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Abstract. Entity resolution (ER) is the problem of identifying and
linking database records that refer to the same real-world entity. Tra-
ditional ER methods use batch processing, which becomes impractical
with growing data volumes due to high computational costs and lack of
real-time capabilities. In many applications, users need to resolve enti-
ties for only a small portion of their data, making full data processing
unnecessary—a scenario known as “ER-on-demand”. This paper proposes
FastER, an efficient ER-on-demand framework for property graphs. Our
approach uses graph differential dependencies (GDDs) as a knowledge
encoding language to design effective filtering mechanisms that leverage
both structural and attribute semantics of graphs. We construct a block-
ing graph from filtered subgraphs to reduce the number of candidate en-
tity pairs requiring comparison. Additionally, FastER incorporates Pro-
gressive Profile Scheduling (PPS), allowing the system to incrementally
produce results throughout the resolution process. Extensive evaluations
on multiple benchmark datasets demonstrate that FastER significantly
outperforms state-of-the-art ER methods in computational efficiency and
real-time processing for on-demand tasks while ensuring reliability. We
make FastER publicly available at the Github link here.

Keywords: Entity Resolution · On-Demand · Progressive · Graph Dif-
ferential Dependencies (GDDs) · Property Graphs

1 Introduction

Entity Resolution (ER) is the problem of determining when different data records
represent the same real-world entity. While critical in domains like finance,
⋆ Corresponding author: zaiwen.feng@webmail.hzau.edu.cn
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healthcare, and social networks, ER faces significant computational challenges in
big data. Indeed, its quadratic time complexity means every possible entity pair
must be compared in the worst case. Traditional solutions like blocking [1,2,5,6]
and nearest-neighbor [4,7,8] techniques reduce comparisons by filtering unlikely
matches [3]. However, these methods often struggle with graph data, where en-
tity relationships provide crucial context for identification. For example, in social
networks and knowledge graphs, understanding connections among entities is es-
sential for accurate duplicate detection. Moreover, conventional ER approaches
may not meet the performance requirements of real-time applications where im-
mediate results are needed. This paper studies the on-demand ER problem in
property graphs, illustrated in Example 1 below.

Example 1 (On-Demand ER Scenario). Consider a video streaming platform as
a property graph: users, devices, and videos represented as nodes with multiple
features; and complex relationships exist among nodes. Fig. 1 shows the ER
context with six (6) key requirements. First, traditional batch ER methods are
inefficient in this context as they require complete dataset processing before re-
turning results, creating unacceptable delays for time-sensitive operations and
failure to prioritize relevant entities. That is, they fail on requirements 1, 2, 4
and 5. Second, progressive ER solutions are incapable of tackling the intricacies of
property graphs (Requirement 1), and the prioritization of application-relevant
subsets of the data (Requirement 4). Finally, to our knowledge, the only two ex-
isting on-demand ER solution in the literature [10,14] are designed for relational
data, thus, ill-equipped to handle Requirement 1. We present an on-demand ER
framework for property graphs, FastER, that meets all six (6) requirements. ⊓⊔

FastER Scenario
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Fig. 1: On-Demand ER in Property Graphs

Contributions. We present a graph
differential dependencies (GDDs) [20]
based framework for on-demand en-
tity resolution in property graphs.
Our approach dynamically processes
relevant subgraphs and progressively
emits cleaned entities, enabling direct
querying of dirty property graphs.
More formally, the contributions of
the paper are summarised as fol-
lows. 1) We leverage GDDs to en-
code users’ application-relevant do-
main knowledge, enabling relevance
filtering that utilize both structural relationships and attribute semantics. 2) Fur-
ther, we propose an efficient and effective blocking solution for ER-on-demand
tasks that reduces computational overhead while maintaining recall. Our ap-
proach extends traditional rule-based filtering with a targeted blocking and pro-
gressive scheduling scheme, representing the first adaptation of on-demand ER
to graph data. 3) We conduct extensive experiments on benchmark graphs and
relational datasets. The empirical results show that our method achieves signif-
icant efficiency, offering superior real-time processing capabilities and reliability
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compared to existing solutions in ER-on-demand tasks.

Related Work. Works related to this paper fall under three groupings below.
Graph Constraints. In recent years, graph constraints have emerged as a promi-
nent research area due to their relevance in data quality management. For
instance, graph keys (GKeys) [21] leverage graph isomorphism properties to
uniquely identify entities within a graph. Graph functional dependencies (GFDs) [22]
apply attribute-value dependencies (similar to CFDs [23]) to the topological
structures of graphs, while Graph entity dependencies (GEDs) [24] further in-
tegrate the semantics of both GFDs and GKeys. In this study, we adopt graph
differential dependencies (GDDs) [20], an extension of GEDs. GDDs introduce
similarity and matching semantics into the existing structure, making them suit-
able for defining declarative matching rules. This characteristic allows GDDs to
better capture approximate matching relationships in graphs, thereby improving
the accuracy and robustness of entity resolution.
Progressive ER. Madhavan et al. [15] were among the first to implement a pro-
gressive data integration system in Google Base, demonstrating how web data
can be integrated progressively under time and resource constraints. Since then,
progressive methods have been widely applied to schema mapping [16–19] and
entity resolution [9, 11], especially in scenarios with limited computational ca-
pacity or time for debugging. Existing progressive ER methods employ blocking
and scheduling strategies to prioritize high-probability matches for faster dis-
covery [9,11]. However, this approach has two key limitations. First, since result
emission is not performed at the entity level, matching remains incomplete, po-
tentially leading to incorrect intermediate results that fail to meet user require-
ments. Second, it lacks support for graph data structures, e.g., entity profiles
generated from partial cluster matches may result in inaccurate outcomes.
On-Demand ER. The most related works to this paper are in [10, 14]. Query-
Driven Approach (QDA) [14] streamlines data cleaning by analyzing selection
predicates within a block to reduce comparisons. However, its lack of progressive
execution capability makes it unsuitable for real-time applications. On the other
hand, BrewER [10] incrementally cleans data during SQL SP query evaluation
using prioritized attribute comparisons. While similar to our approach, it has
three key limitations: it requires computationally expensive Cartesian products
to generate candidates, demands whole-dataset blocking preparation, and lacks
support for graph relationships.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basic Definitions and Notions

The definitions of property graphs, graph patterns, and matches follow [24].
A property graph is a directed graph G = (V,E,L, FA), where V is a set

of nodes, E ⊆ V × L × V is a set of labeled edges, and each node v ∈ V has a
unique ID, label L(v), and attributes FA(v) = [(A1, c1), . . . , (An, cn)], where Ai

are distinct attributes and ci their values.
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A graph pattern Q[z̄] = (VQ, EQ, LQ) describes node structures and rela-
tionships: VQ is the set of pattern nodes, EQ the set of edges, and LQ a labeling
function that assigns labels, including the wildcard ∗, which denotes unrestricted
labels. Two labels l1 and l2 match (l1 ≃ l2) if l1 = l2 or either is a wildcard.

A match of a graph pattern Q[z̄] in a graph G is a homomorphism, h,
mapping Q onto the graph G, preserving labels and structure.

An entity profile for a real-world entity is a tuple p = ⟨pid, eid, type, P,R⟩,
where pid is a unique profile identifier, eid is the (possibly unknown) real-world
entity ID, and type denotes its category (e.g., person, location). P is a set of
attribute-value pairs (A, c), and R a list of relations (rela, pid′) linking the entity
to other profiles. If two profiles, p1, p2, represent the same entity, then p1.eid =
p2.eid.

Example 2 (Property graph, graph patterns, and matches). Fig. 2 illustrates: a)
a property graph, b) two graph patterns Q1[x, x

′, y] and Q2[x, x
′, y], and c) the

matches of Q1 in G in a pseudo-table. As an example, the pattern Q1 represents
two user nodes connected to the same platform via a watched relationship.
Matches in G are shown in Fig. 2 c).

