arXiv:2311.13923v2 [stat.ME] 4 Dec 2023

Optimal F -score Clustering for Bipartite Record Linkage

Eric A. Bai, Olivier Binette, and Jerome P. Reiter

Statistical Science Department, Duke University

December 23, 2023

Abstract Probabilistic record linkage is often used to match records from two files, in particular when the variables common to both files comprise imperfectly measured identifiers like names and demographic variables. We consider bipartite record linkage settings in which each entity appears at most once within a file, i.e., there are no duplicates within the files, but some entities appear in both files. In this setting, the analyst desires a point estimate of the linkage structure that matches each record to at most one record from the other file. We propose an approach for obtaining this point estimate by maximizing the expected F -score for the linkage structure. We target the approach for record linkage methods that produce either (an approximate) posterior distribution of the unknown linkage structure or probabilities of matches for record pairs. Using simulations and applications with genuine data, we illustrate that the F -score estimators can lead to sensible estimates of the linkage structure.

Key words: Bayesian, Entity resolution, Fusion, Matching.

1 Introduction

Often entity resolution (ER) applications involve identifying duplicate records across two databases, where each database has no duplication within. This particular case of ER is called bipartite record linkage, since it corresponds to identifying a bipartite matching between records of the two databases. Bipartite record linkage is used for many tasks including, for example, matching a census to a post-enumeration survey for coverage estimation (Jaro, 1989; Winkler and Thibaudeau, 1991), linking conflict records for casualty estimation (Sadinle, 2017), public health and social sciences research (Jutte et al., 2011), and combining customer records from two lists in a customer relationship management system (Dyché and Levy, 2006).

Bipartite record linkage can be challenging for a variety of reasons, including the computational complexity associated with the comparison of record pairs, bipartite matching and transitivity constraints, and the probabilistic dependencies that these constraints induce in the matching problem. As a result, researchers have proposed many methods for bipartite record linkage, ranging from rule-based approaches to the use of unsupervised clustering models, probabilistic classifiers, and other algorithms supporting different steps of the linkage process (Christophides et al., 2020; Papadakis et al., 2021). For instance, Jaro (1989) proposed the use of the Fellegi and Sunter (1969) framework to obtain matching weights under maximum likelihood estimation, and to ensure a bipartite linkage by solving a linear sum assignment problem. This approach was improved in McVeigh et al. (2019) to incorporate the bipartite linkage constraint directly into a maximum likelihood estimator. Sadinle (2017) proposed a Bayesian model that incorporates the bipartite matching constraint in a prior distribution, resulting in a Bayes linkage estimate under a chosen loss function.

Regardless of the approach, it is desirable to have a point estimate of the bipartite linkage structure. However, existing approaches have some limitations. To compute a Bayes estimate, analysts need to specify a loss function, which may be difficult to align with practical requirements. For instance, default parameters of the loss function provided by Sadinle (2017) can lead to a linkage that under-estimates the overlap between databases. This causes issues in applications such as casualty estimation, census coverage estimation, and other forms of population size estimation. Similar challenges arise with the use of maximum likelihood estimation, which requires analysts to tune parameters to estimate the number of matches.

To facilitate the use of bipartite record linkage algorithms, we propose a post-processing step that aligns with a commonly-used objective: to optimize the expected F -score of the resulting linkage under the bipartite record linkage constraint. We consider the F -score, the harmonic mean between precision and recall, as it is arguably the most widely-used evaluation measure in record linkage applications. As a result, optimizing the F -score often aligns with practical requirements.

More precisely, suppose a record linkage algorithm results in pairwise match probabilities or in a posterior distribution on the linkage structure. From those, an expected F -score can be computed for any possible bipartite record linkage. The optimal F -score clustering is the linkage that maximizes this expected F -score. For Bayesian record linkage, this corresponds to a Bayes estimator. When using pairwise match probabilities, this maximizes a plug-in F -score estimate as described in Section 2.2.2.

Our contributions are as follows.

1. We introduce an efficient algorithm to approximate the optimal F -score under the bipartite record linkage constraint, and use it to construct a point estimate of the linkage structure.

2. We demonstrate that this algorithm can be adapted to any probabilistic bipartite record linkage model.

3. We validate the approach using both simulated and genuine data, demonstrating that the F - score algorithm can yield more accurate point estimates of the linkage structure than existing point estimators.

4. We discuss accurately estimating the size of the population that overlaps in the two data files.

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the optimal F-Score algorithm. In Section 3, we discuss estimating the overlap population size. In Section 4, we investigate the performance of the algorithm using simulated and genuine data. Finally, in Section 5, we summarize the findings and discuss potential directions for future research.

2 F -score Optimization Under a Bipartite Record Linkage Constraint

Let A and B be two data sets comprising n_A and n_B records, respectively. We presume n_A ě n_B, without loss of generality. For i “ 1, . . . , n_A, each record A_i P A has a unique identifier, denoted A_{i0}. Similarly, for j “ 1, . . . , n_B, let B_{j0} denote the unique identifier for record B_j P B. The unique identifiers are not observed in practice. Records A_i and B_j are called a match or a link whenever A_{i0} “ B_{j0}, and called a non-match or non-link otherwise. The goal of record linkage is to identify the record pairs pA_i, B_j q with A_{i0} “ B_{j0}.

For i “ 1, . . . , n_A and j “ 1, . . . , n_B, let c_{i,j} “ 1 when A_i and B_j are a match, and let c_{i,j} “ 0 otherwise. Let C “ rc_{i,j} s be the n_A ^ n_B matrix with c_{i,j} as the element in the ith row and jth column. We refer to C as the linkage structure. In bipartite record linkage, we assume that each A_i is linked to at most one B_j , and vice versa. That is, for any given indices i and j,

n_Bÿ

j^1 “1 c_{i,j}1 ď 1, n_Aÿ

i^1 “1

c_i1_{,j} ď 1. (1)

In practice, C is an unknown parameter estimated through some record linkage model. Here, we consider record linkage models that result in either a probability distribution for C, e.g., via a Bayesian model (as in, e.g., Fortini et al., 2001; Tancredi and Liseo, 2011; Gutman et al., 2013; R. C. Steorts and R. Hall, and S.E. Fienberg, 2016; Sadinle, 2017; Dalzell and Reiter, 2018; Tang et al., 2020; Betancourt et al., 2022; Guha et al., 2022) or marginal probabilities p_{i,j} that record pairs pA_i, B_j q are matches, e.g., from a Fellegi and Sunter (1969) model as in Enamorado et al. (2019).

