A 2 P
FEMER T E AT AR T8RS 0 ot 47
B G s AT PR PR W2 N R 5 T O

TPC-A. http://www.tpc.org/tpca/default. asp

TPC-C. http://www.tpc.org/tpee/spec/tpec_current, pdf
TPC-E. http://www. tpc. org/tpce/spec/vl. 12. 0/tpce-vl.
12. 0. pdf

TPC-H. http://www.tpc.org/tpch/spec/tpch2.15.0. pdf
TPC-DS. http://www. tpc. org/tpeds/spec/tpeds _ 1. 1. 0.
pdf

968 606



14 B A BRI R GRS - DA G B R BB 4 R 21

BRAR AN Gy kg P B 1) B o 1 T £ R L AR A
IR T 2 0] 400 358 rh pAA T S TR A5 A i a0 20T S i
(BT Rl 4 B AL AN EE.
2.1 EEER

B S P R 0 VT DN B o T o — 4 R S Ok T
W EAREE PE R G PERE. BRI B 2 W
ARG 1 PR S Y EERTRERE L
FEHMERENE PRV RG S EIEE RS I
M IR e — 2. Bl R MR E TR A8
(MIPS) £ = PR e T H A sk hogl )z R H T A
[Fi) 1) 40 18 2R G0 2 s B0 12 2R 90 4 18 AN [ 1) P $AUE T
FEIY 128 B IF A3 A VR DU B8 7 R G eah, wl
% S A S TE P Al R I B A A% S M R R 2
BB A AR AT A ) o A 5 2 1E PR R BB 8 48 7 M XS
FERT A H bR 50 i R 4.

ST i R T A AR G A TE M, — SR UE S
Z I i bR ok 1 R H bR B P R SR PR (H 2
1t 22 W8 FR TUA B AN 55 T A H T e AR g
JE R GEREHEATHE T . N UL, A SO A R G T D
TR PE AR B — B2 R 4 3R H A BiHis e i 1k e
XA IR ] DL SRS 20 0 2 5 I A5 i
S BN AT B R R o LR BRA T s I il 3 3R o 1
4 s AS*AP JLHELL Qph K RE R HERES . B —
F6 b5 T T o0 KA T B A L 1M 22 13 5y U S 4 1
2.2 I1EH#k

AR B B B A R PRI R AL Y
BRI R G RS T AR A TAEf R R
FIEBARIE RS A B R W B R BRI K
A BC S OB 1 A B OR L B B A B R
GEVFI L AE R AT LA Ay AW 2. 56 1 25w = T PF
KO P 2R G0 0 S 28 BRI L TR O BT 3 1 A R
BRIEAR G R A LA P 5. 51, g T R A S v 1Y
TAE T ERALHE 32 4% SQL A GEF—1 5 3 k&KW
fole 80 B 2 485 2O 5 Ut RDBMS ) i 7 $82 1
YCSB S # 1 5 2 6 2k O 205 i 25 L ke .
TR/ INE D RLVE I 2 A 20500 48 3 R 40 0
RELT LA 2 20 B offe D 2 sk DA S P A 4 o O
JEASE 20 A B3k, A0 FT BT IR, TPC-C i 0] & 1T
B A, TPC-H i 4] 7 45 5K W v F » BigBench 3 #
M TPC-DS 97 J i . 1 24 Jik ofi 58 0l 30 11 55 1 3
e W B AT PR AR Y
2.3 HERBIEERSE

R SOLRICHE 2 A5 A 4 B R 5 VI 5 of 1)

BRIy, S T T B S N g  Bi  AR B AR AL
Hds 5 92RO P AR DL B A R LR B 26
Y KR o A R0 AH OGME S A SEBUE A P AR A8 PR 3
W25 F 5 FE F F (Scalable Factor, SF) 3¢ #t & #
PBCHE (9 AL, SE (BB K, B8 ARt Bk oK 5 ;e =22
DR FUASE B /)N i L 1) B0 2 B A0 8 - 4 e LB
AV 8] 25 B 73 A w] LA 2 MO 20 A 45 1 5 4 A
Fi 2 o3 Aii (skewed data) 5. 76 f & ECHE b, AN [H]
TG E (I BORH 2 8 ik B0CHI A DG M 1 B2 A A uE 4y L.
TE IR 2 TR e o R DG 2R 30 R R BSOS L A S AR
SR B OS5 5 7 VSO b A DGR SRR S A AR T
R TR Y DG HE . B UL B A A B A I T B TE T AT A
J5 ks AR s . a0, SCHRL9 )25 R An o] g % K
R B2 % 1) 5 2R BRI P 1A 3 A U DL B0
2.4 ® it

