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Abstract. Record matching or linking is one of the phases of the data 
quality improvement process, in which, records from different sources, are 
cleansed and integrated in a centralized data store to be used for various 
purposes. Both, earlier and recent studies in data quality and record 
linkage focus on various statistical models, which make strong 
assumptions on the probabilities of attribute errors. In this study, we 
evaluate different models for record linkage, which are built based on data 
only. We use a program that generates data with known error distributions 
and we train classification models, which we use to estimate the accuracy 
and the completeness of the record linking process. The results indicate 
that the automated learning techniques are adequate for this process and 
that both their accuracy and their completeness are comparable to the 
accuracy and the completeness of other, mostly manual, processes. 

 
 

1. Introduction 
The enterprise data is created, used and shared by a corporation in conducting business. 
This is a critical business asset that must be designed, analyzed, and managed with data 
quality as a guiding principle and not as an afterthought [2][7]. Poor data quality, that 
results from missing customer information, wrong address information, etc., undermines 
the customer satisfaction, leads to high and unnecessary costs and more importantly 
impacts decision making [20][21][17]. A number of reasons is responsible for bad data 
quality including: (a) multiple sources of data, (b) incompatible data, (c) data from 
multiple level of granularity, (d) redundant data, (e) corrupted and noisy data, and (f) 
missing attribute values. 
 
Data quality is achieved in three stages: the first one is based on the cleansing, or 
scrubbing of data, the second one on the matching or the linking of the records and the 
third one on the consolidation or the integration of the cleansed information with other 
internal or external sources. In the first stage, the data is parsed, corrected, standardized 
and enhanced so that the linking phase will be as accurate as possible. In the second 
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phase, comparisons are made within and across the various data sources in order to locate 
similar information. Finally, the matching information is integrated and placed into a 
warehouse, a data mart or another data storage area. 
 
In this study we are primarily interested in the record matching or the linking phase, 
which is a part of the entire data quality process. The record matching phase determines 
whether two records or rows, either of the same type or not, represent data on the same 
object. This phase involves many value judgments and requires sophisticated algorithms 
and software tools. Customer matching and retail house holding are two examples on 
which the record matching phase can be applied. In the first application, we try to 
identify if a customer is buying for a second, third, or a multiple time, a product from the 
same supplier. In the second application, we want to find different groups of people who 
comprise a family, each member of which is a customer. 
 
Record matching or linking is very similar in practice to the duplicate record detection, in 
which all records in a file or database are found that contain exactly, or approximately, 
the same data in one or more fields. In the following discussion linking and matching will 
be used interchangeably although there is a subtle difference between these two terms 
when we refer to this process. In details, matching refers to the actual relationship 
between a pair of records, while linking refers to the decision taken by a matching 
algorithm with respect to the linking status of a pair of records. Matching allows for 
identification of similar data within and across the data sources. By using cleansed 
information and match standards, we can eliminate the duplicate representations and 
integrate all the information about each individual customer or about an entire household. 
This will allow to examine thoroughly each customer or household, to generate accurate 
data about them, to enhance response rates or marketing promotions, to identify trends 
and patterns and finally to accurately target new prospects. 
 
In this paper, we are considering the record linking process as a classification task and we 
are evaluating two different approaches for developing classification models for matching 
records. In Section 2 we will provide some background related to the record matching 
and the related technology. In Section 3 we will describe the formulation of the problem 
and the learning approaches that we use for evaluation. Section 4 presents the 
experimental system that was built, and Section 5 presents the experiments that we 
conducted along with the results. Finally, in Section 6 we summarize our observations, 
and we point out to some extensions of this work. 
 

2. Background 
Record matching or linking is the process of identifying records, in an electronic file or 
database, that refer to the same real world entity or object. The decision, as to the 
matching status of a pair of records, is based on the comparison of common 
characteristics between the particular pair of records. These common characteristics are 
related to the similarities in the schema of the corresponding records. For example, a 
customer table can have two different schema representations in two databases, both 
storing customer data. The first table may store information from the service department 
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and the second one, may store information from the billing department. Despite the 
differences in the representation of the two tables, overlapping information (i.e., name, 
address, sex, marital status, etc.) can always be present, and this information can be used 
for the identification of matches of records from different databases that refer to the same 
customer. 
 