2.2 Graph Differential Dependency (GDD)

We present the syntax and semantics of graph differential dependency [20]. A
GDD φ is a pair (Q[ū], ΦX → ΦY ), where Q[ū] is a graph pattern, and ΦX , ΦY are
sets of distance constraints on pattern variables ū. GDD captures dependencies
among graph entities based on similarity or matching conditions. The distance
constraints are given as:

δA(x.A, c) ≤ tA; δA1A2
(x.A1, x

′.A2) ≤ tA1A2
; δeid(x.eid, ce) = 0;

δeid(x.eid, x
′.eid) = 0; δ≡(x.rela, cr) = 0; δ≡(x.rela, x

′.rela) = 0,

where x, x′ ∈ ū are pattern variables, Ai are attributes, and c is a constant. δA1A2

depends on attribute types (e.g., arithmetic operations for numerical values, edit
distance for strings). In GDD, ΦX specifies constraints that must hold for ΦY

to be satisfied. We use GDDs to encode user-specified and application-relevant
constraints. We illustrate GDD semantics with a toy example below.

Example 3 (GDD Semantics). Consider φ : (Q1[x, x
′, y], ΦX → ΦY ), where

ΦX = {δAge(x, x
′) ≤ 3 ∧ δPh(x, x

′) = 0} and ΦY = {δeid(x, x′) = 0}. This
states that if two users in Q1 have an Age difference within 3 and identical
Phone numbers, they refer to the same real-world entity. ⊓⊔

2.3 Problem Definition

Given a property graph, G, and a set Σ of user-specified GDDs, we seek to
identify and link all Σ-relevant node pairs vi, vj ∈ G, that refer to the same
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Fig. 2: Toy Example: a) Property graph G; b) Graph patterns Q1, Q2; c) Matches of
Q1 in G

real-world entity. A node pair vi, vj ∈ G is said to be Σ-relevant iff: vi, vj ∈
H(Q,G) ∈ G, where H(Q,G) is the list of matches of a pattern Q in Σ.

The user-defined GDD specification is outside the scope of our study, but ex-
isting GDD mining algorithms [20,25] can be used. We present empirical results
in Section 4.5 to guide rule selection.

3 The FastER Framework for Property Graphs

In this section, we introduce FastER, a framework designed for candidate filtering
and match scheduling, allowing the integration of any matching function of your
choice. A brief pseudo-code is presented in Algorithm 1.

The FastER algorithm consists of three stages: graph pattern filtering, constraint-
based filtering, and blocking graph construction and Progressive Profile Schedul-
ing(PPS). In Stage 1, it identifies candidate subgraphs H1 that match the graph
pattern Q[z̄] (line 1). In Stage 2, it refines these candidates by applying the
user-defined constraints δ, forming the set H2 (line 2). Finally, Stage 3 con-
structs a blocking graph from pairs in H2, computes edge weights based on rules
satisfaction (lines 3-6), and sorts nodes to form a SortedProfileList (line 7). It
iteratively processes nodes against candidate pairs, performing comparisons if
their edge weight meets the specified threshold (lines 8-11), otherwise pruning
the pair (line 16),the aggregated values at the entity level are validated to ensure
they meet the user’s demand (line 13). The algorithm returns the final matched
results (line 17).

3.1 Graph Pattern Filtering

In the first stage of graph pattern filtering, we use graph patterns of the GDDs
as query inputs over the dirty property graph to extract subgraphs that sat-
isfy the structural constraints. These graph patterns are designed to capture
potential entity relationships based on the properties of nodes and the rela-
tionships between them. For example, considering the property graph shown in
Fig. 3 b), let us assume that we use the graph pattern defined in Q[z;C] =
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Algorithm 1: FastER(G,Q[z̄], δ, threshold)
Data: Property graph G
Input: Graph pattern Q[z̄],distance constraints δ,edge weight threshold
Result: Matched results
/* Stage 1: Graph pattern filtering */

1 H1 ← {subgraphs | subgraphs satisfy Q[z̄]}
/* Stage 2: Constraint-based filtering */

2 H2 ← {s ∈ H1 | s satisfies constraints δ}
/* Stage 3: Blocking graph construction and PPS */

3 foreach (x, x′) ∈ H2 do
4 edgeWeight←

∑
r∈R if x, x′ satisfy r

5 if edgeWeight > 0 then
6 Add edge (x, x′) with edgeWeight to BlockingGraph

7 SortedProfileList← sortByEdgeWeights(BlockingGraph)
8 foreach v ∈ SortedProfileList do
9 CompareList← getCandidates(v)

10 foreach candidate ∈ CompareList do
11 if edgeWeight(v, candidate) ≥ threshold then
12 Compare(v, candidate), updateMatchLists(v, candidate)
13 if meetsUserRequirements(v, candidate) then
14 addToResultSet(v, candidate)
15 else
16 prune(v, candidate) ; // Skip if edge weight is too low
17 return Final matched results

(VQ, EQ, LQ). The pattern specifies any two user nodes, x and x′, connected
to the same platform node y via watch edges. Distance constraints can be de-
fined over this pattern. For example, nodes must satisfy certain attribute re-
quirements, such as the user’s age being greater than 18, which, under the
definition of an on-demand query, ensures that only matches meeting specific
user requirements are selected. Based on this structure, we first extract a set
of subgraph candidates from the original graph that satisfy this structural re-
quirement. The set of matched subgraphs can be represented as: H1(x, x

′, y) =
{(v2, v5, v6), (v3, v4, v7), (v3, v10, v7), (v3, v11, v7), (v4, v10, v7), (v4, v11, v7), (v10,
v11, v7), (v12, v3, v7), (v12, v4, v7), (v12, v10, v7), (v12, v11, v7)}.

Compared to Fig. 2, one fewer subgraph is present due to not satisfying the
user’s demand (i.e., on-demand). These subgraphs, consisting of nodes and edges,
satisfy the structure of user-platform relationships through “logged-in” edges,and
the user-specified demand, forming the candidate subgraphs for further filtering
in the next step.
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Fig. 3: The overall architecture of FastER. (a) The dirty property graph to be cleaned,
(b) Subgraph obtained after graph pattern filtering, (c) Subgraph further refined by
constraint-based filtering, (d)Constraits in GDD, (e) Blocking graph generated based
on candidate matches and constraints, (f) The sorted profile list, (g) The neighborhood
of node V11 within the same block, (h) The comparison list after processing V11 during
the emission phase, (i) Comparison results of V11’s related candidates.

3.2 Constraints-Based Filtering

Here, we apply a predefined set of distance constraints to further filter matches
of the subgraphs from the first stage. These constraints, based on domain knowl-
edge, are designed to ensure that candidate node pairs exhibit sufficient similar-
ity, thereby retaining only the most promising matching candidates. For example,
the distance constraints may require that the last names or phone numbers of
two nodes be similar for them to be considered potential matches.

We define several distance constraints, which require that the differences
between node pairs on certain attributes must fall within specific thresholds,
such as last names, phone numbers, and ages. In this example, we define four
constraints: - Lastname (LN) edit distance: δLN(x, x

′) ≤ 3 - Firstname (FN)
edit distance: δFN(x, x

′) ≤ 3 - Phone (PH) edit distance: δPH(x, x
′) ≤ 3 - Age

(AGE) difference: δAGE(x, x
′) = 0. Only candidate pairs that satisfy at least one

of these constraints will be retained for further processing.
After applying these filtering constraints, we obtain a more refined set of

candidate pairs and their corresponding subgraphs. These subgraphs focus on
nodes and edges that satisfy the similarity constraints and are therefore more
likely to represent entity matches.

3.3 Block Graph Construction and PPS

Next, we construct a Blocking Graph based on the refined candidate list. In this
graph, nodes represent entities, and edges represent potential matches based
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on their attributes. The weight of each edge is determined by the similarity
between connected nodes. For simplicity and clarity, we stipulate that if two
nodes satisfy one rule, the edge weight increases by one. We can define a Blocking
Graph as shown in Fig. 3 e). This graph naturally divides the nodes from the
original subgraph into two blocks, reducing the number of node comparisons and
improving matching efficiency.

