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In the appendices, we start by explaining experimental details in Appendix [A]and present the proofs
for our main theorems in Appendix [B]

A Experimental Details

For the experimental evaluation, we use the three methods: IF-constraints, GLIF, and GLIF-NRW
(see Section 3). For GLIF and GLIF-NRW, we use both the closed-form solution (see equation (3.3))
and the coordinate descent algorithm (Section 3.2.2). We evaluate on the sentiment, the bios, and the
toxicity data sets, which are discussed in the following. For all experiments, we report means and
standard deviations over 10 repetitions / seeds.

A.1 Experimental Settings

Sentiment prediction In this task, we post-process a neural network with 1000 hidden units
trained to predict sentiment, e.g., “nice” is positive and “ugly” is negative, using 5961 labeled words
embedded with 300-dimensional GloVe word embeddings [35]. Post-processing is applied to the
model predictions on 663 (unlabeled) test words mixed with 94 names (49 names popular among
Caucasian population and 45 names popular among African-American population). This experiment
is based on the fair sentiment prediction experiment of Yurochkin et al. [11]. Train and test words
were collected by Hu ez al. [34]. The list of names for evaluating fairness was proposed by Caliskan et
al. [36]. To obtain the fair metric, we followed the original experiment [11]: learn a “sensitive”
subspace via PCA with 50 components applied to a side data set of popular baby names in New
York City. The fair metric is constructed to ignore any variation in this subspace, i.e., it is equal to
Euclidean distance on word embeddings projected onto the orthogonal complement of the sensitive
subspace.

Bios We use the data set proposed by de Arteaga et al. [40] and follow the experimental setup of
Yurochkin et al. [12]. In this task, we post-process fine-tuned BERT-Base-Uncased [14] replicating
the training setup described in Appendix B in [12]. This yields 28-dimensional outputs (a logit per
class) for each biography. We also replicate fair metric learning procedure of Yurochkin et al. [12]:
for each training bio, we create an alternative bio by swapping gender pronouns, e.g., "He is a lawyer"
to "She is a lawyer", and use the embeddings from the fine-tuned BERT. Then, we use the FACE
method by Mukherjee et al. [19] with 25 factors, considering each pair of original and altered bios
as a pair of similar examples. For each seed, 354 080 training biographies are used for fine-tuning
BERT and fair metric learning. We apply post-processing to 39 343 test predictions mixed with
the same number of predictions for bios created by altering names and gender pronouns. Thus, the
total number of predictions that we post-process is 78 686. We use the altered bios in the test set
to evaluate prediction consistency, and evaluate the test accuracy only on the 39 343 original test
bios. Our methods do not have any knowledge of the alteration procedure nor which bios are the
alterations.

Toxicity For this task, we use the data set derived from the “Toxic Comment Classification Chal-
lenge” Kaggle competition following the experimental setup of Yurochkin et al. [12]. BERT fine-
tuning and fair metric learning is similar to the bios experiment and follows the original experiment.
This is a binary classification problem. The experiment utilizes a list of 50 identity tokens [41] analo-
gous to the gender pronouns in the Bios experiment. There are 155 618 training comments, among
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which 55% have at least one of the 50 identity tokens. To learn the fair metric, a random subset of 25
identity tokens (out of the 50) is used. For each comment in the training set (with at least one of the
known 25 identity tokens), 25 alterations are created, forming groups of comparable samples for the
FACE method with 25 factors. At test time, we are interested in prediction consistency on the original
comments and all 50 alterations. For each seed, we apply our methods to post-process predictions on
a test set comprising around 3 640 test comments without any of the 50 identity tokens, around 4 550
test comments with at least one of the identity tokens, and their 227 500 alterations corresponding
to 50 identity tokens. The total number of post-processed predictions (depending on the seed) is
around 235 690. The test accuracy is evaluated on the original (unaltered) 3 640 + 4 550 = 8 190 test
comments. As before, our methods have no knowledge of the identity tokens nor the existence of
alterations in the data being post-processed.

A.2 Methods

For the sentiment task, we use the closed-form method of GLIF as in equation (3.3) of the main text.
For the other tasks, we use the coordinate descent algorithm (described in Section 3.2.2 of the main
text) as the test data set is too large to fit in memory. For the coordinate descent algorithm, we used
10 epochs, which we found to work well across all data sets.

A.3 Hyperparameters

We used grid search on a validation data set to find the best hyperparameter for each experimental
setting. We optimized the threshold parameter 7 (see equation (2.2)) and the regularization strength A
(see equations (3.1) and (3.4)) considering the following ranges:

e X e {0.01,0.03,0.1,0.3,1,3,10,30, 100}
o 7€ {10%9% for i € {—50...100} } and rounded to a close fraction.

For GLIF-NRW, we (internally) multiply A by the average degree in the graph which yields a good
effective A for each 7 (as 7 significantly influences the average degree). Using this procedure, we
found the following to work best for each data set, which we also used for Tables 1 and 2 in the main
text:

Sentiment \ = 0.1, 7 = 30
Bios A = 10,7 =16
Toxicity A = 30,7 =0.4

We found that the exact value is not crucial, and multiple neighboring As and 7s achieved around
the same performance. As for the factor @ (see equation (2.2)), we used # = 10~ but found this to
perform indistinguishable to other choices such as 1073, 1075, and 10~8.

For the accuracy-fairness trade-off plots, we plot the full range of 7.