5 = 05 AILAG B o 2 R T DACRGIE PRI 25 R 1 %
WPE 5 TE PR 728048 5 8 R G R ol kA 2
J5 o & BCHE TR X AT AR R ME AT I L AR
B 27 PRI 25 . B2 S PRI 4 5 A B A
BB —— & & BRI ' B e a
FHEYE B DA TR A A — B0, DT XE DA R DT 45 SR i %
WA 5 28 TE A PRI S 20 2050 e 2 ST 0 5 S AL 2 A D
D25 L.k e o T AILAE 55 & a2 T R 2 ) BN SR
J& « AR TEZ WLPE 5 274k

TPC CAEX T H 8 7 A #1221k, B 1148 2 MW
Koy ) AT R W B B TR 2 Ak Ay
AR O 4 AN F B (1) W T HLA 5 sk
0 2 ) R A P AR B s R R AR W
BN AR 5 (2 WL T BT 5 S PE
TR B AT B LAVE R BT 77 A2 0 SCRY 25 SR 5
PE 5 (3) 3 Ao 46 A PAT A A op i 7 2R 1Y 25 2R R 58 ik
BAFEMERATI A M (D IKEEARIERZ RS
(Technical Advisory Board, TAB) # & ¥ 25 2= #l70
K2 PEIN A5 R A . PRI ZS R R 2 5 . TPC
0 ARV B DR 2 G R B ) P 5 3R T 0 45 AL DA 4k
P11 TPC PP 35 o 1) 7 o o FAS R .

3 XRBHEESERFITNEE
X Z VR S PR S8 (RDBMS) 2 3 i 19 7

@ TPC Policies: Version 6. 0. http://www. tpc. org/informa-
tion/about/documentation/spec/tpc_policies_v6. 0. pdf



22 it

Bl

B 2015 4

L
&

FHECHE B 2 55, 51 %P RDBMS S& i 14 BF 58 T AR 4
WG, —SE R IT . it d 7
B A F 55 A B2 B2 CTPC) ok 3L [\ F
RDBMS! M AR 45 1 4503850 A [1) o 30 A 56 o R 80T
PLRI 43/ 3 35: OLTP, OLAP A1 OLAP+ OLTP.
B 1 2% of 40 HE 3 B AL L L DebitCredid ™/
AS*AP,TPC-C, TPC-E il OLTP-Bench""*' 4§ ;%5 2
HKIHMEATFE SetQueryt™ \ TPC-H., TPC-DS #1 SSBH*
2. fe[R BT R X OLAP 5 OLTP () 7= d te 2> I,
1% G0 1) A 31 7 58— e 43 A 3 PR i ST BB L 43 ) b
L OLAP 1 OLTP & 3K AH &, 3 30 A L6 55040 1 7
sty 8 2o K T O P A A N A 2 S A R
— ¥ E b OLAP il OLTP ikl fE. A %
T BT Y R v DR R R U 2R 37 S, i) i CH-
benchmark"*. g 4h A7 KU PR 5 1% 58 06 72 B8 4
JE R 25 5 LU AW o A o BT 0 N A B PR Y O
3 o
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BEGIN-TRANSACTION

READ MESSAGE FROM TERMINAL (100 bytes)
REWRITE ACCOUNT (random)
WRITE HISTORY (sequential)
REWRITE TELLER (random)
REWRITE BRANCH (random)
WRITE MESSAGE TO TERMINAL (200 bytes)

COMMIT-TRANSACTION

DebitCredit 2755 o A S i 11 132 U7 8 (100 7
T PEEEE account £, 31 history 3 LI T J7
KE B 00 ES teller F branch ;&5 . 8
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(payment) , 3] B4R &% 7% 1] Corder-status) . & 1%
(deliver) Fll FE R AR S B 1) (stock-level). X #8545 1L
WAL S T T S B 320k 5. TPC-C
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OLAP N F /% 2 7= A 5 3 K 5 i RE
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W AE TR R B 22 3¢ (SE B 2 £ X bench 19 A
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3.2.3  SSB el

SSB(Star Schema Benchmark) 3t #E 11 7] % &
O . %A TPC-H Y 8088 e 4 = L wlt 1
BT B B, DAAF & 22 A5 R 5 5 1 5040 2 A o 9
1 8 =5 52 5 (LINEORDER) I 4 8K 4 i % (CUS-
TOMER,DATE,SUPPLIER,PART). 7& i # % i1
AT LA A OLAP #24E.
3.2.4 TPC-DS

TPC-DS i J& 1 TPC 412U H ok 1 L 1 ] 2 3
A I P T o RS XA S v AE 2 A T
PR AR AR 2012 A IEX KA 1.0, 0 AN,
TPC-H o i) B4 e 6 25 =X B 2 |
SR R R AR A A 2 e L 5 SSB
FHE, TPC-DS H in 41 I RE s inF & ; 5 TPC-H
FHLG TPC-DS 7E LA DU AN J5 10 #E 47 k. 5 %6, 5k
P PR A L = 2 S XL S 24 5KER P
Birpak kS 18 5. Hk, TAEf 4L 99 A BEAL
AR SQL A if) , HA oK. B 5. iR
FEECIE T e 5 4R (ETL) Zhfig. TPC-DS %: 4
EXT 3 TFHERM4MHYER TR EQ
& (1) B /NP AT 58 58 19 25 i) 80 QphDS @ SF
(SF J& 5 B 1) o LA 38 £ 0f) A ik 585 (2) B/ i
PIERAT 1 2 B0 1 A EE §/QphDS@ SF; (3) R 48
A= H 3 BTG TR AR 4 A ko Y.
3.3 $t%f OLAP4OLTP