With Bayesian record linkage models, the posterior distribution for C is approximated usually with some Markov chain Monte Carlo sampler, resulting in L plausible draws tC^{psq} : s “ 1, . . . , Lu of the linkage structure. These draws can be used to compute Monte Carlo estimates of expectations or other summaries.

The posterior distribution for C or the estimated match probabilities generally derive from a specified probabilistic model. For now, we do not specify any particular model, since our approach to F -score optimization is agnostic to the structure of the model.

2.1 F -score Objective Function and Estimators

For any record pair pA_i, B_j q, let ĉ_{i,j} be an estimate of c_{i,j} and Ĉ “ rĉ_{i,j} s be the corresponding estimate of C. For any Ĉ and some weight β ą 0, the F -score is defined as

F_β pĈ, Cq “ p1 ` β^2q ř i,j ĉ_{i,j} c_{i,j} β^2 ř i,j c_{i,j}` ř i,j ĉ_{i,j} . (2)

The expression in (2) represents the weighted harmonic mean between precision and recall. When β “ 1, the F -score equally weights precision and recall.

We propose to utilize (2) to determine a point estimator Ĉ_{opt} of C. Specifically, we seek the Ĉ that maximizes (2), that is, Ĉ_{opt} “ arg max

ĈPC

F_β pĈ, Cq, (3)

where C is the set of linkage structures satisfying the bipartite linkage condition. Of course, typically F_β pĈ, Cq is not observable since it requires knowledge of C. We therefore must estimate F_β pĈ, Cq for any Ĉ under consideration.

We consider two approaches for finding Ĉ_{opt} via approximations to (2). The first method is appropriate for settings where a posterior distribution of C is available. We use the posterior distribution to approximate (2) and subsequently obtain a Bayes estimate from (3). The second method is suitable for scenarios where we have point estimates for the probability of a link for each record pair, which we denote as p_{i,j} . In this context, we approximate (2) using a plug-in approach and obtain a point estimate by solving (3). We now describe these two approaches, starting with the first method.

2.1.1 Bayes Estimator

When a probability distribution for C is available, the expectation of (2) can serve as a score function that we maximize. This yields the Bayes estimator,

Ĉ_{Bayes} “ arg max

ĈPC E ” F_β pĈ, Cq ı . (4)

Here, the expectation is taken with respect to the random variable C. A closed-form expression for Ĉ_{Bayes} does not exist. In Section 2.2, we present an optimization algorithm to approximate the solution to (4).

2.1.2 Optimal Score Estimator

When estimates p̂_{i,j} for record pairs’ p_{i,j} are available, we can obtain an estimator by maximizing a plug-in estimate of the F -score in (2). That is, we define the optimal score estimator,

Ĉ_{OS} “ arg max

ĈPC

p1 ` β^2q ř i,j ĉ_{i,j}p̂_{i,j} β^2 ř i,j p̂_{i,j}` ř i,j ĉ_{i,j} . (5)

As with (4), no closed-form expression exists for Ĉ_{OS}. However, the algorithm in Section 2.2 provides an exact solution to (5).

2.2 Algorithm for Approximating the F -score

We first present the algorithm for approximating Ĉ_{Bayes} from (4). This algorithm is sufficiently general to be adapted for determining Ĉ_{OS} from (5), which we discuss subsequently.

2.2.1 An Approximation of Ĉ_{Bayes}

To approximate Ĉ_{Bayes} from (4), we adopt the general framework of outer and inner maximization proposed by Jansche (2007). Speaking broadly, for every possible number of matches k within the range 0 ď k ď n_B, we perform an inner maximization. This step involves approximating the Ĉ that optimizes (2) for a given k, which we denote as Ĉ_{Bayes}pkq. Then, in the outer maximization step, we search across all feasible values of k. The Ĉ_{Bayes}pkq that yields the highest value of (2) is the point estimator for C.

More formally, for a given k, let

Ĉ_{Bayes}pkq “ arg max ĈPC, ř_{i,j} ĉ_{i,j} “k E ” F_β pĈ, Cq ı “ arg max ĈPC, ř_{i,j} ĉ_{i,j} “k ÿ i,j ĉ_{i,j} E « p1 ` β^2qc_{i,j} β^2 ř i,j c_{i,j} ` k ff . (6)

The optimization expression from (6) represents an inner maximization step, which is followed by an outer maximization step

Ĉ_{Bayes} “ arg max

ĈPtĈ_{Bayes}p0q,...,Ĉ_{Bayes}pn_B qu E ” F_β pĈ, Cq ı . (7)

For any given k, the inner optimization problem in (6) can be solved as a linear sum assignment problem (LSAP), subject to the constraint of k links. In general, LSAP solvers can find unique (bipartite) pairings between elements of two sets to maximize a user-specified total score. The constraint ř i,j ĉ_{i,j} “ k can be enforced using various methods, as discussed in Ramshaw and Tarjan (2012). Our innovation uses a data augmentation approach to incorporate the constraint into the original LSAP problem, as we now explain.