However, to improve matching accuracy, more sophisticated weighting meth-
ods can be applied. For example, the ARCS function is used to assign weights
by summing the inverse cardinality of common blocks. The ARCS function as-
signs higher weights to pairs of entities that share smaller (i.e., more distinctive)
blocks, and is defined as: ARCS(pi, pj , B) =

∑
bk∈Bi∩Bj

rpi,pj,bk
|bk| , where rpi,pj ,bk

denotes the number of rules satisfied by the entity pair (pi, pj) within the com-
mon block bk. This modification ensures that pairs satisfying more rules receive
proportionally higher weights while still considering the distinctiveness of smaller
blocks. Similarly, other weighting functions can be applied to the Blocking Graph
to assign higher weights to edges connecting nodes with strong co-occurrence
patterns and lower weights to edges representing casual co-occurrences. Thus,
with this weighting mechanism, the Blocking Graph not only reflects the similar-
ity between entities more accurately, but it also adjusts the matching priorities
based on the importance of different attributes, making the matching process
more efficient overall.
Progressive Profile Scheduling (PPS). Once the Blocking Graph is constructed,
we adopt the Progressive Profile Scheduling (PPS) technique to efficiently per-
form entity matching. PPS is an entity-centric scheduling method designed to
prioritize nodes with the highest likelihood of matching by assessing their dupli-
cation likelihood.

First, within each block, nodes are sorted based on the average weight of
their edges in the Blocking Graph, generating a SortedProfileList. The nodes
in this list are ranked from highest to lowest, and nodes with higher average
edge weights are prioritized for comparison, as they are more likely to match
with other nodes. For instance, in Fig. 3 c), each node has multiple candidate
nodes. We begin by comparing the node with the highest weight in the sorted list.
During this process, PPS prunes unnecessary comparisons based on a predefined
threshold (e.g., edge weight less than 2). For example, in the case of node v11, if
the edge weight between node v12 and v11 is below the threshold, this comparison
is skipped, and v12 is removed from v11’s candidate list.

By utilizing this selective pruning strategy, PPS significantly reduces the
number of required comparisons, thereby improving matching efficiency. In this
example, edges with a weight of 1 are ignored, leading to the removal of v2 ↔
v5 (weight 1), v12 ↔ v11 (weight 1), v3 ↔ v10 (weight 1). The remaining
comparisons are: v3 ↔ v11 (weight 2), v4 ↔ v11 (weight 2), v4 ↔ v10
(weight 2), v11 ↔ v10 (weight 2), v3 ↔ v4 (weight 2). Consequently, the to-

tal number of comparisons is reduced from 8 to 5, as the three edges with a weight
of 1 are ignored. Before publishing the final results, the aggregated values at the
entity level will be validated to ensure they meet the user’s demand.
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Transitive Matching Optimization. In an ideal scenario, transitive relationships
can be leveraged to further reduce the number of comparisons. For example,
if both v3 and v4 match v11, and v11 also matches v10, we can infer through
transitivity that v3, v4, v10, and v11 all represent the same entity. As a result,
redundant comparisons can be eliminated, leaving only the essential matches:
v4 ↔ v3, v4 ↔ v10, v3 ↔ v11. This reduces the total number of comparisons
from 5 to 3, thereby optimizing the resolution process.

3.4 Time Complexity.

Given a property graph G (n nodes, m edges) and a graph pattern Q (|VQ|
nodes, |EQ| edges), subgraph isomorphism complexity is O(m · |EQ|), reducing
to O(m) for small patterns (|EQ| ≪ m). Using Graph Differential Dependen-
cies (GDDs) to focus on query-relevant subgraphs reduces the candidate set
size C ≪ m, improving efficiency. For C candidate node pairs, each constraint
check takes O(d), giving O(C · d). GDD constraints retain C ′ = βC (β ≪ 1),
reducing this to O(βC). Blocking graph construction requires O(C ′ · r) for edge
weight computation and O(C ′ logC ′) for sorting. Progressive Profile Scheduling
(PPS) prioritizes high-similarity pairs, reducing comparisons to O(N · k′) with
threshold-based pruning. The overall complexity is O(m+βC+C ′ logC ′+N ·k′)..
In typical cases, β and k′ are small, making FastER nearly linear in m. A detailed
derivation can be found in Appendix A.1.

4 Experimental Evaluation

Experimental Setting. All experiments were performed on a PC with a 2.40GHz
Intel Xeon Silver 4210R processor and 32GB of memory, running Linux OS. The
experiments were implemented in Python 3.10 and interacted with the Neo4j
graph database (version 5.19.0).
Datasets. In this study, we used five graph benchmark datasets and five rela-
tional benchmark datasets (Table 1) from various domains. All datasets used
in this paper are publicly available on the GitHub repository5. Since FastER is
specifically designed for property graphs, we transformed the relational datasets
into graph representations by leveraging their attribute relationships. The de-
tailed conversion methods are provided in the GitHub repository. The reported
values for Nodes, Edges, Node Types, and Edge Types in the relational datasets
are based on their graph-transformed statistics.
Methods. We categorize the examined methods into On-Demand ER, Progres-
sive ER, and Batch ER methods. On-Demand ER methods include BrewER
and QDA. BrewER [10] is an on-demand framework that enables direct execu-
tion of SQL SP queries on dirty data while progressively returning query results.
QDA [14] is a query-driven algorithm that optimizes matches within a data block
by using selective predicates to reduce unnecessary record comparisons. Batch

5 https://anonymous.4open.science/r/On_Demand_Entity_Resolution-9DFB

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/On_Demand_Entity_Resolution-9DFB
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/On_Demand_Entity_Resolution-9DFB
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Table 1: Graph and Relational Benchmark Datasets (NT: Node Types, ET: Edge
Types, ND: Node Duplicates, ER: Entity Resolution
Category Dataset Nodes Edges NT ET ND Domain
Graph WWC 2.688k 15.757k 5 9 202 Sports

GDS 8.977k 80.365k 5 5 350 Airport
Entity Resolution (ER) 1.237k 1.819k 4 3 12 Streaming

ArXiv 88.07k 58.515k 2 1 5.92k Research
CiteSeer 4.393k 2.892k 2 1 456 Citations

Relational SIGMOD20 13.58k 12.01k 3 2 3.06k Cameras
Altosight 12.47k 12.44k 3 2 453 Cameras

Fodors-Zagats (FZ) 1.69k 1.73k 3 2 112 Restaurants
DBLP-ACM (DA) 8.70k 9.82k 3 2 2.22k Bibliography

Amazon-Google (AG) 4.98k 4.59k 2 1 116 Software

ER methods include HG, RobEM, and Ditto. HG [27] employs a hierarchi-
cal graph attention transformation network for ER tasks. RobEM [26] leverages
pre-trained language models (PLMs) for entity resolution, while Ditto [28] is a
Transformer-based PLM approach designed for ER. Progressive ER methods
include PSN and I-PES. PSN [11] employs dynamic window adjustment to pri-
oritize and resolve matching entities by initially sorting and selecting the most
relevant records. I-PES [9] is an incremental ER algorithm that dynamically
maintains the comparison order using a priority queue to achieve progressive
resolution. All hyperparameters are set to the default values from the original
papers unless otherwise specified.
Evaluation Metrics. It is important to note that in our experiments, we do not
evaluate precision and F1-score. This is because FastER itself is a framework
that includes blocking and scheduling components and is independent of the
matching function. Therefore, the matching functions for all methods in our
experiments are labeled using ground truth. Additionally, following standard
practice in ER on-demand literature [10], the final matching confirmation stage
guarantees a precision of 1. As a result, we exclude precision and F1-score from
our evaluation. Instead, we focus on metrics such as query recall and error rate,
which are discussed in detail later.

We explore the following questions in subsequent subsections:

1. How does FastER perform in ER-on-demand scenario (Exp-1)?
2. How does FastER compare to SOTA batch processing methods (Exp-2)?
3. How well do progressive solutions perform in on-demand ER tasks? (Exp-3)
4. How does FastER perform on different components (Exp-4)?
5. How can users be guided to select appropriate rules (Exp-5)?

4.1 Exp-1: FastER vs On-Demand Baselines

Since FastER is a matcher-agnostic framework, we adopt an oracle matcher
across all three methods to better evaluate its performance. This matcher accu-
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Fig. 4: FastER vs On-Demand baselines

rately labels all comparisons based on the known ground truth. As both BrewER
and QDA are frameworks that can embed any blocking function, we employ
JedAI [12, 13], which is based on a completely unsupervised blocking approach.
We use its standard configuration, which relies on Token Blocking and Meta-
blocking [12]. This blocking method has been proven to achieve good results
with BrewER and QDA.