M T OLAP 5 OLTP i H 2 5 W3, K it
— By N AR G R AT A B Y AT B A M
558 W 5B N H 858 17 35 55 5508 PR R B0 =
AF| OLAP RG22, fH8 5 B AH A, Fifi 4 A 1 4
AR B K& T 43 B 1 R S8 A R AT OLAP Al
OLTP 1F:55. PRt o A7 00 B4 50406 45 21 8 90 1 ) ik
THE R P I0) 1h A B T 2R A

CH-Benchmark & % JH il 22 4 () 500408 45 P &
GV FEMEDS RS T TPC-C fl TPC-H Py 3

@© TPC-Energy /& TPC 21 £ 56 F BE#E 7 10 (19 B3, tpmC 1
T C FRaRx R TPC-C k. J5 1 42 2 (1 tpsE 2R I/R X [i
TPC-E H: 4k,
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L
&

. R4 TPC-C f1 TPC-H 43| ) OLTP 1 OLAP
UK, {H 3 N SRR I R TR B
PRI S AT DL 5 T o 540 A 2 P BB AR 1) OLAP
F OLTP #e ke Gt S ik

3.4 3 NEHIEEREE  InMemBench''"

WA AR B R A AR A — DI AL R G P I &
JUA GB #:% TB %N 1775 & 215 v 47, 3xX o fie
T NAFEBE )i (In-memory database) i & J& : i 4¢
FEEAE BB N A7 2 v Dk e A AT AR
AN 2 1/0 JFE.

MemTest % o 7T F LA PE I 9 A7 50080 . i
LV DL AR AT MB) B e N O R T — A E
6 5K 2 A B PE RS R T 5 AN B X I AR SR
I8 1) AR T 5 W N () L CPU il A 58 sy e
DR AT BRI B TR 4 R R /N A28 ] AR gk
A RSSO 1 R AR, S
AANERE ARG 3 A 2 R E
AT FE 4 AN B A 4R A

4 FXRBEYFEEERFITFNEE

A5 ¢ 28 BRI A0 455 2 25 0 AL B a5 1) F RS )
A T 1) A R R R A L B R GL Tz N
FAE W Z2 Uz v, 55 ) I At BRI ) R DR
PE X 26 2R 555
4.1 HEFEHUBIENERE

AT T [0) 2 45 b A B0 ) SR R mT 73 Dy 2K
T fig 7Y 56 o TN FH 780 5L v ) me RN R o O 5 HL AR
4G B VI B 12 28 50 i i 00RE <& T g L il
22 B 2L v (Michigan Benchmark)™ . ¢ 3% i #—
R ISR A B B0 4 < J PR (B VR IEC | 4% 44 B i
PEIC R W HERA L A AL ST JE AR A T IR R R R
A2 RAC L B T T B A AL R R R ok AN R
SRR O . LUV I K4 2 B R R TR RE L i B AC SR A
& XBench™’ . XMach-17" | XMark™/ . XOO7™ #i
TPOX" Y 4. L TPOX Ry il , & 4l 5 2 1 1 4 il
N A — AT Web B T3 45 R 40, Hi, 52
LGP K P 5 5 A4S R R JF R F 48 . i 2
ERAE A1 IR XSD e b ke 7 it A
A LA XSD S e 596 M e B4 L R A A th AR &
I3 S AR A I3 5
4.2 HEZEHEBIHFEHEE

B GPS FlH A 07 B 75 1938 K B Bl 4 4 8

0 P e e VA A DT o S A Y R A A
Sequoia 2000 Storage'® ,DynaMark"* ,COST™" Hi
BerlinMOD™¥ 48 Sequoia 2000 Storage F 24} %23
(B K5 5 o B 2 B o DAy 7 A a8 R A 3 S A A Y
M SO P T 5 “ A 0 48006 i 22 20 52 2% A 1) ) 4 5 () i
22 328 VA A 1) A TR B A 0 S IR UE 1 JR R R
12T IF AR A A% 2 X 2 $ 4. DynaMark &2 LBS
PR AR B 5 ) — SR L B AR AR A L
SBT3 () £ 30 A s 6] R 51 9 & 57 5 4k 37 4. COST
B VE Al B s R8s 2 P i & 91 40 TPR-tree™
TPR*-treel® ! fil B*-treel’ 2%, BerlinMOD T HE
s B 4 T AR g, RO B G O A 1 I e AR AT
AR 6 P AT B R A 315 B
4.3 EREXRHFEHEE