For each record pair pA_i, B_j q, let Δ^{pkq}_{i,j} “ E ” p1 ` β^2qc_{i,j} {pβ^2 ř i,j c_{i,j} ` kq ı represent a score for the pair; we use these scores in the LSAP. Let Δ^{pkq} be the n_A ^ n_B matrix with entry Δ^{pkq}_{i,j} in the ith row and jth column. We create an augmented matrix Δ̃^{pkq} of dimension pn_A ` n_B ´ kq ^ n_B with elements in the ith row and jth column given by

Δ̃^{pkq}_{i,j} “ $ ’& ’% Δ^{pkq}_{i,j} if i ď n_A, M otherwise, (8)

where M “ kp1 ` β^2q{β^2 ě k max_{i,j} Δ^{pkq}_{i,j} . (9)

Letting ñ_A “ n_A ` n_B ´ k, (6) is transformed into the optimization problem,

arg max_^ C ñ_Aÿ

i“1 n_Bÿ

j“1 ĉ_{ij}Δ̃^{pkq}_{ij} (10)

subject to,

ñ_Aÿ

i“1 ĉ_{i,j} “ 1, j “ 1, . . . , n_B, (11) n_Bÿ

j“1 ĉ_{i,j} “ 1, i “ 1, . . . , ñ_A. (12)

This is a variant of the general LSAP formulation. The equality constraints in (11) and (12) ensure that all n_B elements of B have unique links to some elements represented by the rows i P t1, . . . , n_A, n_A ` 1, . . . , n_A ` n_B ´ ku of Δ̃^{pkq}.

The value of M in (9) is chosen to be large enough that the solution to (10) links all elements

B_1 B_2 B_3 A_1 0.1 0.4 0.9 A_2 0.2 0.5 0.8 A_3 0.3 0.6 0.7 A_4 4.0 4.0 4.0

Figure 1: Example of an augmented matrix Δ̃^{p2q} used in the LSAP. The circled links optimize the total score for k “ 2 matches while respecting the bipartite matching.

in the augmented rows represented by i P tn_A ` 1, . . . , n_A ` n_B ´ ku to n_B ´ k elements in B, leaving only k elements from the rows i P t1, . . . , n_Au of A linked to k elements of B. Specifically, M should be bounded below by k times the largest element of Δ^{pkq}. By setting M this way, any reassignment of matches between A and B does not change the total score by more than M. As such, there will be exactly n_B ´ k links between elements of B and the “dummy” elements represented by i P tn_A ` 1, . . . , n_A ` n_B ´ ku, and the remaining k elements from B will be matched to elements of A represented by i P t1, . . . , n_Au. By disregarding the n_B ´ k matches from the augmented rows, we isolate the top k matches. Per the objective function in (10), these k matches maximize the score.

To illustrate how the solution to (10) solves (6), consider a simple example where n_A “ n_B “ 3 and k “ 2. In this scenario, we construct the augmented 4 ^ 3 matrix Δ̃^{p2q}, as depicted in Figure 1. Here, the 3 ^ 3 sub-matrix across the first three rows and columns represents Δ^{p2q}. The row labeled A_4 represents the additional row, where each element is given the score M “ 4.0. The value of M is selected to exceed k max_{i,j} Δ^{p2q}_{i,j} “ 1.8 per (9). The optimal solution to (10) includes one link (n_B ´ k = 1) to the “dummy” row A_4 and two links (k “ 2) to the records in B. The augmented LSAP solver from (10) guarantees that the resulting estimate Ĉ^{p2q} (the circled record pairs in Figure 1) achieves the highest score with exactly k “ 2 links.

Since closed-form expressions for Δ^{pkq}_{i,j} are not available, we use a Monte Carlo approximation based on samples from the posterior distribution of C. Using the L posterior samples tC^{psq} : s “ 1, . . . , Lu, we estimate each Δ^{pkq}_{i,j} using

Δ^{pkq}_{i,j} « 1 L Lÿ s“1 p1 ` β^2qc^{psq}_{i,j} β^2 ř i,j c^{psq}_{i,j} ` k . (13)

These can be efficiently computed for all values of pi, jq and k by using appropriate data structures and exploiting the sparsity of C. Following Sadinle (2017), suppose that samples from the posterior distribution of C are represented as n_B ^ 1 vectors Z^{psq} “ pZ^{psq}_1 , . . . , Z^{psq}_{nB} q where any Z^{psq}_j “ i when c^{psq}_{i,j} “ 1 and Z^{psq}_j “ n_A ` j when c^{psq}_{i,j} “ 0. Let Z̃ be the n_B ^ L matrix comprising the columns rZ^{p1q}, . . . , Z^{pLq}s; and, let I “ rI^{psq}_j s be the n_B ^ L matrix with elements I^{psq}_j “ 1 when Z^{psq}_j ď n_A, i.e., when record j P B for iteration s matches an element of A, and I^{psq}_j “ 0 otherwise. From Z̃, we reconstruct the n_An_B ^ L sparse matrix C̃ “ rc^{psq}_{i,j} s with n_An_B rows corresponding to pairs pA_i, B_j q and columns corresponding to posterior samples s P t1, . . . , Lu. For computational purposes, this matrix is represented internally in coordinate list format (Bates et al., 2023) and computed with time complexity Opn_BLq by iterating through all elements of Z̃. Then, for a given k, the matrix Δ^{pkq} can be vectorized by computing

V ecpΔ^{pkq}q « C̃ p1 ` β^2q{L β^2I^T 1 ` k

, (14)

where matrix division is understood to be element-wise. Using the sparse matrix representation of C̃, the multiplication between C̃ and the column vector pp1`β2q{Lq{pβ2IT 1`kq in (14) is computed with time complexity Opn_BLq.

2.2.2 An Exact Solution to Ĉ_{OS}

To compute Ĉ_{OS} in (5), we again use the framework of Jansche (2007) and first find the inner maximization solutions Ĉ_{OS}pkq satisfying

Ĉ_{OS}pkq “ arg max ĈPC, ř_{i,j} ĉ_{i,j} “k ÿ i,j ĉ_{i,j} p1 ` β^2qp̂_{i,j} β^2 ř i,j p̂_{i,j} ` k . (15)

We then use these estimates to determine the outer maximization solution from

Ĉ_{OS} “ arg max

ĈPtĈ_{OS}p0q,...,Ĉ_{OS}pn_B qu

F_β pĈ, P̂q, (16)

where P̂ “ rp̂_{ij} s is the matrix containing all p̂_{ij} .

The algorithm follows the same steps as the one used to approximate Ĉ_{Bayes}, except we replace Δ^{pkq}_{i,j} with its plug-in estimate, Δ̂^{pkq}_{i,j} “ pp1 ` β^2qp̂_{i,j} q{pβ^2 ř i,j p̂_{i,j} ` kq. Since no Monte Carlo approximations are used, the algorithm produces an exact solution for (5).