The reported performance of BrewER in our experiments may differ from
that in its original paper [10], as the original study relies on ground truth for
blocking, whereas we employ the unsupervised approach JedAI to better reflect
real-world scenarios. This setup ensures a fair comparison with FastER.

To comprehensively evaluate performance, we executed two queries on dif-
ferent datasets, each with distinct attribute constraints, and generated ground
truth matching sets for each subgraph. To assess effectiveness, we introduce
query recall, which considers only the subset of interest to the user, rather than
the entire result set. It is defined as: Rquery =

|Mquery∩Mϵ|
|Mquery| where Mquery is the

ground truth matching set within the subset, and Mϵ is the set of matches found
by the algorithm in the same subset.
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Fig. 5: Performance of FastER on Graphs

First, we show how FastER per-
forms on all graph data sets in Ta-
ble 1 – captured in Fig. 5. The re-
sults highlight the real-time capability
of FastER. In general, graph complex-
ity dictates efficiency as the charac-
teristics in Table 1 bear out. Further,
Fig. 4 shows the relative performance
of FastER w.r.t. on-demand baselines.
The plots show QDA exhibits a typi-
cal stepwise execution curve because it must compare all candidate pairs before
producing any output. In contrast, the recall rates of both FastER and BrewER
show a gradual increase across all datasets.
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Additionally, FastER generally achieves a lower execution time by perform-
ing blocking after filtering, reducing blocking overhead. In contrast, BrewER
partitions the entire dataset, incurring higher preparation costs. FastER un-
derperforms on Altosight-Query2 because the rules fail to effectively capture
candidates, leading to insufficient filtering.

4.2 Exp-2: FastER vs Batch-Query Baseline

To evaluate FastER against batch processing methods, we define "average time
per matching result" (Tavg) as a fair metric for speed comparison, and we still
extract a sub-ground-truth. Tavg is computed as: Tavg = Ttotal

|Memitted∩Mgt| , where
Ttotal is the total query execution time, Memitted is the set of entity matches that
have been emitted, and Mgt represents the sub-ground-truth matching set.

Table 2 compares FastER and batch-query baselines across multiple datasets,
focusing on recall and average time per matching result (Tavg). FastER consis-
tently achieves the highest recall, demonstrating the effectiveness of rule filter-
ing in capturing matching candidates. Regarding time efficiency, batch-query
baselines require full dataset traversal, whereas our approach significantly en-
hances practical performance. Tavg comparisons show FastER achieves substan-
tial speed improvements across most datasets, except for Amazon-Google.The
reason for this exception lies in the large intra-cluster variance of the dataset,
which makes it difficult for the rules to accurately capture all matching candi-
dates. Attempting to capture all candidates would come at the cost of intro-
ducing a large number of irrelevant matches. Therefore, users need to carefully
balance and weigh their decisions when mining and selecting rules. Specific op-
timization suggestions will be discussed in detail in Section 4.5.

4.3 Exp-3: FastER vs Progressive-Query Baselines

The most advanced progressive ER methods, such as PSN [11] and I-PES [9],
rank entity pairs by matching likelihood, prioritizing the most probable matches
to enhance early quality. However, new matches may alter the aggregated results,
leading to inconsistencies. Unlike FastER, PBaseline lacks a final verification
mechanism to ensure strict on-demand output, contributing to its high error
rate. We evaluate PBaseline’s accuracy using the error rate over the first k
emitted entities, denoted as Err@k: Err@k = Errors

k . Here, an error refers to an
emitted result that does not meet user requirements, quantifying the proportion
of incorrect matches in the first k outputs.

Fig. 6 shows error rate variations across datasets and k values. FastER, as
a precise method, consistently maintains a 0% error rate by verifying matches
individually. In contrast, PBaseline exhibits high error rates in most datasets, ex-
cept for SIGMOD20, which has minimal intra-cluster variance. Thus, PBaseline
is unreliable for ER-on-demand.
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Table 2: FastER vs Batch-Query baseline

Dataset Recall Tavg (seconds)

HG RobEM Ditto FastER HG RobEM Ditto FastER

FZ 0.954 1.000 1.000 1.000 2.781k 4.349k 0.917k 0.553k
DA 0.982 0.982 0.978 1.000 1.440k 3.198k 0.464k 0.052k
AG 0.654 0.846 0.786 0.841 1.162k 5.245k 0.818k 2.910k
WWC 0.902 0.585 0.927 0.923 1.069k 4.270k 1.105k 0.630k
GDS 0.943 0.800 0.900 1.000 1.817k 4.665k 0.678k 0.445k
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Fig. 6: FastER vs progressive-query baseline (error rate)

Table 3: Ablation Study of the FastER Framework

Method Arxiv CiteSeer WWC

Relative Comp. Recall Relative Comp. Recall Relative Comp. Recall

No-RF 453508.8 99.67% 14659.1 99.20% 117.9 99.00%
No-B 10.4 98.96% 29.4 98.67% 3.0 89.90%
No-PPS 1.6 97.78% 1.4 97.09% 2.3 89.20%
No-T 2.9 97.68% 3.0 96.42% 2.2 89.20%
FastER 1.0 97.68% 1.0 96.42% 1.0 89.20%

Method Fodors-Zagat DBLP-ACM Amazon-Google

Relative Comp. Recall Relative Comp. Recall Relative Comp. Recall

No-RF 1210.2 1 11662.8 1 301.1 99%
No-B 8.2 1 3.1 1 6.7 87%
No-PPS 1.2 1 1.6 1 1.4 82.18%
No-T 2.2 1 1.5 1 1.8 79%
FastER 1.0 1 1.0 1 1.0 79%

4.4 Exp-4: Ablation Study

In this experiment, we conducted an ablation study on the FastER framework
to evaluate the impact of different components on matching efficiency and recall
across multiple graph and relational datasets. We systematically removed the key
components as follows. 1) No Rules Filtering (No-RF): Since blocking relies on
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Fig. 7: Ablation study of the impact of multiple rules on filtering performance

rules filtering, this renders the system equivalent to a pure PPS method without
blocking. 2) No Blocking (No-B): Blocking partitions the matching space to min-
imize unnecessary comparisons. 3) No Progressive Profile Scheduling (No-PPS):
PPS enables the system to incrementally generate matches and employs prun-
ing strategies to reduce the number of comparisons. 4) No Transitivity Matching
(No-T): Transitivity matching leverages existing matches to infer new ones, en-
hancing completeness while reducing the number of comparisons.

The results are presented in Table 3 showing the relative number of compar-
isons in each ensuing method with respect to FastER’s number of comparison. In
general, the results indicate that rules filtering is crucial for reducing the number
of comparisons, as its removal significantly increases computational overhead.
On datasets with low variance, eliminating rules filtering has minimal impact
on recall, whereas on high-variance datasets, the effect is relatively significant.
Blocking significantly affects execution time; removing it leads to a substantial
increase in the number of comparisons, but has little impact on recall. PPS plays
a key role in system responsiveness; its pruning mechanism effectively reduces
the number of queries. Without PPS, processing time increases, though recall
remains largely unaffected. Transitivity matching effectively reduces the number
of comparisons without compromising recall.

4.5 Exp-5: Rules Selection Strategies for Efficient Entity Resolution

We conducted experiments on ten datasets, applying three different filtering
rules to each. The specific rules used are provided in Appendix A.2.

The results (Fig. 7) show that rules with steeper slopes and higher recall are
of higher quality, as they achieve superior performance within shorter execution
times. Based on our findings, we summarize key principles for selecting filtering
rules. First, the strictness of rules impacts execution time and recall. Looser
rules increase candidate matches, leading to longer execution times, while overly
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strict rules reduce execution time but risk excessive filtering, lowering recall.
Thus, selecting appropriate rules is essential to balance efficiency and accuracy.

Moreover, as the complexity of relationships among nodes increases, the
graph pattern should incorporate more nodes, and filtering rules should con-
strain multiple attributes to effectively capture structural dependencies.