A.4 Runtime Analysis

We ran the experiments on a local iMac (3.6 GHz Intel Core 19), single-threaded, and not requiring
a GPU. We report runtimes in Table E} For the sentiment data set, GLIF and GLIF-NRW are four
orders of magnitude faster than IF-constraints. IF-constraints is too slow to be practical on the larger
data sets, and we did not evaluate it on Bios and Toxicity. To demonstrate the speed trade-off for
different number of test points on Bios and Toxicity, we include test sets of 1% and 10% of the
original size. We report the runtimes for single-threaded computation. Running it multi-threaded
reduces computation time, respectively.

For the closed-form GLIF, the runtime is O(n3) where n is the number of test points due to the
matrix inversion. Note that the theoretical runtime of matrix inversion is O(n?37%) using optimized
Coppersmith-Winograd-like algorithms, but not practical in our settings.

For the coordinate descent GLIF, the runtime is O(n? - ¢) where c is the number of epochs during
coordinate descent. We found that ¢ = 10 works well across all data sets. Note that by increasing n,
the runtime increases because more points have to be updated and (for each point) more potential
neighbors have to be considered.

The expected runtimes match the empirical runtimes reported in Table
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Table 3: Runtimes on a 3.6 GHz Intel Core i9 iMac.

Data Set Sentiment  Bios Toxicity

# Points 757 788 7870 78686 2383 23620 235842
IF-constraints 422s — — — — — —
Closed Form GLIF 0.02s 0.02s  8.8s — 0.33s 228s —
Closed Form GLIF-NRW 0.04s 0.05s 32s — 1.03s 864s —
Coordinate Desc. GLIF 0.08s 0.18s 30s 4 569s 0.94s 111s 12200s

Coordinate Desc. GLIF-NRW 0.09s 0.19s 30s 4812s 1.19s 136s 13 500s

B Proofs of our Main Theorems

B.1 Proof of Theorem 4.6

For technical simplicity here we show that if the fair metric is euclidean distance then the un-
normalized graph Laplacian regularizer converges to E[||V f(X)|*p(X)] and the normalized random
walk graph Laplacian regularization converges to E[||V f(X)||?]. As our fair metric (i.e., Maha-
lanobish distance) is equivalent to euclidean metric in a sense that there exists ¢;,co > 0 such
that:

crllzy — x| < dpair(w1, 22) = (21 — 22) ' S(21 — 22) < 2|71 — 229,

where c¢; is the minimum eigenvalue of ¥ and ¢, is its maximum eigenvalue, all of our calculations
are valid for this fair distance with a tedious tracking of this equivalence. As this proof is itself
very involved and this generalization from euclidean to Mahalanobis distance adds nothing of major
significance to the core idea of the proof, we confine ourselves to the euclidean distance.

B.1.1 Proof of Part 1.

Proof. For un-normalized graph Laplacian, L., , = D — W where:

1

Wij = (2m) 12 1d

n

L g —xza|I?

e~ mnz lzi—a;l] . D; = E Wij .
j=1

The regularizer can be reformulated as:

n21h2 fT(D-W)f = # Z(D = Wi f(Xa) f(X;)
j

1
—r3 > (Dii = W) 2(X0) = D Wi f(X) F(X5)
i i
1
= 5 0 0 Wi (F£(X0) = F(X)F (X))
iiAg
1 2
= 9n2h2 SN W (F(X) = F(X5)7
i i
Therefore we need to establish:
1 2 P
T 2o 2 Wi (F(X) = FX))F = E (V) (0] -
i gt
Towards that direction, we show that the expectation of the random regularizer converges to
E [|[V f(X)||*p(X)] and its variance goes to 0 under our assumptions. For the expectation:

E | o 3 W () — 1)

i jFEe
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- % /X /x m(ﬁ“%yw (f(2) = () ply) dy p(z) dz

1 1
G /X /X;T (2w
| 1 2 h ~ 2

/X/x;@ (27r1)d/2 e~ zllz—yl (zTVf(x) + 2ZTV2f(x)z)

x (p(w) + hVp(z*)) dz p(x) dr]  [T,x" are intermediate points ]
= / / (Qﬂl)d/z e~ 2le=vlP T () f(2) T 2 dz p2(2) da:] +om)
xJx== |

e~ 2= (f(z + hz) — f(2))? p(z + hz) dz p(z) dz

= /X V@) Ez [2Z Vorznex] VF(2)p?(x) de + O(h) — E [[IVF(X)]*p(X)] -

where the last line follows from Vitali’s theorem as the derivative V f () has finite variance. Thus we
have proved that the expectation of the regularizer converges to the desired limit. The final step is to
show that the variance of the regularizer converges to 0. Towards that direction:

ar (n21h2 ZZ Wz’j (f(Xz) - f(XJ))2>

i jFe

_ # SR [W% (f(Xi) — f(Xj))ﬂ

i#£]
+ ﬁ > cov (Wij (f(X0) = F(X))7 Wi (F(Xn) - f(Xz))Q)
(1,5)#(k,1)
=0(n %)+ n41h4 Z cov (Wij (F(X3) = F(X)) Wit (F(X) — f(Xl))2)
(4,5)#(k,0)
=0(n %) +V

That the first summand is O(n~2) follows from a similar calculation used to establish the convergence
of the expectation and hence skipped. For the covariance term V, if there is not indices common
between (4, j) and (k, 1), the covariance term is 0. Therefore we consider only those terms where
there is exactly one index common between (4, j) and (k, ). Therefore:

V= # Z cov (Wij (F(X0) = £ Wi (F(Xk) — f(Xz))2>
(i,5)#(k,1)
B n41h4 D cov (WU‘ (F(XD) = F(X3))? W (F(X3) — f(Xk))2>
i#j#k
= %COV (Wij (F(X3) = F(X0)% Wik (F(Xi) — f(Xk))Q)
= O D02 s o W (£ — £(,)) (X0 — F(X0)]
— E[Wi; (f (X)) = FCG)E Wi (f (Xa) = f(X5)]]
_ n(n—1)(n—2)

IR (W W (F(X0) — £(X)) (£(X) — (X)) +O(n ™)
For the cross term:

E Wiy Wi, (f(Xi) = f(Xj)) (f(X3) = f(X))]

/// b sl (L ke
(2m) d/2h (2m)d/2pd



x (f(z) = fW)(f(z) — f(w)) p(w)p(y)p(x) dw dy dx]

) (e ) (e )

x (f(x) = f(z+ hz)(f(z) = flx + hza)) p(x + hz)p(x + hze)p(x) dz; dzy da)
- h2/ /X " / ¢(21)B(22) 2 VF(2)Vf(x)" 22 p(21)p(22)p(2) dzadzidz + o(h?)

(
) —

= h2/ gn(2)p(x) dzadzidx + o(h?)
X
where the function gy, (x) is defined as:

gn(2) = V@) Bz 2, (2123 Lot zinex Lot zanex] V().

It is immediate that gj,(x) — 0 pointwise for all z € X. Further, as the derivative of f has finite
variance, we also have g, is uniformly integrable. Therefore, another application of Vitali’s theorem
yields:

/ gn(@)p(z) de 250 = V = o(h?).
x
This completes the proof. O

Remark B.1. The assumption on the bandwidth h,, in the part 1. of Theorem 4.6 can be relaxed
upto the condition nh,, — oo if we further assume ¥V f(x) = 0 or p(x) = 0 on the boundary of X.

B.1.2 Proof of Part 2.

Proof. As in the case of Part 1. here also we confine ourselves to the euclidean distance. Before
delving into the technical details, we introduce a few notations for the ease of the proof. The
normalized random walk Laplacian regularizer can be expressed as:

1
T L = ——fT (I D™ 1K> £,
nh? nh?
where:
B ﬁK(I\thQX]H )
Kij =

) XX 02\ [ 1 X=X 2
nhd Zl K ( h2 nhd Zj K h?2

1 Xi—X;|?
nth (H = il )

B \/dn,h Xz)\/dnh(X])

K() = 0) = gmyme 1] |

(2m)

X — X511
K (5E) 1

- _ 1
D=3 K= o X ) VAT

J

()

nh

We further define few more functions which are imperative for the rest of the proof:

1 o — X
(@) = g 2K (h

pi(x) = Eldn 1(2)] = E [hld - XHQH

72
1 K(HIL’ h)zﬁl\ )




dh(x

):E %K(”

z—X||?
72

VPr(T)\/pr(X)

Following two auxiliary lemmas will be used frequently throughout the proof:

Lemma B.2. The function pj,(x) and gh(x) is uniformly lower bounded over x € X, i.e., there exists
Pmin > 0 and glvmin > 0 such that pp () > Dmin and Jh(x) > Jmin for all x € X uniformly over all

small h.

Proof. The definition of py, (x)

w8 (58] - | e (2

yields:

2

> p(y) dy

[, Bl + h2) dz

> puin [, K(2IP) d2
R

> puin inf, [, KUaIP) dz 1= P
=

Note that, the bound Py, is independent of A for all small h as the volume of the region (X — z)/h
increases as h — 0. Moreover we can further establish an upper bound on py, (z):

pula) = [, K)ol +he) dz

< b [, K1) s
h

<o [ KO o= [ [ RGP a2 =1]

We use the above upper bound on py, (z) to obtain a lower bound on c?h(m) as follows:

_ 2
- wk (5

dh(x) =K

Lemma B.3. Under the main assumptions stated in Theorem 4.6, we have:

zeX

sup
zeX

sup
rzeX

>

dpn(x) — Jnh(m)‘ =0, ( — log h) ,

T (2) = ()| = O, Q/I log

o2
%K(Hwhzy\l )

Von@/mnX) | Jx Von@)V/onw)

1 1 —yl?
/ K <|x yll
Pmax Jx h

ﬁmin T
dmin .

pmax

1

h2

1

1
sup |dp n(x) — pr(x)| = O, ( i log h) ,

1

)

Therefore combining the bounds of equation (B.2)) and (B.3) we obtain:

sup
reX

() — dp (2)

1
\Op<\/nhd1°g
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Proof. From the definition of d,, j,(z) we can write it as d,, () = P, K}, , where Kj ,(y) =
(1/hM) K (||x — y||*/h?). This implies py,(z) = PK}, .. Now, for any 21,22,y € X:

1 |1 — ylI? |2 — ylI?
s 0) = Ko 0] < s K (1 ) = (1250

B S OO TR W e
hd(2m)/2 2h2 2h?

L —(a* — )iex e —y)?
= pd(emyarz [\ T Yz &P 2h?

2 l* — yll?
< T 11—zl " —yllew | -5
- hd+2(2ﬂ.)d/2 2h2
2 ||l‘ — H ||£L‘* — y”exp o ||‘T* — y”2
= pati(2r)d/2 1R 212
2 1 _22
< Wnﬁfﬂﬁzﬂsgpw\\zﬂe 2

L 1 22
SWHM—MH LZSUPwH'ZH@ 7.