Wil 5 XF G B0 PR 1Y) i SR A N 1) B8 AIE T T D
HEAL N AE 1T A2 OO1 HE o 2 8 7 1 P70 &L 0 &
T3 AR5 AR A S X G 55 L DU IR 55 g A0 S A
JIR 55 4% s FEAEIX 3 SR AE b 43 S PHAT AH O X 52 0 2
S g X H A B 007 JEHEDS 78 OO1 iy 3 i
Z bR R I RO A S T [ X G B A T
DR 4 s AN A A — 26 3¢ T 52 8 X 42 6 T X 4
O R BRAE Y AR B 2. JHG Al T ) X R A 1Y L o I
35 HyperModel #1 BUCK Y™ 45,
4.4 HRERHEFEOEE

TR S A e B 3K 1 Bl 7 9. Linear Road
BEAE T 3 O B RS IR TIT A o N I B R Ok T
M B S R G W Mg xR E G 3
P2 323 3 S AR e L 00 3K ) 30K 30 7 0 45 R 5
WEFR Y. B ZE R 23 &t 3 Bl A if) A0 45 Ik R A
(il 5020) VAR H 48R AT (100 R fd A i fal
(A7 40 %) MR AR A B AR IR . (1) k50 A0 A8
PR e SR 1 T8 % A5 80 (2) s AT B e DL
A B A D I 3 SO SO R (3) B IR AL
O A, R B RR T 5 () BN RR 4
WK AR R A 3 i R B SO SO 5 (5) HT R IR R
JF Ll 3k X R e i b R b o A R L 15 2 0 R )R
(PR RE T BT

5 KEHEEETFN

5.1 AHERRKBREFRBEEHE
RS BB A E 8 2 iR AR oK — B[]

P L AT Y A T DR T B N Y
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R RABHRAE R GE 0 B MR 55 =4 )23 T 1 R Bt
th 5 A% G A A5 N 3 A T Y R L T B A TG
125 TR i K SR L T T R B LB O e ) i v DL A
R X

(D) Bl RBE R B A& =3V R, BV it &
o 2R A G BN A P R SR VI S v O R
AT 75 R K SE AL A i v DR 2 A A A ]
PREED R L R AL BT BB A RE ) RO TEA W)
A T e Ak ) B RS I AN AR [). 451 4 g 3B
FEEEME R AT T 20 HE 20 80 AR AX L B dlE ML 2 4 GDB;
ZJa B 2 R A B AR Ge DI B E DN B A el
JEPES B (Plan TPC-H H g SF A1) » DA il i 4l
VA R 2 A 500 4 B AR e F T 5 v K B
O3 RE R AN PIASFEVE. 1 S BUAT B R 205 B
— B AR T AS [ I 2 8 2 o A A Tk, B
A HEAER D P IR, BR T R U R AL L A
T B 5R P51 A R DL 8030 B 5 PR A A e 25 s I
Z L AT TAE 3

(2) . B8 8 30 A 0 DF DU 0k o % T 1 U A=
2y J3 o I R J s I R R T s v D b B Y R
fiE B R0 S B LA R i B 1 ORI i O v LR
REHEALHE Web Bifs | 7 55 D 5 o FRk 7 52 56 %4
I 55 BRI B PR L S BRI 55 O U AR AR e R
I A B AR LTIk o TV A AR AL AN R A
PR SR AL A 15 R B A 2 A i 4k BE AT A AR 55 B
BARWE T RE M T 2 Al . e B TS
T SCPR B AT 126 A 10 AR T 1 e 5 I 1 R B AN
REFR AL NE (AR5 18 L 45 R (HAEG 1HiE X T 2
AT ARATE A P B3R 25 AT AR o PR IS v R . 8K
it 1 FH 38 B A i B 00 A H AR RRAE. 40, o S0 Web
AL AE 9 2 14 K080 43 A A 160 258 28 R 97 28 43 A #5
P53 Web PR35 25 A8 [] 5 o [ 4ol A0 2 2019 30 1 %
8 R G T b B 53 A L T 4 PR L A 9 R OR S T T
M ELRR L BRI S A N BT AR I ) A A R
FR 8 VI K v w] 5 Bl [ P RS 1t SR AL A Bk i
B I8 A B R

(3) RS A% R W 8 PR Gt A= 2 ) —
FE AT — S04 TR 1Y & G2 0 Ui (8] 42 B 3T A A
], 3 % A) BB A AE W] — 2k b i 4 Hadoop™ |
HBase® ,Cassandra® 4. B Ab, X 88 R 45 (42 11
5 B E PRI BT RO 1Y) SQL i R A 4 34
HHES ARET . R T EOZREEZI, XL R
GEAEBLTT Z A0 AL AL 1T 1] 58> A ol B 20 2L 00 45 8 L
L H B B br 5 72k (workload) W AS AR [H]. #3T