3 Estimation of Overlap Population Size

An important characteristic of any linkage structure C is the induced number of matching records, ř i,j c_{i,j} . We refer to this quantity as the overlap population size. The overlap size is directly related to the size of the joint population after removing duplicates, which we write as n_{A,B} “ n_A ` n_B´ ř i,j c_{i,j} . Given an estimate Ĉ, we define the estimated overlap size as ř i,j ĉ_{i,j} ; similarly, we can define the estimated population size as n̂_{A,B} “ n_A ` n_B´ ř i,j ĉ_{i,j} . In some record linkage applications, one objective is to estimate the overlap population size accurately. For example, Wortman (2019) links a file comprising voters in North Carolina who cast provisional ballots to the official state voter registration file. The overlap size represents the number of voters on the official voter registration file—which includes current and no-longer registered voters— who cast provisional ballots. This quantity is needed to study the effects of local policies that removed voters from the registration rolls. As another example, in checking the quality of the decennial census, the Census Bureau matches records from the collected decennial population census data to records from a post-enumeration survey. They need to estimate the number of individuals who appear in both data sources, i.e., the overlap size, for use in assessments of undercount and overcount estimation (https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/about/coverage-measurement/pes.html).

Since the F -score equally balances precision and recall (when choosing β “ 1), we can expect the F -score optimal linkage to produce accurate estimates of overlap population size. To motivate this, note that the precision P is defined as ratio of the number of true positive links, ř i,j c_{i,j}ĉ_{i,j} , to the true overlap size, ř i,j c_{i,j} . Similarly, the recall R is defined as the number of true positive links divided by the estimated overlap size ř i,j ĉ_{i,j} . Consequently, when P “ R for a specific Ĉ, the induced overlap size estimate should equal the true overlap size, i.e., ř i,j ĉ_{i,j} “ ř i,j c_{i,j} . This simple property suggests choosing an equal balance between precision and recall in the definition of the F -score to be optimized.

Of course, we must evaluate the potential accuracy of the estimated overlap population size using the F -score approximations from Section 2. Before doing so, however, we provide additional motivation for considering this new point estimator as compared to existing methods. Here, we focus on the Bayes estimator introduced by Sadinle (2017). While we do not delve into other methods, we highlight that these methods generally do not directly optimize for accurate overlap size and thus may run into similar issues.

3.1 Definition of the BRL Estimator

We begin by defining the Bayes estimator of Sadinle (2017), which we call the Beta Record Linkage (BRL) estimator. Using the definition of Z presented in Section 2.2.1, let Ẑ “ pẐ_1, . . . , Ẑ_{nB} q be the vector-representation of the estimated linkage structure Ĉ. Sadinle (2017) introduced a Bayes estimator for Z based on an additive loss LpZ, Ẑq parameterized by positive constants pλ_{10}, λ_{01}, λ_{11}q.

We have LpZ, Ẑq “

n_Bÿ

j“1 L_j pZ_j , Ẑ_j q, (17)

where

L_j pZ_j , Ẑ_j q “

$ ’ ’ ’ ’& ’ ’ ’ ’%

0 if Z_j ď n_A, λ_{10} if Z_j ď n_A, Ẑ_j “ n_A ` j, λ_{01} if Z_j “ n_A ` j, Ẑ_j ď n_A, λ_{11} if Z_j , Ẑ_j ď n_A, Ẑ_j ‰ Z_j .

Here, λ_{10} is the loss incurred for any record B_j from deciding it has no link among A when in fact it does; λ_{01} is the loss incurred for any record B_j from deciding it links to some record in A when in fact its match is not in A; and, λ_{11} is the loss incurred for any record B_j from deciding it is linked to some record A_i when in fact its match is some other record A_k , where k ď A.

The BRL estimator of Sadinle (2017) is

Ẑ_{BRL} “ arg min Ẑ ErLpZ, Ẑqs. (18)

Suppose that we have the (approximate) posterior distribution of Z given the data γ used to match records across A and B; we write this as ppZ|γq. We give an example of γ in Section 4.1. The BRL estimator can be computed by solving a standard LSAP. However, in this context, we find the minimizer and use a matrix for the optimization step that is interpreted in terms of costs rather than scores. In this context, the pi, jq element of the pn_A ` n_Bq ^ n_B cost matrix is

w_{ij} “

$ ’ ’ & ’ ’% λ_{01}P pZ_j “ n_A ` j|γq ` λ_{11}P pZ_j R ti, n_A ` ju|γq if i ď n_A λ_{10}P pZ_j ‰ n_A ` j|γq if i “ n_A ` j 8 otherwise.

(19)

Sadinle (2017) shows that (18) has a closed-form solution when both 0 ă λ_{10} ď λ_{01} and λ_{11} ě λ_{10} ` λ_{01}. Specifically, for j “ 1, . . . , n_B, he shows that

Ẑ_j “ $ ’& ’% i if P pZ_j “ i|γq ą^{λ01}_{λ01 `λ10} `^{λ11 ´λ01 ´λ10}_{λ01 `λ10} P pZ_j R ti, n_A ` ju|γq n_A ` j otherwise.

(20)

In this case, a necessary condition for linking the pair pA_i, B_j q is that P pZ_j “ i|γq ą 0.5 (Sadinle,

Table 1: Example of a linkage scenario where BRL selects no match for B_1 when arguably B_1 should be counted as part of the overlap population. Index i for A_i or for non-match P pZ_1 “ i|γq 1 0.49 2 0.49 3 0.00 4 0.00 5 0.00 n_A ` 1 (non-match) 0.02

2017). This is apparent when adopting the default parameters suggested by Sadinle (2017), namely λ_{10} “ λ_{01} “ 1 and λ_{11} “ 2. These default parameter settings are used in both the simulation and analyses of Section 4.