The record linking or matching process consists of two basic steps. The first one is the     
searching step and the second one is the matching step. In the searching step, the record 
linking process explores the space of record pairs in order to identify records that are 
prospective matches. We expect that only a very small percentage of the records that 
exist in a file or database, will actually match. In the matching step, the record linking 
process compares the records, which were identified as prospective matches during the 
searching phase, and assigns to them one of the following labels: link, non-link. The 
result of the comparison between any two records depends on the nature of the common 
characteristics in the two databases. 
 
Whenever there is not enough evidence to choose one of the decisions over the other, 
there is a third decision that lies in between the first two ones. In that case, the record pair 
is assigned the possible link status. All the record pairs, that have been assigned the 
possible link status, should be manually reviewed in order for a final decision to be 
reached for that pair. It is obvious that a matching algorithm that assigns too many pairs 
that need manual inspection, should be avoided, because this will introduce a high 
overhead to the matching process. For this reason, by using either some cost metrics or 
some levels of acceptable error in the record linking process, we can explicitly control 
how many of the record pairs can be assigned the possible link status. In the following 
two subsections, we summarize the state of the art in both the searching and the matching 
process. 
 

2.1 Searching Process 
The searching process must be intelligent enough in order to exclude from comparison, 
record pairs that completely disagree with each other (not prospective matches). This is 
quite reasonable based on the fact that the matching process has a very high application 
cost and must be applied economically. Often times, we need to make a compromise 
between the number of record pairs, that are compared, and the accuracy of the matching 
process. For example, let us assume that we have developed a matching algorithm, which 
is error free. It is clear that such an algorithm is very difficult to be built and we expect 
that its complexity should be high enough. Given such a matching algorithm, the only 
way to be sure that we have found all the matching record pairs is to apply an exhaustive 
pair-wise comparison of all records in both data sets. The complexity of such an approach 
is quadratic in the number of records in the database. If we also assume that a very small 
percentage of the pairs of records that will be undergone a comparison, will be actually a 
match, we will end up with an extremely high process overhead. The solution to this 
problem is to identify only those record pairs (prospective matches), which have high 
probability of matching, leaving not inspected those pairs that look very different. 
 



Proceedings of the 2000 Conference on Information Quality 

 57

Several techniques have been developed in the past searching the space of record pairs. 
The first one, which was presented early on in a paper by Newcombe [15] is called, 
blocking. This technique partitions the entire set of records into segments, which are 
called blocks. Each block contains records that have the same value for a subset or part of 
the common characteristics. These characteristics are known as blocking variables. The 
idea behind blocking is to compare records from the two data sets that belong to blocks, 
which agree on the blocking variables. This decreases the overall complexity of matching 
but it may also exclude some of the matching records from being inspected. This 
approach is very similar to what is called clustering in [10]. 
 
The second approach consists of two steps and is similar to the approach that is used for 
duplicate detection [3]. During the first step the database is sorted. In the second step, the 
searching process looks for records that are prospective matches but only in small regions 
in the database. This approach leaves the searching process with the task of comparing 
only those pairs of records that lie next to each other in the final ordering of the database. 
The subset of the characteristics, which is used for sorting the data sets, is known as the 
sorting key. The role of the sorting key is very similar to that of the blocking variable. In 
this approach, it is clear that the data sets should be merged into one set, before the 
sorting starts. 
 
A very similar approach to the sorting technique, which increases the completeness of the 
matching process, is called windowing or else the sorted-neighborhood approach and it 
was proposed by Hernadez et. al in [10]. In this approach, the data sets are merged and 
then sorted, like in the sorting approach. The only difference is that instead of comparing 
records that lie next to each other, if they only agree in the characteristics selected for 
sorting, the compared records needs only to fall within a constant size window from each 
other. If the window size is very large this process is equivalent to the exhaustive search 
method. If now the window size is small, the process is very efficient and gives better 
results than the sorting method. 
 