When selecting a graph pattern, overly strict constraints should be avoided.
For example: Pattern 1 : x → y → z ← y′ ← x′; Pattern 2 : x → y → z, x′ →
y′ → z′. Requiring node z′ to be strictly identical to z may exclude many valid
candidates. Instead, constraining the similarity between z and z′ rather than
enforcing identical entity IDs (eid) prevents over-filtering and enhances match
coverage. In summary, filtering rule and graph pattern selection directly influence
the trade-off between execution time and recall. Stricter rules are preferable when
execution time is a priority, whereas relatively looser rules are recommended
when balancing execution time and recall. Furthermore, our latest research also
explores an automated rule recommendation mechanism, and we will report
further progress in future work (see GitHub).

5 Conclusion

We introduce FastER, an efficient on-demand entity resolution (ER) approach
for property graphs based on Graph Differential Dependencies (GDDs), address-
ing the six key challenges outlined in Figure 1. FastER captures complex graph
patterns for high-precision entity matching and employs Progressive Configu-
ration Scheduling (PPS) to incrementally output results and provide real-time
feedback. To enhance computational efficiency, FastER applies rule-based filter-
ing, reducing candidate entity pairs by a factor of 103 to 105, and prioritizes user
queries, focusing on user-specified subgraphs to avoid unnecessary computations.
In dynamic environments, it recalculates only affected portions of the graph,
preventing full-scale redundant processing, while pre-filtering matching func-
tions to minimize computational overhead. Experimental results demonstrate
that FastER significantly outperforms existing ER methods in both processing
time and recall. Future research could explore advanced filtering techniques for
heterogeneous data sources and automated rule selection mechanisms to better
handle intra-cluster variations.

References

1. Papadakis, G., Fisichella, M., Schoger, F., Mandilaras, G., Augsten, N., Nejdl, W.:
How to reduce the search space of Entity Resolution: with Blocking or Nearest
Neighbor search? arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.12521 (2022).

2. Brinkmann, A., Shraga, R., Bizer, C.: SC-Block: Supervised Contrastive Blocking
within Entity Resolution Pipelines. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.03132 (2023).

3. Papadakis, G., Fisichella, M., Schoger, F., Mandilaras, G., Augsten, N., Nejdl,
W.: Benchmarking Filtering Techniques for Entity Resolution. In: 2023 IEEE 39th
International Conference on Data Engineering (ICDE), pp. 653–666 (2023).

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/On_Demand_Entity_Resolution-9DFB
http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.12521
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.03132


16 Authors Suppressed Due to Excessive Length

4. Wang, S., Li, X., Meng, Y., Zhang, T., Ouyang, R., Li, J., Wang, G.: kNN-
NER: Named Entity Recognition with Nearest Neighbor Search. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2203.17103 (2022).

5. Christen, P.: Data matching: Concepts and techniques for record linkage, entity
resolution, and duplicate detection. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg (2012).

6. Christen, P.: A survey of indexing techniques for scalable record linkage and dedu-
plication. IEEE Trans. Knowl. Data Eng. 24(9), 1537–1555 (2012).

7. Mann, W., Augsten, N., Bouros, P.: An empirical evaluation of set similarity join
techniques. PVLDB 9(9), 636–647 (2016).

8. Jiang, Y., Li, G., Feng, J., Li, W.: String similarity joins: An experimental evalu-
ation. PVLDB 7(8), 625–636 (2014).

9. Gazzarri, L., Herschel, M.: Progressive entity resolution over incremental data. In:
26th International Conference on Extending Database Technology (EDBT), pp.
594–599 (2023).

10. Zecchini, L., Simonini, G., Bergamaschi, S., & Naumann, F. BrewER: Entity resolu-
tion on-demand. Proceedings of the VLDB Endowment, 16(12), 4026-4029.(2023).

11. Simonini, G., Papadakis, G., Palpanas, T., Bergamaschi, S.: Schema-agnostic pro-
gressive entity resolution. IEEE Trans. Knowl. Data Eng. 31(6), 1208–1221 (2019).

12. Papadakis, G., Mandilaras, G.M., Gagliardelli, L., Simonini, G., Thanos, E., Gian-
nakopoulos, G., Bergamaschi, S., Palpanas, T., Koubarakis, M.: Three-dimensional
entity resolution with JedAI. Inf. Syst. 93, Article 101565 (2020).

13. Papadakis, G., Tsekouras, L., Thanos, E., Giannakopoulos, G., Palpanas, T.,
Koubarakis, M.: Domain- and structure-agnostic end-to-end entity resolution with
JedAI. SIGMOD Rec. 48(4), 30–36 (2019).

14. Altwaijry, H., Kalashnikov, D.V., Mehrotra, S.: QDA: A query-driven approach to
entity resolution. IEEE Trans. Knowl. Data Eng. 29(2), 402–417 (2017).

15. Madhavan, J., Cohen, S., Dong, X.L., Halevy, A.Y., Jeffery, S.R., Ko, D., Yu, C.:
Web-scale data integration: You can afford to pay as you go. In: CIDR, pp. 342–350
(2007).

16. De Una, D., Rümmele, N., Gange, G., Schachte, P., Stuckey, P.J.: Machine learning
and constraint programming for relational-to-ontology schema mapping. In: IJCAI,
vol. 27, pp. 2149–2155 (2018).

17. Kimmig, A., Memory, A., Getoor, L.: A collective, probabilistic approach to schema
mapping. In: IEEE International Conference on Data Engineering (ICDE), pp.
921–932 (2017).

18. Kimmig, A., Memory, A., Miller, R.J., Getoor, L.: A collective, probabilistic ap-
proach to schema mapping using diverse noisy evidence. IEEE Trans. Knowl. Data
Eng. 31(8), 1426–1439 (2018).

19. Qian, L., Cafarella, M.J., Jagadish, H.V.: Sample-driven schema mapping. In: ACM
International Conference on Management of Data (SIGMOD), pp. 73–84 (2012).

20. Kwashie, S., Liu, L., Liu, J., Stumptner, M., Li, J., Yang, L.: Certus: An effec-
tive entity resolution approach with graph differential dependencies (GDDs). Proc.
VLDB Endow. 12(6), 653–666 (2019).

21. Fan, W., Fan, Z., Tian, C., Dong, X.L.: Keys for graphs. Proc. VLDB Endow.
8(12), 1590–1601 (2015).

22. Fan, W., Wu, Y., Xu, J.: Functional dependencies for graphs. In: 2016 International
Conference on Management of Data, pp. 1843–1857 (2016).

23. Fan, W., Geerts, et al.: Conditional functional dependencies for capturing data
inconsistencies. ACM Trans. Database Syst. 33(2), 1–48 (2008).

24. Fan, W., Lu, P.: Dependencies for graphs. ACM Trans. Database Syst. 44(2), 1–40
(2019).

http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.17103


FastER: Fast On-Demand Entity Resolution in Property Graphs 17

25. Zhang, Y., Kwashie, S., Bewong, M., Hu, J., Mahboubi, A., Guo, X., Feng, Z.:
Discovering graph differential dependencies. In: Australasian Database Conference,
Springer, pp. 259–272 (2023).

26. Rastaghi, M.A., Kamalloo, E., Rafiei, D.: Probing the robustness of pre-trained
language models for entity matching. In: ACM International Conference on Infor-
mation and Knowledge Management (CIKM), pp. 1728–1732 (2022).

27. Yao, D., Gu, Y., Cong, G., Jin, H., Lv, X.: Entity resolution with hierarchical
graph attention networks. In: 2022 International Conference on Management of
Data (SIGMOD), pp. 429–442 (2022).

28. Li, Y., Li, J., Suhara, Y., Doan, A., Tan, W.-C.: Deep entity matching with pre-
trained language models. Proc. VLDB Endow. 14(1), 50–60 (2020).