As the above bound is free of y, we further have:

I Knzy — Kha | |21 — 22| . (B.5)

o] S hd+1|
The envelope function of the collection K = {K}, , : © € X'} is:

_ 1 T — 2 1
Rn(y) = supda(y) = sup ;55K ( 3 ) = m=U.

Now fix € > 0. Suppose X, j, := {1, 2, ..., 2N} is (eh)/LC covering set of X (which is finite as
X is compact). Then for any = € X, there exists 2* € X, such that ||z — 2*|| < eh. This along with
equation (B.3) implies:

Ka:,h Kz*,h L % L eh
U U S g e =l s e = ©
ie.:
sup N (K, L2(Q),eU) < N (K, Loo, €U)
Q
eh

< -
> N <L07L23 X>

Lo\ Ki\®
<K[|— | =|— .
- < ch ) < ch )
The maximum variation of functions of K can be bounded as below:
supvar(Ky ,) < supE[Kj, ]

1 z —yl?
:Sip/h2d02K2 (” 02 “ ) Py

1
< hTC,qup/K2 (IIz01%) p(z + zh) dz
= & 2

Pmax 2 2 . o
thQ/K (I=17) dz = T2 = 02,

Therefore, applying Theorem 8.7 of [42] we conclude:

K d K
E[|[Pr — Pllk] < K3 (0 dlogila\/%l 1 >

IN
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1 1 1 1 1 1
< —r i flogz v ——log- | = — log | .
~<hd/2ﬁ % Y ki Ogh> O( nhd Ogh>

An application of Markov’s inequality with the above bound on the expected value of the empirical
process established the rate of equation (B-I).

For bound (B.2) we have:
sug dpp(z) — Jn,h(z)‘
re
[ w1 (le=Xal?
gt )y ()
\/dn h \/dn h n i=1 ph(x) ph(Xl)

su |z — X H 1 !
< p Z hd ( \/dn h \/dn h(X ) \/ph(m)\/ph(X

N Ii}ler \/dn h Jf \/dn h y) - \/ph :L' \/ph(y)
r—X;
o’ Zhd (les e ||>
< sup ! -
T oweX | /dpn(2)y/dnn(y) \/ph(fﬂ)\/ph(y)

X {sup |Pp Ky p — PKy | + sup PKh,m}

1
< sup

1 1 1
oyeX | \/dnn(2)\/dnn(y) - VR (@) /o n (y) " Vor(@)/dnn (y) - V(@) /pr(y)

X {sup UP)’VLK.'L',}L - PKIL‘,h| + sup PKh,a;:l

1 1 1 1
< QSuUp —— + sup sup —
{zeX \d () \/ph(df) x \/ph( \/dnh y)  /ou(y) }
X {sup P Ky — PKy p| + sup PK;M}
< 1 1 1
< < sup sup
vex | \/Aun(@)  \/pn(@) \/dnh @ V(@)
+ 2 1 1
sup sup —
x \/pr(z) = \/dn r(y)  Vpe(y)
X {sup P Ky n — PKy |+ sup PK;W}
2
< 1 1 e 1
< bup bup bup —
Vdnn(@)  /pu(z) \/Ph \/dnh W) Vru(y)

X {sup Py Ky — PKy | + sup PKh@}
x x

< V() = \/pn(x) 42 sup Vdnn(x) = \/pn(x)
- x dn,h(x)ph(x) \/5min x dn,h(x)Ph(ﬁ)
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X@Wn—f’n+$mPKﬁ4

) Ao (2) = p1(2)

< < sup
T \/dn,h(fﬂ)ph(ﬂf (\/dﬂ h + \/ph(:c))

2 dn, ( ) ph( )

N W7 e e (V@) + V/on(@))

X |:||Pn — P|x + sup PKh,m:| (B.6)
1 1\2 1 1 [1 1
1 1
= O\ Vana o8y ) -

where the rates follows from bound (B:I) along with the fact that the denominators of (B.6) are
bounded away from 0. More precisely, the term <\/ dn 1 (T) + /' ph(m)) in the denominator of

_|_

equation is lower bounded by py, (x) which is further uniformly lower bounded by ppin. To

bound the other term +/d,, 5, (z)pr(x) in the denominator, we again use bound (B.I), from which
we know for all z € X and for all small h, we have |dy, () — pn(2)| < Pmin/2, which implies

dn b > Pmin/2. Therefore the term +/d,, ;,(z)pn () is lower bounded by Prin/+/2. This completes
the proof for bound (B.2).

The proof of bound (B.3)) is similar to that of bound (B.I)). Note that:
() - Jh(l“)‘

) v i (L) Ao (L)
_wfzwm\@ BN eNTes

= sup “Pngr - Pgrl
xr

where the function g, is defined as:

%K (HfC;;JH )

pr()y/Pr(y)
Following the same line of argument as in the proof of bound (B:I)) (with this new function class
G = {g. : © € X} instead of K) we conclude the lemma. O

9:(y) =

We divide the rest of the proof into few steps. Henceforth we denote LL;, g, as IL,, for typographical
simplicity.