Because of the errors that exist in the data sets that are compared, it is very common that 
the information selected for blocking or sorting the data sets contains errors. If that 
happens, we expect that some records are clustered far away from those records with 
which they should be compared to. For this reason, a multi-pass approach, proposed in 
[10], can be used. In this approach, a number of different blocking variables, or sorting 
keys, can be used for clustering the records in different ways. The database is then 
scanned as many times as the number of the different keys. The results from independent 
passes are combined to give the final set of matching records. The same group of 
researchers has also implemented an extension of the multi-pass approach in which the 
transitive closure of the results of independent passes is computed. A similar approach, 
that has been proposed independently by Monge et. al. in [14] makes use of an 
algorithmic technique for identifying the connected components of a graph. By 
considering each record cluster as a connected component, this process can be effectively 
used to identify the records that belong to the same cluster. Both groups of researchers 
presented very similar results regarding the accuracy and the cost of the searching 
process. 
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2.2 Matching Process 
The most important issue in the matching process, is to take a correct decision about the 
matching status of a pair of records by looking at their characteristics. A comparison 
between the common characteristics is required before making a decision based on the 
agreements or disagreements of these characteristics. The comparison of the 
characteristics depends heavily on the nature of the characteristics. As these 
characteristics include strings of characters, the string comparison algorithms play an 
important role in the record matching process. Some kinds of character strings, like 
names, exhibit a certain error behavior, and for this reason, some coding schemes have 
been devised. These coding schemes, mostly phonetic, like the Soundex code [15], can be 
used to extract some components that are very prone to errors from the name string, so as 
the string matching process will be more robust and reliable. String matching algorithms, 
like the edit distance or the Jaro algorithm [22], or the n-grams [11], have been used in 
different research and experimental record matching models or systems and they gave 
very promising and accurate results. 
 
The simplest way to solve the record matching problem is to consider it as an extension 
of the string matching problem. In this way, a record linkage rule can be built, by using a 
string matching algorithm. This type of algorithm considers the entire database record as 
a string with or without blank characters and decides upon the matching status based on 
the distance of the strings corresponding to the records under comparison. This approach 
has been called field matching in [14] and its performance depends primarily on the 
selection of a very smart string matching algorithm that accounts for different types of 
errors. We believe that such an approach is not powerful enough to provide a general 
solution for the record matching problem, unless strong assumptions on the distributions 
and the types of errors can be given beforehand. 
 
The first general solution to the matching problem was probabilistic in nature. An optimal 
linkage rule was first proposed by Newcombe [15]. Later on, a record linkage theory was 
strictly formulated by Fellegi and Sunter [9] based on the matching and non-matching 
probabilities of the record comparisons. In other words, they observed that a certain 
comparison pattern has a different frequency of occurrence among records that do match 
than among records that do not match. By dividing these probabilities for each pattern 
and by sorting the ratios, they generated a linear ordering of these agreement and 
disagreement patterns. The next problem that they came along, was the identification of 
appropriate threshold values for these ratios, in such a way that the linkage rule could 
designate a pair as a link or non-link just by looking at the ratio value. Fellegi and Sunter 
computed these thresholds by using the expected probabilities of errors, and they 
bounded their values, by the error levels desired by the user. The optimality of the 
linkage rule proposed by Fellegi and Sunter relies on the fact that it minimizes the 
number of record pairs that are assigned a possible link status. The reasoning behind this 
selection is that pairs, designated by the linkage rule as possible links, need to be 
manually inspected. But, as we mentioned earlier, manual inspection costs a lot and 
should be avoided, if possible. 
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The exploitation of an equational theory [10], which could be developed based on human 
expertise, was considered as an alternative solution. This approach is known as the 
knowledge acquisition approach of knowledge engineering. An equational theory is 
actually a set of rules that captures the semantics of the record linkage process. This set 
of rules is built based on an interview of a domain expert with a knowledge engineer. 
Although the researchers presented good results, we should take into consideration that 
such techniques have certain mostly computational limitations (i.e., knowledge 
acquisition bottleneck) and should not be used occasionally. 
 