3.2 Conservative Nature of the BRL Estimator

Using the estimator in (20), Sadinle (2017) observes that the LSAP algorithm adopts a conservative approach in declaring links, in that it requires P pZ_j “ i|γq ě .50. This reduces the risk of incorrect linkages, but it can introduce bias in the estimation of overlap size under certain linkage scenarios. As an example, consider a task of linking unique individuals in a large data file A—which has near complete coverage of a population—to participants in a survey data file B that overlaps with A. Within A, suppose exactly two distinct individuals A_1 and A_2 share identical names with individual B_1 P B. As a result, the posterior probabilities that Z_1 “ 1 or Z_j “ 2 are both near (but necessarily below) 0.5, as exemplified in Table 1. In this case, it is reasonable to conclude that one of A_1 or A_2 is the true link to B_1, and therefore to count B_1 as part of the overlap population. However, if we use (20), the BRL estimate fails to declare any links for B_1 in A, even though the chance that B_1 is not linked to any elements in A is only 2%. Similar issues can arise when more than two records in A are highly plausible links for some B_j .

It is important to note that (19) can produce conservative estimates of links even when the conditions in (20) do not apply. This is evident in the following proposition.

Proposition 1 (Sufficient condition for a non-match). The BRL estimator declares record B_j a non-link, i.e., Z_j “ n_A ` j, if

pλ_{10} ` λ_{01} ´ λ_{11}qP pZ_j “ n_A ` j|γq ě λ_{10} ´ λ_{11} ` λ_{11} max_{i:iďnA} P pZ_j “ i|γq. (21)

Proof. Suppose that the bipartite matching condition in (1) holds. Then, by assumption in the

Table 2: Example of a general scenario where the LSAP algorithm does not declare a link for B_j when arguably it should be counted as part of the overlap population. Index i for A_i or for non-match P pZ_j “ i|γq 1 0.25 2 0.25 3 0.10 4 0.09 5 0.01 n_A ` j (non-match) 0.30

proposition, for all i P t1, . . . , n_Au we have

pλ_{10} ` λ_{01} ´ λ_{11}qP pZ_j “ n_A ` jq ě λ_{10} ´ λ_{11} ` λ_{11}P pZ_j “ i|γq. (22)

This implies that

λ_{01}P pZ_j “ n_A ` jq ` λ_{11}p1 ´ P pZ_j “ i|γq ´ P pZ_j “ n_A ` j|γqq ě λ_{10}p1 ´ P pZ_j “ n_A ` j|γqq. (23)

As a result, we have

λ_{01}P pZ_j “ n_A ` j|γq ` λ_{11}P pZ_j R ti, n_A ` ju|γq ě λ_{10}P pZ_j ‰ n_A ` j|γq. (24)

The cost matrix defined by (19) implies that the LSAP algorithm will choose Z_j “ n_A ` j for record B_j . Note that the converse does not generally hold, as there can be instances where the LSAP solver opts for Z_j “ n_A ` j, yet the condition in (21) is not satisfied.

For any individual B_j , Proposition 1 shows the connection between the posterior probabilities of having no links and of the most likely link candidate in A. That is, given pre-chosen cost parameters pλ_{10}, λ_{01}, λ_{11}q, with a sufficiently low maximum link probability, i.e., max_{i:iďnA} P pZ_j “ i|γq, the LSAP algorithm always declares a non-link for record j.

For different choices of fixed cost parameters, we obtain different variations of the sufficient condition. A particularly illuminating result follows under unity cost (λ_{10} “ λ_{01} “ λ_{11}), which we state as a corollary below.

Corollary 2 (Sufficient Condition for non-match under unity costs). Under the unity cost assumption (λ_{10} “ λ_{01} “ λ_{11}), a sufficient condition for a non-match for record B_j is

P pZ_j “ n_A ` jq ě max_{i:iďnA} P pZ_j “ iq. (25)

The sufficient condition in (25) assigns a non-link to B_j when its posterior probability of having no links is largest. This particular decision rule is reasonable when the posterior distribution for Z_j is characterized by large probability mass either at Z_j “ n_A ` j or Z_j “ i for some i. However, if the posterior distribution is multi-modal across a variety of potential links in A, the sufficient condition may be undesirable. To illustrate, consider the example in Table 2. According to (25), the LSAP will result in a non-link decision. This results mainly because of significant uncertainty in the match status, as reflected through a posterior distribution with moderate probability masses placed on the decisions Z_j “ 1, Z_j “ 2, and Z_j “ n_A ` j. In a comparison space with multiple instances like the one in Table 2, all would be designated non-links by the LSAP. Such behavior may lead to underestimation of overlap size estimation in practice; for example, in Table 2, the posterior probability of there being a match, 1 ´ P pZ_j “ n_A ` j|γq, is quite high at 70%.

4 Simulation Studies and Illustrative Examples

We now evaluate the point estimator based on the F -score using simulation studies and applications. As a comparison, we also evaluate the BRL estimator described in Section 3.1. To obtain both, we estimate the posterior distribution of Z using the Bayesian record linkage model of Sadinle (2017), which we summarize in Section 4.1. In section 4.2, we consider a simulation study with varying quality of the variables used for matching and varying size of the overlap, i.e., the number of records in A and B where A_{i0} “ B_{j0}. In Section 4.3, we consider genuine record linkage applications for which ground truth is available.

We investigate three questions. First, does using the F -score estimator result in higher quality record linkage performance? We evaluate this by computing the F -scores for the point estimates using ground truth data. Second, does using the F -score estimator provide good overlap population size estimation? We evaluate this by computing the overlap size induced from the linkage estimate and comparing it to true overlap. Third, is using the F -score estimator compatible with model predictions, particularly credible intervals for the population size obtained from the Bayesian record linkage model? We evaluate this by assessing whether the estimated overlap is inside the 95% credible interval.

4.1 Bayesian Bipartite Record Linkage Model

Suppose each record A_i P A and B_j P B has F shared attributes, which we call linking fields. For any i and j, let A_i “ pA_{i,1}, . . . , A_{i,F} q and B_j “ pB_{j,1}, . . . , B_{j,F} q, and let γ_{i,j} “ pγ^{p1q}_{i,j} , . . . , γ^{pF q}_{i,j} q be the comparison vector derived from the linking fields for the record pair. Each γ^{pf q}_{i,j} is the result of the comparison between A_{i,f} and B_{j,f} . For instance, γ^{pf q}_{i,j} can be a binary indicator of whether field f is identical for A_i and B_j . We assume that each γ^{pf q}_{i,j} takes on d_f ě 2 possible agreement levels.