BRI 26 22 555 11 S5 o DV I 5 R 2 B 45 R G R
{6,407 {45 DBMS JiF 3R K i) “one- size- fits-all” ) 3
A CHD— PR 380D IR AN FH T B0 A 11 30 552 f
FH. BUAF 2 Fh B 8 PR AL L g 28 ML B T AR
AR BB 4 B R g A — S A A B SRR A X
7 1 L U

25 BRIk L KRB N A R SR E T AT kv
Jo A 1 e B B BCHE L AN BE e 1 1 S B
SR o DRI ME LA 2SS A RO I A R G R, 7E 3
TR PR B30 A L B AR B TR SR A L L2
A5 T AR T BT R R IR R L LA 5 i A A A
(0 A7 S 23 A b B K

B A R B30 4 B R Y K o DR AR ks v Y AU
7% TAEA & J k. ik 28 T AR KRBT DR 3ok 3 25,
5 1 28 TAE £ 24X MapReduce fEZEMY, H 1) 2
WMIE 1T MapReduce HEARRYSERERIPERE : 56 2 2K T
PEBETH R 2 A 7 208 PP I AS [R) K80 8 37 6 1Y
PERE. X W28 Sk vk = 2 T RE /4L R 19 A B E AT 3T
W IEARVE KA LR GBS 5 5% 3 B
VENARFE T 3 A EL A 19 R a1 F » LA B AR 58 1Y
R TERE. TR A 4.
5.2 MapReduce Ijj 8E 7
5.2.1 T [a) 45 5E DI RE Y Ak

SR ME R B Ry MR W R A ISR E )
RE& F ik 47 V7 I, B A AR 3% 40 #5 MRBench™™/ |
TestDFSIOP®  Sort™* fl PigMix® 4.

MRBench {f B TPC-H #:#. R4 MapReduce
DR AN T 4 SRR OC AR BB T H 02 6 R AR A
¥yl iE i MapReduce [ fE ML i BEUAT. 5 2, X
26 SQL i 4) ¥ ] 7 MapReduce & 4t iz 7. MR-
Bench ¥ TPC-H il Je B 1) i A1 SQL 1 1) %% A i
AHRE Y MapReduce fE . SCER[42 Jp9VE# B 51t 1
— R B S5 K B AE MRBench, DL £ A 7] 2 5 %
BT AR RO RE L ) I EiodE B A R/ TR T LB
i Map T 55 8055 55 R BB 09 4R HEH 25 0 B A
[F] P9 58 J T A5 ARl

TestDFSIO #] $¥ ] HDFS(Apache Hadoop
— M RGO R 1/0 PEEE. 2 9F 0 52 M gE R
BN T map 1T 55 R 13 SO &R G2 v iy SO
IH1 reduce 4T 5530 B G A5 B L 6 4 S HRAT B TR]

HBase. http://hbase. apache. org/

Cassandra. http://cassandra. apache. org/

Apache PigMix. https://cwiki. apache. org/confluence/
display/P1G/PigMix

eee
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L
&

ki (mb/sec) . 4 P 5 1 G B L 1 ] DL At
# T map {155 [ X R G S S P reduce 11
F5 HEATIL A B map AT 55 0 B — A SCF.

HEF 2 BE £ MapReduce 2244 7 7 2 Fil £
Apache Hadoop B FJ Sort 3 i ml LA 0 HE 2
AE. LA MESEAT 3 25 0K - BE HL A B 0T HE AN
B UESE R AEREALECAE B B AT Ss AT 10 A
map £ 55 . H 8 ME55 2724 1GB R/NRBEHL
B AES 2 BB, A X Se BE LR AT HERE . LRSS 3 B
B B0 UEHE Y 45 RO A E . P BE AT DL R R
(] AL AT RLd 2 Web ST A5 1R FP 10 40 2 E A

PigMix & LT — 41 45 i o I 12 A BR B2 4% 1> Wi
A Pig (504 & P BE.

5.2.2 IRBZFIIRER HEUE

A E ) €0 5 2 Fh 2 RE L LA S 4 T T
MapReduce & 4.

GridMix H] 7 ¥ Il iz 17 Hadoop 1Y 8 #F 19 7
fiED. Apache Hadoop B# 3 PMhRA ) GridMix, H
1, GridMix1 1 GridMix2 it £ src/benchmarks
H#2Z @, m GridMix3 W L 7E sre/contrib H 7 22
A AL SR ] — 2R TR A B 280k I i AR T 1Y
PERE. 55 MRBench AR [ 2 3% 26 171 2 55 56 R AT
FEABR, EEW MM U 2 B B Map/
Reduce #E1E4.