The problem with the probabilistic approach, which was presented earlier, is that the 
matching and non-matching probabilities of the comparison patterns should be 
considered known a-priori. Although this is a legitimate assumption, usually, such 
probabilities cannot be estimated beforehand. A different model for record linkage, based 
on machine learning and statistical techniques, was developed by Cochinwala et. al. in 
[4]. The authors consider a very small sample of data, which is semi-automatically 
processed, in order to build a training set, for inducing a model for matching records. In 
their paper, the induced model, was a decision tree. The decision tree by itself, does 
feature selection which decreases by orders of magnitude the cost of matching. In order 
to further decrease the complexity of taking a decision by using the induced model, the 
authors use a model selection technique for pruning the initially induced model by using 
complexity costs. A fully automated methodology to build a similar model, has been 
proposed by Verykios et. al. in [18][19]. 
 
A very similar approach with the one proposed by Verykios et. al. and Cochinwala et. al., 
is the approach proposed by Debabrata et. al., for sequential record matching [5]. The 
authors propose to build a model incrementally. By doing so, they avoid the expensive 
operation of transferring all the data in a local store at once. They also propose to decide, 
in an on-line fashion, on the set of attributes that are necessary, for taking a correct 
decision.  Debabrata et. al. in [6], present a different model for record linkage based on 
distance metrics. 
 

3. Methodological Framework 
Our main goal of this study is to build on top of previous studies, which were focused on 
generating a decision model for record linkage by looking at the data itself without 
imposing any assumptions about the probability distribution of the expected errors in the 
data [4][19]. In particular we try to evaluate different searching and matching 
methodologies with respect to the accuracy and the completeness. The completeness of 
the process is related mostly to the searching phase (Section 5.2), while the accuracy of 
the process is related mostly to the matching phase (Section 5.1). 
 
The accuracy of the record linkage process is defined as the number of record pairs, 
which are brought together for comparison, and are assigned the link status by the record 
linkage decision model, over the actual matching pairs of records that are brought 
together for comparison. As we will see later on, the accuracy of the decision model is 
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equivalent with the predictive accuracy of the classification model that is used for 
decision purposes. 
 
The completeness of the general process has two aspects. In the first one, we assume that 
the record linkage decision model, which decides upon the linking status of a pair of 
records, is a perfect one. We refer to this type of completeness as the searching 
completeness.  Based on this assumption, the searching completeness can be defined as 
the percentage of the matching records that are brought for comparison, over the total 
number of matching records. Records that are not brought together for comparison are 
implicitly assumed as not matching. The second aspect is related to the completeness of 
the entire process, assuming an imperfect record linkage decision model. We refer to this 
type of completeness as the linking completeness. Under this assumption, the linking 
completeness is the product of the searching completeness and the accuracy of the 
matching phase. 
 
There are certain indicators that can be used to estimate the relative merit of the different 
fields or attributes in a record, for clustering or sorting the records in the database. These 
indicators are closely related to the completeness of the record linkage process and they 
are briefly described in this paragraph. There are three numerical tests used for this 
reason. The first one is the coefficient of specificity, the second one is the discriminating 
power and the third one is the so-called merit ratio. The coefficient of specificity is the 
fineness with which a file will be divided by a particular kind of identifying information. 
Unlike the coefficient of specificity, which gets smaller as a database becomes more 
finely divided, the discriminating power increases with the extent of the subdivision. The 
discriminating power is defined as the logarithm of the inverse of the coefficient of 
specificity. Finally, the merit of any particular kind of identifying information for sorting 
the file, may be taken as the ratio of the discriminating power to the likelihood of 
discrepancy or inconsistency of such information. This is the so-called merit ratio. 
 
In this study, we aim at building a record linkage decision model automatically, by using 
inductive learning techniques, which have been implemented in public domain software. 
In particular, we focus on comparing the predictive accuracy and completeness of 
decision models which were built by using two of the common learning paradigms in AI, 
the decision tree and the instance-based methods, both of which are also well known in 
statistics. These methods share an approach to learning that is based on exploiting 
regularities among observations, so that predictions are made on the basis of similar 
previously encountered situations. The methods differ, however, in the way that 
similarity is expressed; trees make important shared properties explicit, whereas instance-
based approaches equate (dis)similarity with some measure of distance. An example of a 
decision tree, which we generated in these experiments, is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Example of a Decision Tree. 