We suppose that each γ^{pf q}_{i,j} is a realization of a random variable Γ^{pf q}_{i,j} . Let Γ_{i,j} “ pΓ^{p1q}_{i,j} , . . . , Γ^{pF q}_{i,j} q. For l “ 1, . . . , d_f , let m_{f,l} “ P pΓ^{pf q}_{ij} “ l|Z_j “ iq and u_{f,l} “ P pΓ^{pf q}_{ij} “ l|Z_j ‰ iq denote the probability that field f takes on value l for matches and non-matches, respectively. The model of Sadinle (2017) assumes the Γ^{pf q}_{i,j} are conditionally independent given Z_j , so that

P pΓ_{i,j} “ γ_{i,j} | Z_j “ iq “ ś_F

f “1 ś_{df} l“1 m^{Ipγ}

pf q i,j “lq f,l (26) P pΓ_{ij} “ γ_{ij} | Z_j ‰ iq “ ś_F

f “1 ś_{df} l“1 u^{Ipγ}

pf q i,j “lq f,l . (27)

Sadinle (2017) uses (uniform) Dirichlet prior distributions for each m_f “ pm_{f,1}, . . . , m_{f,df} q and u_f “ pu_{f,1}, . . . , u_{f,df} q, and a prior distribution on Z that enforces the bipartite matching constraint.

The model parameters can be estimated using a Markov chain Monte Carlo sampler. This results in L plausible draws of the linkage structure as represented by pZ^{p1q}, . . . , Z^{pLq}q. In the simulations, we use the “BRL” package (Sadinle, 2020) available in the software R to estimate the posterior distribution and obtain these draws.

4.2 Simulation Study

We consider several data scenarios characterized by different overlap sizes and error levels. To facilitate repeated sampling computations, we let n_A “ 1000 and n_B “ 50. We determine the overlap size by setting the proportion π of records in B that have links in A as π P t25%, 50%, 75%, 100%u. In each scenario, we generate comparison vectors for F “ 3 binary fields, where γ^{pf q}_{i,j} “ 1 when A_{i,f} “ B_{j,f} and γ^{pf q}_{i,j} “ 2 otherwise. For each field f, we set m_f “ pm_{f,1}, m_{f,2}q and u_f “ pu_{f,1}, u_{f,2}q to represent one of three error levels, where smaller values in m_{f,1} accompanied by smaller values in u_{f,2} indicate increased error levels in the linking fields. The parameter settings for each level are displayed in Table 3. These parameter choices are guided by the values of m_f and u_f from the RLdata500 data (Sariyar and Borg, 2022) that we use in section 4.3.1. Briefly, the low error scenario represents minimal errors across all fields. The moderate and moderate-high error settings represent situations where errors are introduced into two of the three fields to varying extents. When referring

Table 3: The m and u parameters for the three simulation scenarios. Here, we present the probabilities that the fields match for linked records (m_{f,1}) and do not match for non-linked records (u_{f,2}). Error Level m_{1,1} m_{2,1} m_{3,1} u_{1,2} u_{2,2} u_{3,2} Low 0.93 0.93 0.98 0.94 0.94 0.98 Moderate 0.83 0.83 0.98 0.84 0.84 0.98 Moderate-High 0.83 0.83 0.88 0.84 0.84 0.98

Table 4: Average F -score, estimated file overlap, true overlap, and model-based overlap 95% credible interval for N “ 1000 replicates in the simulation study. F -score and estimated overlap are computed from the BRL and F-Algo point linkage estimates.

Error Level Overlap

F -score Est. Overlap True Overlap Overlap

BRL F-Algo BRL F-Algo 95% CI

Low 25% .84 .88 13 14 13 (14,50) 50% .89 .91 27 28 24 (27,49) 75% .88 .86 33 35 37 (36,50) 100% .95 .95 46 46 50 (46,50)

Moderate

25% 0 .44 0 23 13 (0,48) 50% 0 .45 0 28 24 (2,49) 75% 0 .52 0 32 37 (11,50) 100% .60 .59 29 41 50 (34,50)

Moderate-high

25% 0 .24 0 20 13 (0,48) 50% 0 .39 0 30 27 (0,48) 75% 0 .50 0 31 37 (8,50) 100% .48 .50 25 38 50 (27,50)

to simulation results from the F -score point estimator and BRL estimator, we use F-Algo and BRL,

respectively.

Table 4 displays the simulation results. For each metric, the averages are computed across

N “ 1000 independent simulation runs to ensure the Monte-Carlo errors remain below 10^{´6}. At

low error levels, the BRL estimator and the F-Algo estimator have comparable efficacy, both in the

F -scores and overlap size estimates. In scenarios with moderate to moderate-high noise, the F-Algo

estimator consistently outperforms the BRL estimator in the sense of higher F -scores and more

accurate overlap size estimates. In these settings, the BRL estimator is overly conservative. In fact,

it often declares all potential pairs as non-links, leading to F -scores of zero. Not surprisingly, the

absolute performance of both estimators declines as overlap size decreases. With the lowest overlap

and at least moderate errors, F-Algo tends to assign too many record pairs as links, whereas BRL

tends to declare all record pairs as non-links.

F -score Est. Overlap True Overlap Overlap BRL F-Algo BRL F-Algo 95% CI Model A 0.71 0.71 32 32 50 (40, 122) Model B 0.76 0.78 47 52 50 (37, 109) Model C 0.90 0.90 43 43 50 (43, 58) Model D 0.98 0.98 51 51 50 (49, 54)

Table 5: F -score, estimated file overlap, true overlap, and model-based overlap 95% credible interval for the four models estimated using RLdata500. F -score and estimated overlap are computed from the BRL and F-Algo point linkage estimates.