HiBench #J& — >R & 2 68 #Y ik o U 3k, oy
AW T 4 ASEBNIE 8 AR 4 A4y
6 N ek AU L Web 48 R HL & 2% 2 A 1)
HDFES 37, PRt HiBench 8% 5 4 1 2
MapReduce - &. H i, ORI HEAL$E Sort (HEF) |
WordCount (B3] %) Fil TeraSort (FE/F) ; Web 48
ZAJ$5 Nutch Indexing il PageRank; #l #§ %% > &
5 DUt 73 251 & -means 528 s HDES I 2 % i 7
R IRA ] TestDESIO.

5T ) R E T RE R BEMEAR LE LIRS Z R DI RERY
B R PG S I 4T
5.3 ZFAIEETEN
5.3.1 CALDA""

CALDA FE 2235 Ho AL A [R] 28 4 76 B fh 48 B 7
T PERE . MapReduce 2844 5 3147 K PE (1 A1 1
ZRTE T & ¥l R £ 6 B AT B AT 55
CALDA J8 38 B 2 BB 23 4 55 R M ik A B
B AUFESE Grep WYL FEHAE 70 4 R 1R AF VU H
A R BRAE 1) e B2 i UDE B AR R4
AR LIy 8 X T Hadoop & 48 1Y 3T 47

DBMS £ 4t UL & Vertica (— K 32 £ 51 17 it 1) B I
PEO© S5 i M BE. B R B R 4 5 A U HRAT B TRD
RDBMS Jill 5 i [8] F1 28 5 | 4 2 I fi1] 452
5.3.2 YCSB" I YCSB-+-+

YCSB(Yahoo! Cloud Serving Benchmark) Hi f
JEWFSEBE B PR REFN AT 47 i 1 45 9 A D T A -
=R 55 RGE. AETERE I 11, 3228 75 B A% ) [nl 2 ) S Iy
(B R s PE AT S O 1T IR P (scaleup)
IS N3 B Celastic speedup). Ho i, 20 [ 7 J& 7
Y R S AR A [ D B i A R B B4R
TEOLT S 35 s BOR 5 TAE U6 ) 26 0 S AT i
[ PR A AN SR o S L 2 Y B0 A T S
N RGERY I 1T R B BAE LR B Y R 8 H 1
I, AT I [A] 2 4 . YCSB %18 1 5 Fp AR 51 48, £
750 B TR A L | B dROR AN L R X
ST AR EEAT PRI, R 2 A A T Bk 5 A T
VEf %k, % SCHE # 76 Cassandra, HBase, PNUTSH
i MySQL % Z 3™ dh 2 B AT PF.

X2 YCSBRELOBHIERE

TR Bl e PR

D %#Oi/g% Zipfian 43 i TER P AiE
mi P ettt wHERE
ik B.100%  Zipfan At FPER 2
T NP * I 7 4% 5
w800 gt s

B4, Patil 5F AP T YCSB, 2t T YCSB++-
FEUE.YCSB Mk = Ik 55 R Geh = 1H 5 i 4 0 T
Y CSBA-- 2 AT 47 Ji 2 A7 ik 14 4 5 B 468 A7 M)
L5 — BRI P AR IR R B A B IR 55
i it 2k U8 R D7 ) A B 45 7R S92 56 B B L HL 4 T HBase
N Accumulo B HE 76 P BE.

5.3.3 Floratou fil Rabl ZF2# 1 T /E

B NoSQL H AR /Yy 2458 , 1 Fh & Ji& e # 5] k2
NATTE T 45 AT X% 58 1) RDBMS fiff e 7 5
PR T BRI, — R T SCRIAA A ) NoSQL R
il MongoDB, B 221X\ Web 2. 0 Ji F #E47 # 44 5
Th— B2 RO SR R S8 KL T Hadoop Y
Hive, X S5 AR 7 #b 115 48 RDBMS fif ke J5 %8 (1 A

e

Apache GridMix. http://hadoop. apache. org/mapreduce/
docs/current/gridmix. html
FE U 1) i 24 U5 T SCHR 45 100 B 8 1Y) 45 23] B - Bk

Vertica. http://www. vertica. com/
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EZAb. £ VLDB 2012 [E fr 4 |, Floratou %
NS Z2 PP T A b B Rl R G DL B 43 B A
JE i B S ] CALDA JEHEDEN T Hive F144
BT B B B Z ) i M RE s ik, ] YCSB
FEUE L3 T MongoDB FIFE 52 () MS SQL Server %i
W e Z 1) P e AR 95 PF I 25 2R L Floratou 48 NIk
KAFE JE P RE T A b 4 T NoSQL & 4, 1
NoSQL FRGEAE J3 b — L6 75 i W A7 45 /5 2 4k . 491 n
NoSQL 1) Hi 4 455 51 i w] il 4 1 56 9 SCHF B sh 1 3
5 DA B AN TR) ) — SO B 25 L R RE TR IR R 2 |
Rabl & AN L7 6 Fl I U5 45088 A7 6 1 R 7E R
R Zk ™ M e, & 5 Cassandra. Voldemort,
Redis,HBase,VoltDB FI MySQL.
5.3.4 ICTBench