 
The specific learning algorithms used in the experiments, are implemented in the MLC++ 
library [12]. The first algorithm is a decision tree inducer and it is described in [16], while 
the second one is a instance-based learning algorithm which is described in [1]. Decision 
tree and instance-based methods both represent each instance using a collection { A1, 
A2,…,Ax} of properties or attributes. Attributes are grouped into two broad categories: 
continuous attributes have real or integer values, whereas discrete attributes have 
unordered nominal values drawn from a usually small set of possibilities defined for that 
attribute. Each instance also belongs to one of a fixed set of mutually exclusive classes c1, 
c2,…,ck. Both families of methods use a training set of classified instances to develop a 
mapping from attribute values to classes; this mapping can then be used to predict the 
class of a new instance from its attribute values. 
 
The validation of the induced models in order to measure their predictive accuracy, was 
another important aspect in our experiments. There are various methods that can be used 
for estimating the predictive accuracy of a model such as re-substitution estimate, 
holdout, cross validation, leave one out, and bootstrapping method. More information 
about these methods can be found in [12]. In our experiments, we made use of the 
holdout method. This method randomly partitions the data set into two mutually disjoint 
sets: the training set and the test or the holdout set. The induction algorithm builds the 
model based on the cases included in the training set and then evaluates the performance 
of the induced model by using the data in the test set. The predictive accuracy is 
computed as the number of correctly predicted instances in the test set, over the total 
number of instances in the test set. 
 
The effective calculation of the completeness of the record matching process was yet 
another issue that had to be investigated in the experiments that we conducted. In Section 
5.2, we further elaborate on this subject matter. 
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4. Experimental System Overview 
In order to evaluate the performance of the various schemes that we already described, 
we used two public domain software tools. The first tool was a database generator, which 
was used for automatically generating the databases used in the experiments. The 
database generator, which is described in [10], provides us with a large number of 
parameters such as the size of the database, the percentage of duplicate records in the 
database and the amount of error to be introduced in the duplicated records in any of the 
attribute fields. Each generated record consists of the following fields: social security 
number, first name, middle initial, last name, address, apartment number, city, state, and 
zip code. We must point out that based on the settings that we select for the generator, not 
all of the field values are present in each record. 
 
The experimental system that we developed, takes as input two files: the first one 
contains the training set, and the other one, the test set. Each one of these files, contain a 
certain number of comparison vectors. Every comparison vector has a fixed size, which is 
equal to the number of field comparisons between a pair of database records generated by 
the database generator. By using the database generator, the two files or databases are 
generated. The first one is used for generating the training set and is usually small 
compared to the other one, which is used for generating the test set. 
 
The system also, makes use of a configuration file. The configuration file, that describes 
the current experiment, contains three parts. The first part specifies the sizes of the 
database files to be generated. Since we may use different sizes of files for training and 
for testing, the first two parameters specify the training set size and the test set sizes. By 
using the terminology in [10], we define as a cluster, the group of records that are 
actually duplicates. The cluster ratio is the ratio between the number of records and the 
number of clusters generated in the database. In order to ensure the consistency of the 
results for each experiment, the cluster ratio should be constant for the databases 
generated. Yet it may be required that the ratio for the training set is different from that of 
the test set. Therefore, the other two parameters in this part are the training set cluster 
ratio and test set cluster ratio. 
 
After reading the first part of the configuration file, the system runs the database 
generator system to generate the training and the test databases according to the sizes and 
the cluster ratios specified. It combines each training database with each test database to 
form one case in the current experiment. The remaining two parts in the configuration 
file, specify how to generate the comparison vectors for each case. These two parts 
contain values for the same set of parameters, one for the training set and the other for the 
test set. Some of these parameters are documented below. The two main issues that 
should be taken into account before generating the comparison vectors from the database 
records, are the sorting and the selection of the records, which are to be compared. For 
this reason, we partition the remaining part of the configuration file into two groups. 
 
The first group addresses the issue of sorting. The sorting key parameter, specifies the set 
of fields by which the records will be sorted. The characters used parameter, specifies 
how many characters to be used from each field for sorting purposes. The Soundex code 



Proceedings of the 2000 Conference on Information Quality 

 63

is described in [15] and it is another possibility as far as the sorting of the records is 
concerned. The Soundex parameter in the configuration file, is a binary parameter that 
specify whether the records will be sorted based on the Soundex code or not. The second 
group of parameters accounts for the preparation of the sets of comparison records. The 
blocking [15] and the sorted-neighborhood [10] approach, are two possible options for 
this task. The blocking parameter determines whether blocking will be used or not. If the 
sorted-neighborhood method is to be used, the blocking parameter is set to zero and an 
additional parameter, which specifies the window size, is deployed. 
 