4.3 Illustrative Examples

In this section, we evaluate the F-Algo estimator using data where the ground truth is established. We begin by validating its performance on the RLdata500 (Sariyar and Borg, 2022). RLdata500 is frequently used in the record linkage literature due to its simplicity and low amount of error (Steorts, 2015). We then test its effectiveness using the Union Army data (Fogel et al., 2000).

4.3.1 Linkage with the RLdata500

RLdata500 is a synthetic dataset comprising 500 personal information records, 50 of which are noisy duplicates. At most two records refer to the same person. The linking fields include components of names and birth date.

We construct a bipartite version of these data as follows. First, we split non-duplicated records at random between A and B. Second, for duplicated records, we place the first record instance in A and the second instance in B. For string attributes (first and last name), we construct γ^f_{i,j} using normalized Levenshtein distance thresholds at p0, 0.25, 0.5, 1q, which is the default in the “BRL” package (Sadinle, 2020). For numeric attributes (birth year, birth month, and birth day), we use binary γ^f_{i,j} to indicate exact match on each field.

We consider four versions of the Bayesian record linkage model of section 4.1. The four models use different attributes for linkage. Model A only uses birth year, birth month, and birth day. Model B only uses the last name and birth year. Model C uses first name, last name, and birth year. Model D uses first name, last name, birth year, birth month, and birth day. We fit the models using the “BRL” package with default hyperparameters, collecting 20,000 posterior samples after a burn-in of 5,000 iterations.

Table 5 displays the results for the RLdata500 illustration. For Model A, Model C, and Model D, the F -score and estimated overlap size for F-Algo and BRL are identical. For model B, the F-Algo estimate has a marginally higher F -score than the BRL estimate. In all cases, the estimated overlap size is inside the 95% credible interval. These observations are line with results from the simulation study, where the two estimators offer similar results in the absence of substantial errors in the linking fields. These results show that directly maximizing the expected F -score is compatible with anticipated behavior in these benchmark data.

4.3.2 Linkage with the Union Army Data

The Union Army data comprise a longitudinal sample of Civil War veterans collected as part of the Early Indicators of Aging project (Fogel et al., 2000). Records of soldiers from 331 Union companies were collected and carefully linked to a data file comprising military service records—which we call the MSR file—as well as other sources. These records also were linked to the 1850, 1860, 1900, and 1910 censuses. The quality of the linkages in this project is considered very high, as the true matches were manually made by experts (Fogel et al., 2000). Thus, the Union Army data file can be used to test automated record linkage algorithms.

We consider re-linking soldiers from the MSR data to records from the 1900 census, which we call the CEN data file. This linkage problem is difficult for automated record linkage algorithms due to the presence of soldiers’ family members in the CEN data. Furthermore, not all soldiers from the MSR data have a match in the CEN data. However, we can consider the linkages identified by the Early Indicators of Aging project as truth. For the linking fields, we use first name, last name, middle initial, and approximate birth year.

We use two types of blocking to reduce the number of comparisons: on birth place, or on last name initial. For each scheme, we estimate the Bayesian record linkage model separately in the blocks. The first blocking scheme uses birth place. Here, we present results for a block comprising all records with birth place of Michigan; we call this Block 1. This block has 529 records in the MSR data and 1840 records in the CEN data. The second blocking scheme uses the first letter of the last name. Here, we present results for a block comprising all records with last name starting with “O” as in Osborn or O’Connell; we call this Block 2. This block has 504 records in the MSR data and 599 records in the CEN data. We note that blocking based on last name initial rather than birth place tends to result in more erroneous linkages. Individuals are more likely to have the same or a similar last name if they are in grouped by last name initial than if they are grouped by birth place.

We consider two versions of comparison vectors, which results in two record linkage models. Model A uses Levenshtein distances to compare names with thresholds p0, 0.25, 0.5, 1q, a binary comparison for middle initial, and a three-level comparison with threshold for birth year. Here, we quantize differences in birth years to the bins r0, 1s, p1, 5s, and p5, 8q. Model B is a slight modification, using the thresholds p0, 0.1, 0.5, 1q for Levenshtein comparisons instead.

F -score Est. Overlap True Overlap Overlap BRL F-Algo BRL F-Algo 95% CI Block 1 Model A 0.87 0.87 154 161 188 (150, 178) Model B 0.74 0.75 117 138 188 (125, 161) Block 2 Model A 0.51 0.66 58 88 144 (77, 110) Model B 0.23 0.57 22 88 144 (59, 99)

Table 6: F -score, estimated file overlap, true overlap, and model-based overlap 95% credible interval for the combinations of two models and two blocks for the Union Army data. F -score and estimated overlap are computed from the BRL and F-Algo point linkage estimates.

For each comparison vector set, we fit the Bayesian record linkage model described in Section 4.1 using the “BRL” package with default hyperparameters, collecting 20,000 posterior samples after a burn-in period of 5,000 iterations. Using the posterior samples, we compute and compare the BRL estimate from section 3.1 and the F-Algo estimate from section 2.

Table 6 displays the results from the linkage with the Union Army data. In the case of Block 1, the BRL and F-Algo estimates perform similarly, with the same F -score for model A and only a marginal difference for model B. For the estimated overlap, the F-Algo estimate is closer to the truth. In the case of Block 2, when there is more ambiguity, the F-Algo estimates have substantially higher F -scores than the BRL estimates. Furthermore, the estimated overlaps from the F-Algo estimate are inside the 95% credible intervals, whereas the estimated overlaps for the BRL estimates are not. As seen previously, the F-Algo estimator tends to be less conservative than the BRL estimator in the presence of higher uncertainty, and thus can estimate the number of overlap links more accurately.

5 Discussion

We propose a post-processing algorithm for point estimation of the linkage structure in bipartite record linkage tasks. Given either a posterior distribution or pairwise match probabilities, the algorithm obtains a point estimate through approximately maximizing the expected F -score. The proposed optimization algorithm extends the approach of Jansche (2007) to bipartite record linkage. By exploiting the sparsity of the linkage matrix, we implement several computational efficiency improvements, ensuring that the algorithm achieves a satisfactory complexity bound. Results from the simulation study and illustrative applications highlight the potential for improved performance when linking fields are measured with error compared to other estimators.