Step 1:  Expanding the expression for L,, we have:

L, = #F (1-D7'K) s

1 Ky K;:
= Z <1 - f)) F(Xi)? — ; 5; (Xi) f(X;5)

We first show that the diagonal terms related to the scaled weighted matrix is asymptotically negligible,

ie.,
1 Kii o P
o o5 ) 0
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By the choice of our kernel, we have K;; = 1/(nh?d,, ,(X;)). Therefore we have:
1 1
u 2 2
el _ X,
”h2 Z f hd+2 “n ; dn.h(Xi)dn.h(Xi)f )

As per our assumption nh?t2 — oo, hence all we need to show is the second term in the above
product is O, (1) to establish the claim. Towards that direction:

1 F2(Xi)

n i (Xz)dn,h( )

1 A(X;) 1 1 B 1
; pr(Xi)dn(X:) Zf dn,h<Xz->c7n,h<Xi> pr(X)dn(X,)

That the first summand is O, (1) is immediate from the law of large numbers and the second term is
op(1) follows by a simple application of Lemma and Lemma

Step 2:  In the next step, we establish the following approximation of the off-diagonal terms:
1 K( 1Xi =X H2>
>3 > VIR
h2 nh2 = dh( )

Xi) F(X5) + 0p(1).

We expand the difference as below:
1 K (”X —X; ”2)

1 nhd
Y Xj) =
nh ; Z\/ph i)V/Pr(X dh
SW;[WK(”X hX” JICSIEIIR
1 1

VK n ) (X3) /() y/on (X ) (X
gn}ﬁznhdk('x’(”)m D)
i#)

f(X')f(Xj)

1 1
ot | Von @ drn D nn (@) on @) on @) ()

Again that the second term of the above product is 0, (1) follows from the bounds established in
Lemma|[B.3|and the lower bound in Lemma|[B.2] We now show that the first term of the above product
in Op (1) which will conclude the claim.

2
E #Zn;dx("‘h”)w D)

:hE[hK(XY”) rearel

= [ (B0 @ sl o) o) oy
de//hd (lx _2y||2> p(@) p(y) dz dy

- %‘Lp(x)/wa (|x;2y||2) p(y) dy dz
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o)

Similar calculation as in the proof of Lemma|[B.3] we have:

sup

1 1
— 71 —_
2 O”( nh Ogh)

ik ()

1
\/n—nh()dn n(z) \/M\/ZT(Z/)CTM

Therefore we obtain:

e 33 T ﬁ Vi )

< nhzznlhdk(xx”) P ¢
i#)

sup
z,y

1 1
(@)oo () (%) \/pn (@) /D0 (@) dn (@)

1 1 1

Step 3:  Based on our analysis in Step 1 and Step 2 we can write:
Ln =15 +0p(1)

where:
Kn(IXi—X517%) )

" 1 \/P (X )P
Lh= o | S f)2 - 2 3 h) LI F(X;)
i 1#]
which can be further decomposed as the bias part and the variance part as follows:
L, =E[L;]+ (L, — E[Ly])
—— N——
Bias Var

In this step, we show that the variance part is 0, (1). Towards that end, note that:

Ly ~E[L;])
- [; S —E[f(X)]]
En(IXi—X512)
1 \/Ph(X )pn(X;) (n—1) Kn(| X — YHQ)
T |2 ; A (X0 £ (X)) E [dh

dn(X,) o | d(X) e (X)pa(Y)

_o, (h?i/ﬁ) —0,(1).

where the rate in the last line follows from the fact that:
var(f(X))=0(1) and

iy <~ K (I1X = Y1)
dn(X)/Pr(X)pa(Y)

f(X)f(Y)> =0(1).
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Step 4:  In the last step of the proof we show that:

E[L:] 5 E[|VF(X)]?).

(IIzZQsz)

* 1 2 K
BLi = g | [ P e [ [ e @) pwpto) dody

We will use DCT to establish the convergence of the above integral. The above integral can be written
as:

Towards that end, note that:

E[L;] = /X on(x) pl) d

where the function g, (x) = g, () is defined as:

n

K ( \|m—yn2>

1 9 h2
_ 1 _ _ d
o) = g | 120) = 1) [ e e ) P dy
= |0 = 1@ [t (o) ] ®7)
with the transformed probability density function my, ,.(+) is defined as:
Y Enllz =yl?) Ao Ko - ylP) A
T eRalle =y Ay A

It is proved in [25] (see main result in Section 3.3) that this sequence of functions convergence
pointwise to the range of Laplacian operator, i.e.,

gn(2) " — f(2)Af(2)

which ensures the convergence in probability of the sequence of random variables {gp,, (X)}. There-
fore if we can show that the sequence {gp,, (X)} is uniformly integrable, i.e there exists some ¢ > 0
such that:

limsup E [|ghn (X)|1+6] < oo
then an application of Vitali’s theorem yields L; convergence, i.e.,
E [gn, (X)] = E[-f(X)Af(X)] = E [IVF(X)]?]

where the last equality is obtained by applying Green’s theorem. Therefore all we need to do is to
establish uniform integrability of the sequence {gs, (X)}. Note that, a two step Taylor expansion of

equation yields:

|70 = 5@ [ wmao)
[ [0 [ ama s [ w0 @5 ma ]|
<[ e
#0020y % 75 / |z||2K<||z||2>m dy
T 4T
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Bound T3 is easier, as we have already established in Lemma that pp, (z) is uniformly lower
bounded on X" and p(x) is uniformly upper bounded by our assumption. We now show that the lower
bound on pj, (x) translates to the lower bound on A(x) as:

. vy 2w
Mm—[jmw )Pl dy

B L2 p(z + hz)
—Lfkwn>‘m@+mfw

Pmin
> Lo [ g(a|P) a
“h

pmax

Pmin

>

o pmax

x inf / K(||z)|?) dz := A.
reX %
This implies that T5 is upper bounded by a constant as:
Pmax
Ty < sup |92 @)y x 22 [ IR (21 dy.
z pminA R
Bounding 7} is a bit more tricky. First we have:
1 p(x + hz
F [ v
hJe A(x)\/pn(z + hz)

=i [ VTR ) d:

h

1 AT, 2 p(x + hz) B ;
+h/%zvf() K(|)<Amﬂ — Q d

*l LETZ 2'2 z
J AN ERE

h

1 T 9 p(x + hz) B ;
+,hﬁ%mem>zK<z|><A@ ) 1>d

)V pu(x + hz

V(@) =K (=) dz
A%ﬁf

1 T 2 M_ €T z
4meﬁwvﬂmzmwm< m@+M)A(Od

_l JITZ 22 z
= ey VIR

S

p(z +h2) Kmm—yw>1“”@>dz

1 ) 2K (||z]]?) | ——— —

i o VIO Kw”)<¢ﬁ@%h@ v (@)
_l (L-Tz 2,’2 z

_hAzyvﬂ> K(J2]%) d

1 T o (_plzt+hz) w2y 2EER) 0
e /X_ V() zK(]|=]l )(W %Kh(H %) o T o) dy) d

_l JfTZ 22 z
= fy VIR

L 2) 2 2112 M _ wl?) dw :
e fo, VIO KWH)<¢E@ﬁh@<1‘AﬁKMH|)d>>d

1 ATs 2 wl? p(z + hw) B p(x + hz)
i) fo V@KU [, Kl n>(v@wx+hw) Ve
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L o) du TR e
*m(x)/()«) () d/ V) AR (R

/ V(@) K (4]?) (/ (ol (w —z,v(%)wz,zw dw> z

(B.8)

Note that the value w,, , is an intermediate value between x + hz and x + hw which can be written as
Wy, = T + h(az + (1 — a)w) for some « € [0, 1] depending on x, z, w. The gradient of py (z) is:

d 1 1 2
_ — Ly llo—yl
V(@) = dx /]Rd (27T)d/2hde " " lyex ply) dy

L fy—z 1 ey
“on fo @m0 heeaxp(y) dy

1
= 5 [ KU e plar )

—Qh/ YK (YD), x = dy+O(1)
— p(@)g(a) + O(1)

where the O(1) term is uniform over the entire region X. For the entire thing p//px:

v () @) = 52 @) Ve) = go(elpnle) Tu(e)
1

B 5172(:6)%(55)_3/29(33) + R(x)

where the remainder term R(z) is uniformly bounded over X'. Now going back to equation (B:8) we
have:

/( T K ()
1 p(x + hz) 3
+hA($>/(X () dw/ VI =K (elt) P d

/ V@) K (4]?) (/ Kl —z,v(&)m,zﬁ dw> &z

== /( V@)K (2]?) dz

1 p(z + hz) s
+hA($)/(X Kol dw/ VI K (lelt) LI (th)d

+7/ V() 2K (]]=]?) (/ K([wl?) < (wz,z)ph({Ex,z)_g/Qg(@z,z))> dw) dz
7) /X V() 2K (||2])?) (/X K(|w|?) (w — 2z, R(,..)) dw) dz

_ ! AT K112 ds
_h/(;f;w)cvf() K(|l=]7) d

1 p(z + hz) 3
e /( K (o) duo / V) AR ()
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* i o TR R ( S Ky (= 2 302 )t dw) .
* X Ju, VIR ( Joo KO0 (o= = (77205
B ;pQ(mw»z)ph(@m,Z)_?)/Qg(m)))> dw> *

e z) 2K (|12 wl?) (w — z, R(W, w | dz
- A /X;me( ) 2K (|2 )(/X’I_IKH 12) (w — 2, R(@,..)) d ) d

=Ty +Tio+Tis+ Ty + T1s

Therefore the function g, (x) is bouned by:
lgn, (@) < Tvip +Tion +Tign + Tian +Tisn + 1o . (B.9)

We next prove that the collection of functions {gy, (x)}, is uniformly integrable, for which it is
enough to show that each term on the above bound of |g;,| is uniformly integrable. We have already
established in equation that 75 is uniformly bounded by a constant hence U.L. As for 715, we
already know that the function R(z) is uniformly bounded, which immediately implies:

. z)'z z||? w||?) (w — z, R(W w | dz
A(a:)/MVf( ) 2K (||z]] )(/XIK(H %) ( R(i,..)) d > d

h h

|T15.0 ()] =

< (swp1rG)1) < 19 5@ |, MEEEE A o= ) e

<Cs.

and consequently {75, } is U.L The other parts need a more involved calculations. We start with
T11n:

i 1+6
E[T})] = Ex (IVf(x) X h/(M)CIIZIIK(IIZIIQ)dz>

1 1+0
— x| (V7@ % 1Bz [1Z]1x1znx]) ]

1+46
—5x | (7@ % 3B (12184, gy o) ]
- 1 1+6
(IIVf(x)ll x 7Bz [Z|]1x+2h¢2f,|2|>2\/@}> ]
1 1457
<Ex [(lvf(fv)ﬂ x 7Bz [||Z||1X+Zhex,|2|s2\/@}>

1+5:
(194@ % 1B (12151 7))