After reading these two sets of parameters for the training set and for the test set, the 
system generates two groups of record pairs one for training and one for testing. Then 
each group is transformed into a group of comparison vectors. The calculation of the 
comparison vectors, between any pair of records, is done by measuring the edit distance 
[13] between the string fields (i.e., first name, last name, etc.) and the Hamming distance 
of the numeric fields (i.e., SSN, Zip Code, street number, etc.). The exact actual matching 
status for each comparison vector is known a-priori for both the training and the test set. 
Therefore, each comparison vector is associated with a label according to its actual status. 
This can happen because the database generator creates one more field in every record, 
which is called cluster identifier. This identifier indicates the cluster that every record 
belongs to. A cluster represents a set of records that correspond to the same real-world 
entity. 
 

5. Experiments and Results 
In the following subsections, we present the experiments that were conducted, and the 
results that we observed, along with various comments on them. In Section 5.1 we 
present experiments for the evaluation of the accuracy of the induction methods, while in 
Section 5.2, we present experiments related to the completeness of the matching process. 
 

5.1 Accuracy 
As we have already described, we used two induction algorithms: ID3, a decision tree 
inducer, and IBL, an instance based classifier. For running these algorithms, we made use 
of the programs provided by MLC++. The parameters for these programs are the default 
parameters supported by the library. The only selection that we made was the number of 
neighbors to be used in the IBL algorithm. In this study, we select three neighbors, while 
we have experimented with other values as well, and we had similar results. 
 
The parameters in the configuration file are summarized below. For training purposes, we 
generated a database of 50 records by using the database generator tool that is described 
previously. We also generated six different databases for testing purposes. The sizes in 
records of these databases are: 500, 1,000, 2,500, 5,000, 10,000, and 20,000 records. For 
each combination of training and testing set, we set the cluster to database ratio or else 
the approximate number of records per cluster to the following values: 0.5, 0.25, 0.2 and 
0.1. The values of the ratio correspond to the following numbers or records per cluster: 2, 
4, 5 and 10. The ratio was the same for both training and testing purposes. 
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Before we sort the files, we transformed all characters in the database to uppercase 
letters. As a sorting key, for both the training and the test set, we selected the last name of 
the record and in particular the Soundex code of the last name. In all of our experiments 
related to the accuracy, we used the sorted-neighborhood approach for generating the 
training set. For the sorted-neighborhood approach we made use of the following window 
sizes: 2, 4, 5, and 10. The idea behind this selection was to use a window size that is 
equal to the number of records in the clusters generated by the database generator so that 
we can spend the minimum computational effort for learning the link concept. 
 
After making these selections, we performed two sets of experiments. The main goal was 
to determine which one of the two selected classifiers performs better with respect to the 
accuracy, and how this accuracy varies with respect to two alternatives in the test set 
generation process: (a) by using the blocking approach, and (b) by using the sorted-
neighborhood approach. For the first set of experiments we used the blocking approach 
and we selected the entire sorting key, which was the Soundex code of the last name, as 
the blocking variable. The miss-classification rates for the set of four combinations of 
cluster ratio and window size are shown in Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2: Misclassification rates with blocking in the test set. 
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For the second set of experiments and for the generation of the test set, we selected to use 
the sorted-neighborhood approach, instead of the blocking approach. In order to be 
consistent with the selections of parameters that we made for the training set, we also 
selected the following values for the window sizes in the test set generation process: 2, 4, 
5, and 10. These values are exactly the same with the ones that we used for the training 
set generation process. The results of this set of experiments are shown in Figure 3. 
 
The graphs in Figure 2 and Figure 3 demonstrate that IB3 (the IBL algorithm with three 
neighbors) outperforms ID3 in almost all of the experiments that we conducted. This 
superiority is irrelevant to whether we use a blocking or a sorted-neighborhood approach 
for the generation of the test set. The only disadvantage of the instance based algorithm is 
that it always takes a considerably larger amount for its execution. 