Appendix A.1: Time Complexity Analysis

(1) Neo4j-Based Subgraph Isomorphism Computation: Subgraph iso-
morphism in a property graph G with n nodes and m edges, given a query
pattern Q with |VQ| nodes and |EQ| edges, is in general an NP-hard problem.
However, when using Neo4j (via Cypher queries) for pattern matching, the com-
plexity can be approximated by scanning the graph for each element of the
pattern. In the worst case, the query engine may have to traverse O(m) rela-
tionships for each of the |EQ| edges in Q, leading to a time complexity on the
order of O(m · |EQ|). In practice, |EQ| is typically much smaller than m (the
patterns derived from Graph Differential Dependencies are small), so this cost
approaches O(m) – essentially linear in the size of the graph. (If the query pat-
tern includes labels or indexed properties, Neo4j can leverage them to narrow
down matches, but in the absence of highly selective indices, one can assume a
linear scan per pattern edge in the worst case.) Thus, executing the subgraph
isomorphism query in Neo4j will generally scale linearly with the graph size for
small patterns, but it could grow linearly with |EQ| for more complex patterns.
(2) Impact of GDD Filtering and Blocking: FastER introduces Graph Dif-
ferential Dependencies (GDDs) as constraints to drastically reduce the search
space before performing expensive comparisons. Instead of searching the entire
graph G, GDDs focus the computation on a query-relevant subgraph. Concretely,
suppose applying the GDD rules yields a set of C candidate node pairs (poten-
tially matching entity pairs), where C ≪ m. This means only C pairs need to
be considered further, as opposed to Θ(n2) or other large combinations without
filtering. Checking each candidate pair against the set of d GDD constraints
incurs a cost of O(C · d) in total (each constraint check is O(1) or a small con-
stant factor, so this is effectively O(C)). After evaluating all GDD conditions,
only a fraction of the pairs survive the filtering. Let C ′ denote the number of
pairs remaining after GDD filtering; empirically we can express C ′ = β C with
a small fraction β ≪ 1. These C ′ filtered candidates are then organized using a
blocking strategy. FastER builds a blocking graph where nodes represent entity
profiles and edges represent candidate matches between profiles. Constructing
this graph and computing a similarity weight for each of the C ′ edges takes
O(C ′ · r) time, where r is the number of attributes or features used to calculate
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the edge weight (this is linear in C ′ if r is a fixed small number of features). After
weight computation, the candidate pairs (edges) are sorted by their similarity
score, which adds an O(C ′ logC ′) overhead. The combination of GDD-based fil-
tering and blocking ensures that the number of comparisons to be performed is
vastly reduced and that those comparisons are structured: instead of considering
all possible pairs, we only deal with C ′ high-likelihood pairs, and we have them
sorted by likelihood for efficient processing. In summary, these steps reduce the
problem size from m (or worse) down to C ′ and impose only linear or near-linear
overheads in doing so.
(3) Progressive Profile Scheduling (PPS) Optimization: After filtering
and blocking, FastER employs Progressive Profile Scheduling (PPS) to perform
the actual entity matching in an efficient, incremental fashion. PPS processes the
sorted list of candidate pairs in descending order of similarity, which means it
attempts the most likely matches first. This progressive approach has two major
benefits for time complexity. First, it produces results early (useful for real-time
“on-demand” requirements), and second, it enables threshold-based pruning of
comparisons. In practice, we set a similarity threshold such that if a candidate
pair’s weight falls below this threshold, it is very unlikely to be an actual match
and can be skipped entirely. Because the candidates are processed from highest
to lowest similarity, once we reach pairs below the threshold, we can stop further
comparisons in that block or for that profile. This significantly limits the num-
ber of comparisons each profile (entity) participates in. Rather than comparing
each profile with all its C ′ potential matches, each profile will on average only
be compared with a small constant number k′ of top-ranked candidates (until
the threshold condition causes pruning). If N is the number of profiles under
consideration (e.g. the number of query-target entities that need to be resolved
on demand), the comparison cost under PPS becomes O(N · k′). Here k′ can be
viewed as the average number of comparisons per profile after early pruning (in
many cases, k′ is effectively bounded by a small value, since true duplicates for an
entity tend to be limited in number or caught in the first few highest-similarity
links). Moreover, as matches are found, transitive matching can further reduce
comparisons: if profile A matches B, and B matches C, PPS can infer A matches
C without a direct comparison, avoiding redundant checks. This transitivity
(clustering duplicates as they are discovered) often reduces the effective k′ even
more. Overall, PPS ensures that the matching phase scales roughly linearly with
the number of target entities, and the constant of proportionality k′ is kept low
by prioritization and pruning. This is a substantial improvement over a naive
approach that might require comparing every candidate pair (which would be
on the order of C ′ or worse per profile without PPS).
(4) Overall Time Complexity Estimation: Combining all the above com-
ponents, we can derive the overall time complexity of the FastER framework.
Summing the costs of subgraph pattern matching, GDD constraint filtering,
blocking graph construction, and progressive matching, we get:

T (n) = O
(
m · |EQ|

)
+ O(C · d) + O(C ′ logC ′) + O(N · k′) ,
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where each term corresponds to the stages analyzed: subgraph isomorphism
on the original graph (O(m · |EQ|)), GDD filtering of C candidates (O(C · d),
which effectively becomes O(C) and then O(βC) after filtering), sorting and
preparation of C ′ candidate pairs (O(C ′ logC ′)), and the progressive compar-
isons (O(N · k′)). For typical use cases, |EQ| and d are small constants (small
pattern and a fixed number of GDD rules), and β, k′ are small fractions or con-
stants reflecting the effectiveness of filtering and pruning. Thus, this complexity
can be simplified to:

O
(
m + βC + C ′ logC ′ + N · k′

)
,

noting that C ′ = βC ≪ C. In an ideal scenario (best case), the filtering is
highly selective (β is extremely small) and the similarity threshold is high enough
that k′ remains very low. In such cases, the later terms become negligible, and
the dominant cost is just scanning the relevant portion of the graph, yielding
near-linear time O(m) for the entire process. In a more conservative scenario
(average case), we still expect β and k′ to be significantly less than 1 (for instance,
filtering might cut candidate pairs down to only a few percent, and each entity
only needs a handful of comparisons), making the overall complexity close to
linear in the size of the input graph and the number of query entities. Even in a
worst-case scenario where the filtering is less effective (β ≈ 1) and the threshold
is low (large k′), the complexity O(m + C ′ logC ′ + N · k′) remains far more
tractable than the naive O(n2) pairwise comparison of all entities. In summary,
FastER’s design leverages structural constraints (GDDs), intelligent blocking,
and progressive processing to achieve a much lower time complexity than brute-
force entity resolution, especially benefiting from on-demand focus (small N)
and the typically sparse nature of true duplicate links (small k′).

Appendix A.2: GDD Rules and Their Cypher
Implementations
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Dateset--rule Cypher query statement query recall

Altosight-rule1

φ: { δ_model(c1.model, c2.model) = 0
OR

| intersection(split(c1.description),
split(c2.description)) | > 0 }

→ δ_eid(c1, c2) = 0

MATCH
  (c1:Camera)-[:MADE_BY]->(b1:Brand),
  (c2:Camera)-[:MADE_BY]->(b2:Brand),

  (b1)-[:HAS_SIZE]->(s1:Size),
  (b2)-[:HAS_SIZE]->(s2:Size)

WHERE
  ( c1.model = c2.model

  OR
  (c1.description <> 'N\\A' AND c2.description <> 'N\\A'

      AND
    size(apoc.coll.intersection(apoc.text.split(c1.description, '\\s+'),

apoc.text.split(c2.description, '\\s+'))) > 0)  )
RETURN c1, c2, s1, s2, b1, b2

1

Altosight-rule2
ϕ: { δ_model(c1.model, c2.model) = 0  } 

   → δ_eid(c1, c2) = 0

MATCH
  (c1:Camera)-[:MADE_BY]->(b1:Brand),
  (c2:Camera)-[:MADE_BY]->(b2:Brand),

  (b1)-[:HAS_SIZE]->(s1:Size),
  (b2)-[:HAS_SIZE]->(s2:Size)

WHERE
  (c1.model = c2.model  )

RETURN c1, c2, s1, s2, b1, b2

0.92

Altosight-rule3
ϕ: { | intersection(split(c1.description),

 split(c2.description)) | > 0 } 
   → δ_eid(c1, c2) = 0

 MATCH
  (c1:Camera)-[:MADE_BY]->(b1:Brand),
  (c2:Camera)-[:MADE_BY]->(b2:Brand),

  (b1)-[:HAS_SIZE]->(s1:Size),
  (b2)-[:HAS_SIZE]->(s2:Size)