+Ex

+Ex

X 145
<Ex <|Vf($)|| x 7Bz [||Z||1X+Zh¢x,lzl<2\/@D
. 1 _
+Ex <||Vf($)|| X helog"> 1
X 145
<Ex (lVf(fE)H x 7Bz [||Z||]1X+Zh¢X,|Z|<2M]> + O
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5
V£ ()|l o
=Ex <Ez { 5 ||Z||]lx+Zh¢X’”Z”S2 flog T + C4
V()] 145
< Ex < ”Z” ]1X+Zh¢x,||Z\|§2./1og %} +C
1Z||"*+ HVf ||1+‘5

=Ez [ Ex ]1X+Zh¢X 1Z]|<2+/log * +C
- GG P”) o (AR ||+
= up X flog L 1

z:dy, x (z) <hy/log L h Xrangxlziszyios s

IVf(z |1+5) Z]*°

= sup ( xBEy |——P(X+Zh¢ X)1 +| + C1

vy (1)< /o T . h 1Z]1<24/10g 3
_ IVf(z Il” lz)*° P(X+Zh ¢ X)
= sup ( xEz h hl|Z|| | Z]| ]lhuzngzh,/log% +C

x:dy, x z)<h log + +

1+o P(X+t¢ X

< sup < ” ) X sup % x E[|| Z||**°] + C1

x:dp, x z)<h log + HtH<2h log +
<Ci+Ch.

Therefore we can establish the sequence {711, } is U.L provided that:

. CWﬂ@W”)zom

5
w:db,X(w)Sh\/log% h
for some § > 0 and
P(X+te¢ X
sup PX+tgX) _ o).

l[¢<2h+/log & 1]

The first condition follows immediately from our assumption V f(z) = 0 at the boundary of X’ and
the second condition follows from our assumption p(z) is uniformly lower bounded on X'. To show
that the other sequence {712 ,,} is U.L fix a small § > 0 constant L such that L? > 2(1 + §). We
have:

146
1 / p(x + hz)
1+,‘§ — Kn(|Jw|)? dw/ Vi(x) 2K (||2]]?) e d2
Ex(Tiznll = Ex hA(x) J( 2y " X=e ) Il pn(z + hz)
1+6 1+6
max v T
< (%l ) Ex [|fh(1+)5 (Ez [1X+hZ¢X])1+5}
146 1+6
< (/};Tax > Ey [%EZ [ﬂx+hzgx]} [Jensen’s inequality]
1+6 1+6
_ ( Pmax V()]
= ( 7\~mm> [EX [WEZ Lernzg, izi<oyimeg)

V()]
+ Ex { pie Lz []lx+hz¢;c, 1Z||>L+/1og %}

1+o 146
Pmax ||Vf(x)H
: <N5mn> []EX [WEZ {]IXHLZM, HZHSL\/@}_
IV f ()|l ]
+ EX |:hl+6EZ []l|\Z||>L\/log7%} |

149 1+6
Pmax VX
< (o) [oe o P e sy

I
[
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L?/2

B [IIVf(X)IIH‘;}}

1+6 145
C(mm)T T
APmin widy(2)<Lhr/1/h

1
x Ey [hIPX (X+hZ ¢ )1, _, Tgi} +0(1)

1490 146
S (fTax > % sup %
APmin x:dy () <Lhy/1/h
P(X+tdXx
X sup (ﬁ;'fé) <E[IZIL <, g7 ) + OO
[t <Lhy/log £ - "
< Cia.

Now for {T13.,}:

E[|Ti3.0)' ] = E

L T TZ P 2 w 2 w— 2
2) / V()" 2K (]| )(/ K ([|w]?) (w - 2,
1+6‘|

%pQ (Wa,z)Ph (wx,Z)3/2g($))> dw> *

146
= (pfgié/ / =l — 2012 (=) K (o] ) d,zdw)

x Ex [IIV SOl g(X)]+]

1+6
(pf“;; L, velie = el (||w|2)dzdw>

v 1+6
U”f S R IGT— ]

As can be seen the rest of the proof is analogous to that of bounding E [|T117n | 1+5] and hence skipped
for brevity. Finally for showing {734, } is U.L:

/ Vi) =K (]12]%) </ K (||w]f*) < (pQ(wm)ph(wm) 529(w,,2))

1+90
< (2];{/‘31) . IVFCONzllw = 21K (1)K ([w]*) g (@) — g()]

1+6
pmax
< (2%3/2) Ex [IVACOI

min

HT14 n| +6 [

146

1
Bz ||2121 - Zallz, | 1200 (e

1+9
X—x
h

IV A

]J.Zse(X—w—h,(aZé+(1—a)ZQ))c>:|:| 121,226

1
e Ez, |55 120l (L

mll’l

1496
Pmax S
< ( ) Bz,.2, (121011 Z1221))| B
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2/~\p( /2

min

146
pmax
+ ( — ) Ex [IVFX)'" Bz, 2, (|1 21111 21 — Z2||

1
]EZS |:2h ||Z3||]]-ZSG(X—‘T—h(aZ}1+(1—f¥)Z2))C:|] 1Z1,Zz€%

1+6]

Bounding T74; is again follows from similar calculation as we used to bound E [|T117n|1+5} and
hence skipped. Now to bound 77 45:

< Tia1 +Thae -

1+0
pmax
Tiap = ( ~~3/2> Ex [[IVfON* [Ez, 2, [1Z1]l1 21 = Zo

min

1
Ez, {%||Z3||]1236(Xwh<az}+<1a>22>)6” Ly, z,e%==

1+6]
146
< ( Dmex > Ex [IVF ()" Ez, 2, (121010120 = Zo||'°
= 3 1,22 1 1 2

2/~Xp /2
146

1+0
Prmax
< ( 5 > Ex.z.20,2: [IVF O N 201700 20 = Zo| 0

1
Ez, {% ||Z3||]1Z36<Xwh(uzéﬂlu)zyy”

A~3/2
2A min
1 1496
) (2h)1+5”Z3” Ixth(zstazit(1-0)Z2)¢x 1 5, g, 2oe 7 1v) 20|V ) 251 < fiom T

146

pmax

+ <2K~3/2 ) Ex,2,,25,2 [||vf(X)||1+5||Z1||1+5||Zl - ZQH1+6
X 25| 1

(2h)1+5 3 X+h(ZstaZit(1-a)Z22)¢X 2 7, zoe X=2 || 71 ||V|| Z2 ||V Z3 ] >/ 1og &

h

Now it is bounded via similar argument used to bound E[|T11 ,,|'+°] and hence skipped. Therefore we
have established all the terms in the bound of gy, () in equation (B:9) is uniformly integrable which
further implies that the sequence of functions {g, ()} is uniformly integrable, which concludes the
proof.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. The penalized objective using KL divergence on the probability space for unnormalized graph
Laplacian can be written as:

n

A
91,5 yn) = > KL(Py,[|Py,) + 5 > WKL (P, 1IPy,) -
i=1 i#j
where y is the matrix with rows being y1, . . ., y,. Note that the probability vector y; can be written
as:
eoil 60i2 eoik
Yi = L

Ejzl 0is ) E?:1 00 yeo oy Z§:1 00is
with o; being the output of the penultimate layer of the neural network and Py, is the k-class
multinomial distribution with probabilities specified by y;. For the rest of the analysis, define n; (resp.
7;) € RE~1 to be the natural parameter corresponding to y;, i.e., nij = log (Yij/Yix) = 0ij — 0i k-
The multinomial p.m.f. is of the form:

fy, (x) = H? 1zﬂ? = 625;11 97]‘777‘,_7’—10%(14'2?;11 eii) = 623211 x;1i5—A(M:)
i =143

30



Also, from the properties of the distributions from exponential family, we know Ex.p, [X] =
V A(n;). For any 4, j the KL divergence between P, and P, is

— Sy ()
Py) = [ o 40 )t

= /X {(i = ;) @ — (A(m) — Am;))} fy. (@) dp(=)
= (m — ;) "Ex~p,, [X] = (A(m:) — A(n))

= (i —n;) " VA(m;) — (A(m) — A(n;))
=da(n;,m) -

KL (P,

where d 4 is the Bregman divergence with respect to A and p is the counting measure as we are dealing
with discrete random variable. Now consider the case when we want to minimize the following
objective function:

0 = arg min, Z wi K L(Pyl||Py,)

i=1

We can minimize above barycenter problem with respect to the natural parameters and then transform
it back to the original parameter. To be precise, first we solve:

7] = arg min, Z wi da (ni,n)
i1

then transform 7 to 6. Then 7 satisfies the following first order condition:

CZ?;% da (ni,m) - =0
- - sz n:) — A(n) — VA(U)T(TH - 77)] =0
— > [AG) + VAG) - T2AG) ()] =0
- — V2A sz i =0
= Zwi (i—n)=0 = = (W) [.- V2A(n) = 0 on the domain | .

The same optimal solution can be found via minimizing the following quadratic problem:
A RS 2
i = axgmin, 2 >~ w1y — il
i=1

Hence for each i, fixing y; for j # ¢ our update step is:

; = argmin, | |ln—4ill* + > Wijllg — ;)
J#i
efli1 iK1 1

1+Z 16771k7... ]__|_Z 1e7hk7]__|_z 1e7hk

Yi <
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B.3 Extension of Theorem 3.1

The following theorem extends the result of Theorem 3.1 to general Bregman divergence function:

Theorem B.4. Suppose §; is the minimizer of the following objective function:

ji = argmin, { Dp(y,5:) + Y Wi ;Dr(y, §;)
JFi

Then y; is also minimizer of the following squared error loss:

§i = argmin, | [ly = 3l* + > Wislly — 9;1?
i
Proof. The proof of quite similar to that of Theorem 3.1. Recall that for a convex function F, the
Bregman divergence is defined as:

Dp(z,y) = F(z) = F(y) — (x —y, VF(y)) .

KL divergence is a special case of Bregman divergence when F'(z) = ), ; log x;. As it is evident
from the proof of Theorem 3.1, minimizing KL divergence becomes equivalent to minimizing the
weighted combination of Bregman divergence with respect to log partition function A. Now consider
a general form equation (3.8):

n

(gla s agn) = argminyl,...,yn Z DF(y17 y7) + Z Wi,jDF(y% y])
i=1 i

In our co-ordinate descent algorithm, for a fixed ¢ we solve:

§i = argmin, ¢ Dp(y,5:) + > _ Wi ;Dr(y,§;)
J#i

n
A .
= arg min,, w;(y, ;)
=1

where z; = g; for j # i and z; = g;, and for the weights w; = W ; for j # ¢, w; = 1. It follows via
similar calculation as in the proof of Theorem 3.1 that:

G = 2.5 Wiz
’ Zj Wy

which, as argued before is the solution of the following quadratic optimization problem:
g = argmin, |y —&l” + > Wislly — ;1
J#i
This completes the proof. O
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