Bl . vh B R A B 0 £ S0 B AT BA R I T ICT -
Bench #:4#, 1% DCBench. BigDataBench # Cloud-
Rank & = 4~ #F 43 ©. H ., BigDataBench 8 & T
6 A FLSL T SR B AR 5 A 19 AN R AR gk,
B T 6 MRHSE kM =P 5 B OLTP,
KRR AE RG] b S AR L R g5 0
DCBench & —A> 1% 48 & 8 TAE (A 30y Sk vfe, &
£ 45 19 AR R B P R G0 7 80 12 L IR
AL T 2R AR AR (R AR AR L R BS 20, IRl A
[\ A4 4 2 45 2 (MPI, MapReduce %) Fl i & 1&
HHH CloudRank SEHEAN X 2 R4, B AR
[Fi) A 58 50 da v il 0 s 13 A AR M 0 T, i AR
&/ LAE B B ARG 0y a7 etk F P vl DLk A7 i
LADR PR NTIE 3 (TS S
5.4 THIE R AR KR EETEN
5.4.1 BigBench™

BigBench & — T [a] 5 i % 85l 1 Bk, 29
J& 1T TPC-DS. XA~ 3 i % 1& 31| KB4 B i H 4 1)
SV M, &5 2 MBIBRE A, I 7E Teradata Aster
B BT RS2 B

Kl 2 /8 T BigBench M5B AL Hoh, 75 &2
B fAAEIE MR T TPC-DS 1 5 1 =0,
T TPC-DS 8 B 4%, i e EE R B T TPC-DS
Bids PR 2 b OC T 1 Bl AN 48 B IS B A R
I VRN — 5K BT 2R Al 8 B T 4 Ak AL e
VIS STE R f V€I TR IE AR R/ TR SR AR (4
o 2 ;A — M ) 2 I B e R
P AR 5 53 b — SEBE X B 5 L BT AH B P TR AL
P WEAESS A1 AT I, 2 T s W 1 i 1t
PE” B — AR H 1 (SF) 3K A= i 5 R HUAE B30 4

B R A E e S S B R e R o A ok

: ) SRR
3 Sales
Web F\A

Page

et

Reviews

Customer

3 R 11
| Ichs

| BigBench
e 1B

Bl 2 BigBench i $da A AL B

AR B B v g ) 55 A L R TR
P U5 AR e A A A ) DL S AL 2 ) B AR TR
7 S AL SR 22 B AR, TR SERA TN ).
5.4.2 LinkBench

LinkBench J& — > 5k T~ B 52 A 58 9 4% 1oz 1T 1 K
FIAR P B8 40 B I 35 DY . Facebook 2% w1 4 45 1 &
WHERTEN P B 7 2Z (8] 2 A7 A 6. LinkBench
J1E M5 B Facebook 23wl iy 1] i 45 #L0 F  f 456 %K
P R AR AR DL B R A

Wi 3 iR, LinkBench B9 4244 5% % 7 4L/ il
55w (C/SHRER, Horp e 55 & 11 717 fith 160 B B i %
FUIALWZE— LA Java 155 %5 1 3K 3l i (driver).
TESCHRLS4 ] b, B B0de 77 i MySQL wh s H 28 5
AN 2 22 I P B A T A A A AR T 7
LIRSl LA B By AT AR 7E5S 1 BB A4
AL 5 755 2 BB, AT A S s e AT P L O
ARG THE B TR WA B Be b 1 7 S i — 2
SRS IR 3 R T G R AR

LinkBench 2R 1 ) B A (A0 455 48 F 4 ) A1 77
R AE G A A PR A e L CPU AL R 1/0
PERE N AF T 55 T B T 5 5
5.4.3 BSMA

BSMA (Benchmark for Social Media Analytical
query processing) J& — K I 1] #1 52 5 {4 17 H Y
YE LB AR BT TR T R L il R O R ) R
(timeline) |G N 25 GO 5% R R TE M 2% L T P A5
BEEE R ORI FRIR. TR R e LT 19 2K
A I 5 I [A) 4R 2 0R)  kk S8 I 4% A i) L A A R SR
BT 4 S AR S BT AT 55 JF DA ik i LGB R DA AT
s PEAE PR BE I . BSMA 8 — 4T YCSB

@ ICTBench. http://prof. ict. ac. cn/ICTBench/
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LinkBench Xzl 2%

A S A
Bl fF fit & il s

requesterZE

{7

/ AL

#Graph config
graph_size=1000000
link_types=5
node_med_datasize_b=97.9
node_data_genertor=motif
link_med_datasize_b=6.7
link_data_generator=uniform
outlink_dist=zipf
outling_dist_shape=0.6

N

#Workload config
requester s=6
request_rate=1000
node_get=12.9%
link_count=4.9%
link_range=50.7%