WHERE
    size(apoc.coll.intersection(apoc.text.split(c1.description, '\s+'),

apoc.text.split(c2.description, '\s+'))) > 0))
RETURN c1, c2, s1, s2, b1, b2

0.96

WWC-rule1

ϕ₁: { δ_levenshtein(p1.name,
 p2.name) > 0.75 } → δ_eid(p1, p2) = 0

ϕ₂: { δ_levenshtein(p1.name, p2.name) 
> 0.7 } → δ_eid(p1, p2) = 0

MATCH 
(p1:Person)-[:RELATED_TO]->(t1:Team)-[:PARTICIPATED_IN]->(m1:Match),

      (p2:Person)-[:RELATED_TO]->(t2:Team)-[:PARTICIPATED_IN]->(m2:Match)
WHERE apoc.text.levenshteinSimilarity(p1.name, p2.name) > 0.75

RETURN p1, p2, t1, t2, m1, m2  UNION
MATCH (p1:Person)-[:PARTICIPATED_IN]->(m:Match),

      (p2:Person)-[:PARTICIPATED_IN]->(m:Match)
WHERE p1 <> p2 AND  apoc.text.levenshteinSimilarity(p1.name, p2.name) > 0.7 AND  m.stage

= 'Round of 16'
RETURN p1, p2, null AS t1, null AS t2, m AS m1, m AS m2

0.967

WWC-rule2

ϕ₁: { δ_levenshtein(p1.name, p2.name) >
0.75 }  

   → δ_eid(p1, p2) = 0

ϕ₂: { δ_levenshtein(p1.name, p2.name) >
0.9 }  

   → δ_eid(p1, p2) = 0

MATCH 
(p1:Person)-[:RELATED_TO]->(t1:Team)-[:PARTICIPATED_IN]->(m1:Match),

     (p2:Person)-[:RELATED_TO]->(t2:Team)-[:PARTICIPATED_IN]->(m2:Match)
WHERE apoc.text.levenshteinSimilarity(p1.name, p2.name) > 0.75

  AND (m1.stage = 'Round of 16' AND m2.stage = 'Round of 16')
RETURN p1, p2, t1, t2, m1, m2 UNION

MATCH (p1:Person)-[:PARTICIPATED_IN]->(m:Match),
      (p2:Person)-[:PARTICIPATED_IN]->(m:Match)

WHERE p1 <> p2 AND  apoc.text.levenshteinSimilarity(p1.name, p2.name) > 0.9
  AND  m.stage = 'Round of 16'

RETURN p1, p2, null AS t1, null AS t2, m AS m1, m AS m2

0.857

WWC-rule3

ϕ₁: { c1.description ≠
'N\A' ∧c2.description ≠ 'N\A' ∧

|intersection(split(c1.description),
split(c2.description))| > 0 } 

→ δ_eid(c1, c2) = 0 

ϕ₂: { c1.price = c2.price } → δ_eid(c1, c2)
= 0 

MATCH
  (c1:Camera)-[:MANUFACTURED_BY]->(b1:Brand),  (c2:Camera)-[:MANUFACTURED_BY]->

(b2:Brand),(b1)-[:OFFERS]->(t1:CameraType),
(b2)-[:OFFERS]->(t2:CameraType) 

WHERE (b1.name CONTAINS 'leica' OR b2.name CONTAINS 'leica') AND ( (c1.description <>
'N\A' AND c2.description <> 'N\A'      AND

size(apoc.coll.intersection(apoc.text.split(c1.description, '\s+'), apoc.text.split(c2.description,
'\s+'))) > 0)   OR  c1.price = c2.price )

RETURN c1, c2, t1, t2, b1, b2

0.923

SIGMOD20-rule1

ϕ₁: { c1.description ≠ 'N\A'  ∧
c2.description ≠ 'N\A'  ∧

|intersection(split(c1.description),
split(c2.description))| > 0 } → δ_eid(c1,

c2) = 0

ϕ₂: {  c1.price = c2.price }  → δ_eid(c1,
c2) = 0

MATCH 
  (c1:Camera)-[:MANUFACTURED_BY]->(b1:Brand),
  (c2:Camera)-[:MANUFACTURED_BY]->(b2:Brand),

  (b1)-[:OFFERS]->(t1:CameraType),
  (b2)-[:OFFERS]->(t2:CameraType)

WHERE 
  (b1.name CONTAINS 'leica' OR b2.name CONTAINS 'leica') AND

  ( (c1.description <> 'N\\A' AND c2.description <> 'N\\A'  AND
size(apoc.coll.intersection(apoc.text.split(c1.description, '\\s+'), apoc.text.split(c2.description,

'\\s+'))) > 0)
    OR  c1.price = c2.price  )

RETURN c1, c2, t1, t2, b1, b2

1

SIGMOD20-rule2

ϕ₁: { c1.description ≠ 'N\A'  
   ∧ c2.description ≠ 'N\A'  

   ∧ |intersection(split(c1.description),
split(c2.description))| > 0 }  

   → δ_eid(c1, c2) = 0

ϕ₂: { c1.price = c2.price }  
   → δ_eid(c1, c2) = 0

MATCH 
  (c1:Camera)-[:MANUFACTURED_BY]->(b1:Brand),
  (c2:Camera)-[:MANUFACTURED_BY]->(b2:Brand),

  (b1)-[:OFFERS]->(t1:CameraType),
  (b2)-[:OFFERS]->(t2:CameraType)

WHERE 
  (b1.name CONTAINS 'leica' OR b2.name CONTAINS 'leica') AND

  ((c1.description <> 'N\\A' AND c2.description <> 'N\\A' 
      AND size(apoc.coll.intersection(apoc.text.split(c1.description, '\\s+'),

apoc.text.split(c2.description, '\\s+'))) > 0)
    OR c1.price = c2.price  )

RETURN c1, c2, t1, t2, b1, b2

0.805

SIGMOD20-rule3

ϕ₁: {   c1.description ≠ 'N\A'  
   ∧ c2.description ≠ 'N\A'  

   ∧ |intersection(split(c1.description),
split(c2.description))| > 0 }  

   → δ_eid(c1, c2) = 0

ϕ₂: {   c1.price = c2.price }  
   → δ_eid(c1, c2) = 0

MATCH
  (c1:Camera)-[:MANUFACTURED_BY]->(b1:Brand),
  (c2:Camera)-[:MANUFACTURED_BY]->(b2:Brand),

  (b1)-[:OFFERS]->(t1:CameraType),
  (b2)-[:OFFERS]->(t2:CameraType)

WHERE
  (b1.name CONTAINS 'leica' OR b2.name CONTAINS 'leica') AND

  ((c1.description <> 'N\\A' AND c2.description <>
 'N\\A'  AND size(apoc.coll.intersection(apoc.text.split(c1.description, '\\s+'),

 apoc.text.split(c2.description, '\\s+'))) > 0) OR c1.price = c2.price) 
RETURN c1, c2, t1, t2, b1, b2

0.916
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Fig. 8: Description of the GDD rules and its Cypher implementation.
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USES
Cypher query statement query recall

Entity Resolution-rule1

ϕ₁: { u1.phone = u2.phone } → δ_eid(u1,
u2) = 0

ϕ₂: { u1.last_name = u2.last_name } →
δ_eid(u1, u2) = 0

MATCH (u1:User)-[:WATCHED]->(m1:Movie),
      (u2:User)-[:WATCHED]->(m2:Movie),

      (u1)-[:USES]->(ip1:IpAddress),
      (u2)-[:USES]->(ip2:IpAddress)

WHERE u1 <> u2  
  AND u1.phone = u2.phone  

OR u1.last_name=u2.last_name
RETURN u1, u2, m1, m2, ip1, ip2

0.667

Entity Resolution-rule2

ϕ: { u1.phone = u2.phone  
   ∧ u1.last_name = u2.last_name }  

   → δ_eid(u1, u2) = 0

MATCH (u1:User)-[:WATCHED]->(m1:Movie),
      (u2:User)-[:WATCHED]->(m2:Movie)

WHERE u1 <> u2 
AND u1.phone = u2.phone 

  AND u1.last_name=u2.last_name
RETURN u1, u2

1

Entity Resolution-rule3

ϕ: { u1.last_name = u2.last_name }  
   → δ_eid(u1, u2) = 0

MATCH (u1:User),
      (u2:User)