 
 

 
Figure 3: Misclassification rates without blocking in the test set. 

 
 

5.2 Completeness 
In the experiments that we describe below, we restrict ourselves to considering only the 
linking completeness but not the searching completeness. In order to be able to argue 
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about the completeness, we need to be able to compute the number of the exact links that 
are discovered in the record matching process. Hence, we need a way to reconstruct the 
clusters of duplicate records based on the model built by the rule induction technique 
used. Therefore, we built a subsystem that performs this operation with the help of a 
categorization utility of MLC++. When this utility runs, it produces labels for the 
comparison vectors based on the induction model built before. Our subsystem reads these 
labels and tries to reconstruct the clusters of duplicate records. Specifically, for each 
comparison vector that is labeled link by the categorization utility, our subsystem inserts 
the corresponding database records into the same cluster. If we repeat this process for all 
the comparison vectors, we end up with a group of clusters of the duplicate records 
discovered by the model. If we compare this group of clusters to the original one (known 
from the database generation step), we can calculate the completeness as follows. We 
generate two sets of duplicate record pairs, the first from the original clusters and the 
second from the discovered ones. The completeness is the size of the intersection 
between the two sets divided by the size of the original set. This value represents how 
many duplicate record links are discovered out of the original previously known ones. 
 
The first experiment for completeness uses the Soundex code of the last name as the 
sorting key for both the training and the test sets. It uses the sorted-neighborhood method 
for generating the comparison vectors fixing the window size for the training set to 10. 
The results of this experiment are shown in Figure 4(a). The completeness of the model is 
increased with the increase of the window size value of the test set over the same test set 
size. This is obvious since the increase of the window size of the test set increases the 
number of the generated comparison vectors and consequently increases the probability 
of detecting the duplicate records. Moreover, the results show that the completeness is 
decreased with the increase of the test set size over the same test window size. 
 
 

 
 (a) (b) 

Figure 4: Estimates of the linking completeness. 
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In the second experiment we also use the Soundex code of the last name as the sorting 
key for both the training and the test sets. In order to generate the comparison vectors, we 
use blocking for the test set, and the sorted-neighborhood method for the training set. The 
results are shown in Figure 4(b). The first observation is that the completeness values in 
the first experiment are somehow larger than the values in this experiment. This means 
that the sorted-neighborhood method is better than blocking although it may generate 
more comparison vectors and requires more time. Our second observation is that there is 
no noticeable change with the change of the window size of the training set. Moreover, 
the increase of the window size of the training set, after a certain value, will not affect the 
model induced and so will not affect the completeness value for the same test set size. 
We must point out that the use of the blocking approach for the generation of the 
comparison vectors of the training set is not worthwhile and does not generate a good 
model. Hence, we conclude our completeness experimental results as follows: (a) the 
sorted-neighborhood method is better than the blocking method, (b) the increase of the 
window size of the test set results in the increase of the completeness value, and (c) the 
increase of the window size of the training set has no effect. We must notice that all these 
experimental results are due only to ID3 model. The reason for not presenting results for 
the completeness of IB3 is because this inducer does not support a persistence model 
according to the MLC++ library that we used. In our future work, we will build a 
categorization utility for this system and we will conduct similar experiments. 
 

6. Conclusions 
The data quality problems are commonplace in the enterprise level, as organizations 
downsize, merge and consolidate. An important issue related to the quality of the data, is 
how an integrated view of the data can be built. It is often the case, that different legacy 
systems, storing disjoint or overlapping information, have different levels of quality in 
the stored data. An automatic way to identify common information among these systems 
is of great importance before we can integrate these data. 
 
In this paper, we have reported results on the accuracy and the completeness of various 
schemes, which deal with the problem of matching common information. Our 
experimental system can be fully exploited to support such studies. The preliminary 
results shown in this paper, indicate that very accurate and complete models can be built 
by using commercial off the shelf software tools along with real data, without making 
any strong assumptions about the probabilities of errors in the data. 
 
There is a lot of experimentation that needs to be done, before we are able to make any 
general assertions about the tool, model or parameter selection scheme for the record 
matching process. We are in the process of conducting these experiments, while we are 
extending our experimental system to support fully automated approaches for matching 
records. 
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