One area for future research involves incorporating an explicit constraint for overlap size accuracy into the algorithm. Currently, optimizing over the expected F-score implicitly balances precision and recall. However, it would be possible to integrate this balance directly into the score function, penalizing deviations of the precision-recall ratio from unity. Implementing such a constraint may improve the algorithm’s performance, particularly in scenarios with small overlap size, where our F - score optimization approach is currently less effective. Additionally, while we focused on comparing F -score optimization with the BRL estimator, it also would be valuable to assess how the plug-in approach of (18) compares to other methods, such as the frequentist approaches of Fellegi and Sunter (1969) or Jaro (1989). Lastly, improvements can be made to enhance computational efficiency. A promising approach is the use of Bayesian or Lipschitz optimization algorithms to speed up the outer optimization step in (7). By identifying and applying an appropriate Lipschitz bound, we can efficiently exclude values of Ĉ_{Bayes}pkq from the search space that do not lead to global maximums. This strategy is especially valuable in problems with large n_B, where the large discrete search space for the optimal Ĉ_{Bayes}pkq may make it difficult to run the algorithm presented here efficiently.

References

Bates, D., M. Maechler, and M. Jagan (2023). Matrix: Sparse and Dense Matrix Classes and Methods. R package version 1.6-1.

Betancourt, B., J. Sosa, and A. Rodríguez (2022). A prior for record linkage based on allelic partitions. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis 172, 107474.

Christophides, V., V. Efthymiou, T. Palpanas, G. Papadakis, and K. Stefanidis (2020). An overview of end-to-end entity resolution for big data. ACM Computing Surveys (CSUR) 53 (6), 1–42.

Dalzell, N. M. and J. P. Reiter (2018). Regression modeling and file matching using possibly erroneous matching variables. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics 27 (4), 728–738.

Dyché, J. and E. Levy (2006). Customer Data Integration: Reaching a Single Version of the Truth.

New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Enamorado, T., B. Fifield, and K. Imai (2019). Using a probabilistic model to assist merging of large-scale administrative records. American Political Science Review 113 (2), 353–371.

Fellegi, I. P. and A. B. Sunter (1969). A theory for record linkage. Journal of the American Statistical Association 64, 1183 – 1210.

Fogel, R. W., D. L. Costa, M. Haines, C. Lee, L. Nguyen, C. Pope, I. Rosenberg, N. Scrimshaw, J. Trussell, S. Wilson, et al. (2000). Aging of veterans of the union army: Version m-5. Chicago:

Center for Population Economics, University of Chicago Graduate School of Business, Department of Economics, Brigham Young University, and the National Bureau of Economic Research.

Fortini, M., B. Liseo, A. Nuccitelli, and M. Scanu (2001). On Bayesian record linkage. Research in Official Statistics 4 (1), 185–198.

Guha, S., J. P. Reiter, and A. Mercatanti (2022). Bayesian causal inference with bipartite record linkage. Bayesian Analysis 17, 1275 – 1299.

Gutman, R., C. C. Afendulis, and A. M. Zaslavsky (2013). A Bayesian procedure for file linking to analyze end-of-life medical costs. Journal of the American Statistical Association 108, 34–47.

Jansche, M. (2007). A maximum expected utility framework for binary sequence labeling. In A. Zaenen and A. van den Bosch (Eds.), Proceedings of the 45th Annual Meeting of the Association of Computational Linguistics, Prague, Czech Republic, pp. 736–743. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Jaro, M. A. (1989). Advances in record-linkage methodology as applied to matching the 1985 census of Tampa, Florida. Journal of the American Statistical Association 84 (406), 414–420.

Jutte, D. P., L. L. Roos, and M. D. Brownell (2011). Administrative record linkage as a tool for public health research. Annual Review of Public Health 32, 91–108.

McVeigh, B. S., B. T. Spahn, and J. S. Murray (2019). Scaling Bayesian probabilistic record linkage with post-hoc blocking: an application to the California Great Registers. arXiv preprint arXiv:1905.05337 .

Papadakis, G., V. Efthymiou, E. Thanos, and O. Hassanzadeh (2021). Bipartite graph matching algorithms for clean-clean entity resolution: an empirical evaluation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.14030 .

R. C. Steorts and R. Hall, and S.E. Fienberg (2016). A Bayesian approach to graphical record linkage and de-duplication. Journal of the American Statistical Association 111, 1648–1659.

Ramshaw, L. and R. E. Tarjan (2012). On minimum-cost assignments in unbalanced bipartite graphs. Technical report, HP Labs, Report HPL-2012-40R1.

Sadinle, M. (2017). Bayesian estimation of bipartite matchings for record linkage. Journal of the American Statistical Association 112 (518), 600–612.

Sadinle, M. (2020). BRL: Beta Record Linkage. R package version 0.1.0.

Sariyar, M. and A. Borg (2022). RecordLinkage: Record Linkage Functions for Linking and Deduplicating Data Sets. R package version 0.4-12.4.

Steorts, R. C. (2015). Entity resolution with empirically motivated priors. Bayesian Analysis 10, 849–875.

Tancredi, A. and B. Liseo (2011). A hierarchical Bayesian approach to record linkage and population size problems. The Annals of Applied Statistics 5, 1553 – 1585.

Tang, J., J. P. Reiter, and R. C. Steorts (2020). Bayesian modeling for simultaneous regression and record linkage. In J. Domingo-Ferrer and K. Muralidhar (Eds.), Privacy in Statistical Databases, pp. 209 – 223. Lecture Notes in Computer Science 12276, Cham, Switzerland: Springer.

Winkler, W. E. and Y. Thibaudeau (1991). An application of the Fellegi-Sunter model of record linkage to the 1990 U.S. decennial census. Technical report, United States Bureau of the Census, Working Paper Number RR91-09.

Wortman, J. P. H. (2019). Record Linkage Methods with Applications to Causal Inference and Election Voting Data. Ph. D. thesis, Department of Statistical Science, Duke University.