WHERE u1 <> u2  
 AND u1.last_name=u2.last_name

RETURN u1, u2

1

DBLP-rule1

ϕ: {  δ_levenshtein(a1.names, a2.names)
> 0.4 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p1:Paper)-[:PUBLISHED_IN]->(v1:Venue),
       (a2:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p2:Paper)-[:PUBLISHED_IN]->(v2:Venue)

 WHERE v1.name CONTAINS 'acm'
   AND v2.name CONTAINS 'acm'

   AND apoc.text.levenshteinSimilarity(a1.names, a2.names)>0.4
 RETURN a1, a2, p1, p2, v1, v2

0.682

DBLP-rule2

ϕ: {δ_levenshtein(p1.title, p2.title) 
> 0.6 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p1:Paper)-[:PUBLISHED_IN]->(v1:Venue),
       (a2:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p2:Paper)-[:PUBLISHED_IN]->(v2:Venue)

 WHERE v1.name CONTAINS 'acm'
   AND v2.name CONTAINS 'acm'

   AND apoc.text.levenshteinSimilarity(p1.�tle, p2.�tle) > 0.6
 RETURN a1, a2, p1, p2, v1, v2

1

DBLP-rule3

ϕ: { δ_levenshtein(p1.title, p2.title)
 > 0.6 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p1:Paper)-[:PUBLISHED_IN]->(v1:Venue),
      (a2:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p2:Paper)-[:PUBLISHED_IN]->(v2:Venue)

 WHERE v1.name CONTAINS 'acm'
   AND v2.name CONTAINS 'acm'

   AND apoc.text.levenshteinSimilarity(p1.�tle, p2.�tle) > 0.9
 RETURN a1, a2, p1, p2, v1, v2

0.992

Arxiv-rule1

ϕ: {δ_levenshteinDist(a1.name,
a2.name) ≤ 2 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p1:Paper),
      (a2:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p2:Paper)

WHERE a1 <> a2  
    AND a1.name contains 'robbert' AND a2.name contains 'robbert'

  AND apoc.text.levenshteinDistance(a1.name, a2.name) <=2
RETURN a1, a2, p1, p2

1

Arxiv-rule2

ϕ: { δ_levenshteinDist(a1.name,
a2.name) ≤ 1 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p1:Paper),
      (a2:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p2:Paper)

WHERE a1 <> a2  
    AND a1.name contains 'robbert' AND a2.name contains 'robbert'

  AND apoc.text.levenshteinDistance(a1.name, a2.name) <=1
RETURN a1, a2, p1, p2

1

Citeseer-rule1
ϕ: {  a1.name = a2.name }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p1:Paper),
      (a2:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p2:Paper)

WHERE a1 <> a2  
    AND p1.�tle contains 'nowledge' and p2.�tle contains 'nowledge'

  AND a1.name=a2.name
RETURN a1, a2, p1, p2

0.801

Citeseer-rule2

ϕ: { δ_levenshteinDist(a1.name,
a2.name) ≤ 5 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p1:Paper),
      (a2:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p2:Paper)

WHERE a1 <> a2  
    AND p1.�tle contains 'nowledge' and p2.�tle contains 'nowledge'

  AND apoc.text.levenshteinDistance(a1.name, a2.name) <=5
RETURN a1, a2, p1, p2

1

Citeseer-rule3

ϕ: { δ_levenshteinDist(a1.name,
a2.name) ≤ 4 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p1:Paper),
      (a2:Author)-[:WROTE]->(p2:Paper)

WHERE a1 <> a2  
    AND p1.�tle contains 'nowledge' and p2.�tle contains 'nowledge'

  AND apoc.text.levenshteinDistance(a1.name, a2.name) <=4
RETURN a1, a2, p1, p2

0.972
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Fig. 9: Description of the GDD rules and its Cypher implementation.
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Dateset--rule Cypher query statement query recall

Amazon-rule1

ϕ: {  ( |intersection(split(s1.name, " "))| >
1  

       ∨ δ_levenshteinDist(s1.name,
s2.name) < 6 )  

   ∧ |toFloat(s1.price) - toFloat(s2.price)|
< 3 }  

   → δ_eid(s1, s2) = 0

MATCH (s1:So�ware)-[:MADE_BY]->(m1:Manufacturer),
      (s2:So�ware)-[:MADE_BY]->(m2:Manufacturer)

WHERE  (toFloat(s1.price)<10  AND toFloat(s2.price)<10 )
  AND  ((size(apoc.coll.intersec�on(
          apoc.text.split(s1.name, ' '),
          apoc.text.split(s2.name, ' ')

       )) >1 OR apoc.text.levenshteinDistance(s1.name, s2.name) < 6)
  AND abs(toFloat(s1.price) - toFloat(s2.price)) < 3  )

RETURN s1, s2, m1, m2

0.855

Fodors-Zagats-rule1

ϕ: { "new york" ∈ c1.value  
   ∧ "new york" ∈ c2.value  

   ∧ SIZE(intersection(split(r1.name, " "),
split(r2.name, " "))) > 0 }  

   → δ_eid(r1, r2) = 0

MATCH (r1:Restaurant)-[:LOCATED_AT]->(a1:Address)-[:IN_CITY]->(c1:City),
      (r2:Restaurant)-[:LOCATED_AT]->(a2:Address)-[:IN_CITY]->(c2:City)

WHERE c1.value CONTAINS 'new york'
  AND c2.value CONTAINS 'new york'

  AND r1.id < r2.id
WITH r1, r2, apoc.text.split(r1.name, ' ') AS r1Words, apoc.text.split(r2.name, ' ') AS

r2Words, a1, a2, c1, c2
WHERE SIZE(apoc.coll.intersection(r1Words, r2Words)) > 0

RETURN r1, r2, a1, a2, c1, c2

0.970

GDS-rule3

ϕ₁: { δ_levenshteinDist(a1.city, a2.city) <
2 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

ϕ₂: {SIZE(intersection(split(a1.name, "
"), split(a2.name, " "))) > 4 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

ϕ₃: {  δ_levenshteinDist(a1.name,
a2.name) < 3 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

ϕ₄: { a1.number = a2.number }  
   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

MATCH (a1:Airport)-[:LOCATED_IN]->(co1:Continent),
      (a2:Airport)-[:LOCATED_IN]->(co2:Continent)

WHERE co1.name CONTAINS 'EU' 
  AND co2.name CONTAINS 'EU'

  AND a1 <> a2  // Ensure distinct airports
  AND (

    (a1.city IS NOT NULL AND a2.city IS NOT NULL 
     AND apoc.text.levenshteinDistance(a1.city, a2.city) < 2)

    OR (size(apoc.coll.intersection(
          apoc.text.split(a1.name, ' '), 
          apoc.text.split(a2.name, ' ')

        )) >4 OR apoc.text.levenshteinDistance(a1.name, a2.name) < 3)
    OR (a1.number IS NOT NULL AND a2.number IS NOT NULL 

        AND a1.number = a2.number) ) OPTIONAL 
MATCH (a1)-[:CONNECTED_TO]-(common:Airport)-[:CONNECTED_TO]-(a2)  

RETURN a1, a2, co1, co2

0.99

GDS-rule1

ϕ₁: { c1 = c2 }  
   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

ϕ2: { c1 = c2  
   ∧ δ_jw(a1.city, a2.city) < 0.55 }  

   → δ_eid(a1, a2) = 0

ϕ3: { c1 = c2  
  ∧ δ_jw(a1.name, a2.name) < 0.46 }  

MATCH (a1:Airport)-[:LOCATED_IN]->(c1:City),
      (a2:Airport)-[:LOCATED_IN]->(c2:City)

WHERE   c1 = c2
  AND (toInteger(a1.number) < 1000 OR toInteger(a2.number) < 1000)

  AND apoc.text.jaroWinklerDistance(a1.city, a2.city) < 0.55
  AND apoc.text.jaroWinklerDistance(a1.name, a2.name) < 0.46

RETURN a1, a2, c1, c2

0.791
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Fig. 10: Description of the GDD rules and its Cypher implementation.
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