~

node_read_dist=zipf
node_read_dist_shape=0.7

link_read_dist=zipf

link_read_dist_shape=0.8

0 A= =17 o = T I 17 NS i e V7 R 1
BSMA $2 it 7 — A~ B 52 (9 87 VR il A 0l 4 L & &
it A AR I B A BRI A A Z 51 160 277 1
JURY 2 AF B[R] DA T I (] e RN R e 2 LA R
BB P 56 VE R 4% BSMA 8 32 11— 4~ B0 A= Rl e
K77 HE N A RABE L 43 A A) 4k 58 IR S0 HI . A S A 2 RN
T HPEW :https://github. com/c3bd/BSMA.,

AN P E AN RR B T CloudBM JE i
FETF AR 55 B R PF I AS ) =57 5 g PR RE
5.5 MAXHEEENLL DT

A B R E R B MEAR 2 (H 2 e AT 8y P BE
HAHAE, K 3 B, SRk UL, £ % MapReduce
AE 4 %) TP I 356 9 2 28 A 0 L I 82 e 5 () A2 R 5
X T2V 6 TREVEI R B B T i R B A B
P AN T 8 B TS R 2 A7 B R R e 1k g 5 38k 1 v FH Y R
B VI L Py ok HAT B0 10 23K R U7 AR T BLAE
WG Sy 2 B M S i g 4 52 i A G R L PRt

5 LinkedBench iy FAR I K R 25 .
K3 AHEEHELERINE
s FEPE Al A RN i i SR
MapReduce D #FI  MapReduce 22 (N TS Bl e M TAEE S i £, B B B TIA TN D L4 T MapReduce
(% 5.2 1) AR ENZ A EFEN TSRS ERZ IO R B, IS R ok R R
MapReduce 224, WA, BEAT 88— (0, CRTHRIF R A5 2 B2 RN — 2o 5 X A K J2 3 19 4%
. R A oK. T B B
24 e MapReduce 3-AEME— KEPR S A TAECPEN MySQL, Cassandra, KBRS P 5 A S W7 HE B4 8 5, 8 R 58
(%5 5.379) FE N BEME. AT RS B HBase. PNUTS, Voldemort, Redis,  F| a2 . B o, 2 T 4 38 b 3F I 4% 2%
PR FPAS R R B S HOE 4. HBase. VoltDB, Vertica, Hive % £ i HU45 B3 AR 15 BUAG 45 BEHE A 09 PE RE 78
R BE A HL = RAAIRAR .
AT 1) 17 P ) 5 v TR E G N R IR BHETC & 2 3K m S i N TPC 418U T &5k & . I8 75 1Y B
(55 5.4 ) P B A A TAE AR, 3EME, T M U A i S R L ARy S R R . AT T 1) 4R

AT 1 X0 Jox 2 451 Ik 57 ) 114
AR TERE.

AL A B A 45

W R BRI R AP AN A M T IZ 5%
0 2R L PRI SRR AT A AR 22 AR T

6 MEHFEEMS

7 FLRCE A2 A 2 K0 P 2 G0 o (1) T L 5
AR )2 T A X o0 B sk 2z . B 1 D
LR A R AR R EnT ) 2 2 W2 BB 3R 3
Kot A= m Ty M ) 318 3l 1 Rl A i 2K R
25 — AR TR R S B H SRR A — A
BAREET . R E WAL E —HE MR T,
B AF A A R A SRR R B B s B A DU 20 i
émﬁ%—ﬁmgj-

00 8 2l 14 e A O XL ARy I AR 3 A4
T2 1 2RI — A Bl il i SR sk R e
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Background

This paper surveys recent research work on database
benchmark that belongs to the database category. The
significant achievements of database technologies and systems
during the past forty years create a several hundred billion
dollar market, since database is full of opportunities and
competitions. Database benchmark that refers to a set of
specifications to evaluate and compare different database
systems plays an important role in the development of data-
base. The benchmarking result can reflect the performance
gap between various database systems objectively and
comprehensively, promote technological progress, and guide
the healthy development of database. The development of
database benchmarks is highly related to the development of
applications. When applications upgrade, new data manage-
ment needs occur, which gives rise to new data management

theory. Subsequently, new data management systems come

into being, and ultimately it is necessary to create new data-
base benchmarks to evaluate such systems.

Although database benchmarks have been studied for
several decades, traditional benchmarks such as TPC series
cannot work well in the big-data era. Big data is actually
quite different from the existing data models due to three
major characteristics: volume, velocity, and variety. Some
new benchmarks are proposed to evaluate the performance of
big data management systems. Such new benchmarks differ a
lot from the others in all aspects, including data generation,
workload, metrics, and so on. Consequently, it is critical to
devise new benchmarks in the new big-data era.

This paper reviews research progress of database bench-
marks, particularly the benchmarks for big data in recent

years, and prospects for the future study.



