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Abstract—There have been tremendous efforts over the past
decades dedicated to the generation of realistic graphs in a variety
of domains, ranging from social networks to computer networks,
from gene regulatory networks to online transaction networks.
Despite the remarkable success, the vast majority of these works
are unsupervised in nature and are typically trained to minimize
the expected graph reconstruction loss, which would result in
the representation disparity issue in the generated graphs, i.e.,
the protected groups (often minorities) contribute less to the
objective and thus suffer from systematically higher errors. In
this paper, we aim to tailor graph generation to downstream
mining tasks by leveraging label information and user-preferred
parity constraints. In particular, we start from the investigation
of representation disparity in the context of graph generative
models. To mitigate the disparity, we propose a fairness-aware
graph generative model named FAIRGEN. Our model jointly
trains a label-informed graph generation module and a fair
representation learning module by progressively learning the
behaviors of the protected and unprotected groups, from the
‘easy’ concepts to the ‘hard’ ones. In addition, we propose a
generic context sampling strategy for graph generative models,
which is proven to be capable of fairly capturing the contextual
information of each group with a high probability. Experimental
results on seven real-world data sets demonstrate that FAIRGEN
(1) obtains performance on par with state-of-the-art graph
generative models across nine network properties, (2) mitigates
the representation disparity issues in the generated graphs, and
(3) substantially boosts the model performance by up to 17% in
downstream tasks via data augmentation.

Index Terms—Deep Learning, Fairness, Graph Generative
Model, Self-paced Learning

I. INTRODUCTION

The ever-increasing size of graphs*, together with the diffi-
culty of releasing and sharing them, has made graph generation
a fundamental problem in many high-impact applications,
including data augmentation [1], anomaly detection [2], drug
design [3], [4], recommendation [5], and many more. For in-
stance, financial institutes would like to share their transaction
data or user networks with their partners to improve their
service. However, directly releasing the real data would result
in serious privacy issues, such as the leakage of user identity

*In this paper, we use ‘graphs’ and ‘networks’ interchangeably.

information. In this case, graph generative models provide an
alternative solution without privacy concerns, by generating
high-quality synthetic graphs for sharing. The classic graph-
property oriented models are usually built upon a succinct and
elegant mathematical formula to preserve important structural
properties, e.g., power-law degree distribution [6]–[9], small
world phenomena [10], shrinking diameters of dynamic graphs
[10], [11], local clustering [12]–[14], motif distributions [15],
etc. More recently, the data-driven models [5], [16]–[25] have
attracted much attention, which directly extract the contextual
information from the input graphs and approximate their
structure distributions with minimal prior assumptions.

Despite the tremendous success of existing graph genera-
tors, the vast majority of these generators are unsupervised
and independent of downstream learning tasks. They are able
to produce general-purpose graphs without considering any
label information. However, in many real graphs, labels, such
as identities of users [26] or community memberships [27],
are available and could have a profound impact on the perfor-
mance of downstream learning tasks. Considering an online
transaction network owned by a financial institute that allows
real-time money transfer among users and merchants, most
of the transactions are normal while only a small number
of transactions are red-flagged (i.e., fraudulent transactions)
by domain experts. Such label information could play a
pivotal role in financial fraud detection (e.g., money laundering
detection, identity theft detection). Therefore, if the graph gen-
erators neglect such label information, it is likely to negatively
impact the downstream learning tasks (e.g., fraud detection).

Moreover, as the importance of model fairness has been
widely recognized in the AI community, it is highly desirable
to ensure certain parity or preference constraints in the learning
process of generative models [28], [29]. In particular, it is of
key importance to ensure the protected group (e.g., the African
Americans) and the unprotected group (e.g., the non-African
Americans) are treated equally in the generation process,
especially when the generated data will be used for developing
realistic AI systems (e.g., Correctional Offender Management
Profiling for Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS) [30]). However,
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most, if not all, of the existing graph generative models are
designed either prior to or in parallel with downstream tasks
without considering model fairness in the generative process.
The statistical nature of these models is designed to focus
on the frequent patterns (i.e., the unprotected group), and
as such, might overlook the underrepresented patterns (i.e.,
the protected group) in the observed data. As the protected
groups contribute less to the general learning objective (e.g.,
minimizing the expected reconstruction loss [5]), they tend to
suffer from systematically higher errors. Following [31], we
refer to this phenomenon as representation disparity. Even
worse, as the protected groups are typically more scarce
compared to the unprotected groups, it can be much more
expensive to obtain label information from these groups than
the unprotected groups in practice. As a consequence, the
representation disparity issue could be further exacerbated
when the models are trained with highly imbalanced label
information.

Therefore, in this paper, we aim to tailor graph generation
to downstream learning tasks, by incorporating both label
information and parity constraints. To this end, we have
identified the following challenges. First (C1. Task Guidance),
how to train graph generative models under the guidance of
ground-truth labels, so that the generated graphs are better
suited for the downstream tasks compared to the ones using
general-purpose graph generators? Second (C2. Representation
Disparity), how to enforce the fairness constraint on the
graph generative model so that the protected group and the
unprotected group are treated equally in the generated graphs?
Third (C3. Label Scarcity), given limited label information
(especially for the protected groups), how to accurately capture
the class memberships of the protected groups in the input data
and preserve them in the generated graphs?

To this end, we propose a deep generative model named
FAIRGEN, which jointly trains a label-informed graph gen-
eration module and a fair representation learning module
in a mutually beneficial way. Moreover, To address the
aforementioned challenges, FAIRGEN integrates the self-paced
learning paradigm in the graph generation process. It starts
with few-shot labeled examples and then progressively learns
the behaviors of the protected and unprotected groups, from
the ‘easy’ concepts to the ‘hard’ ones. Moreover, to control
the risk of learning protected groups, we propose a novel
context sampling strategy for graph generative models, which
is proven to be capable of capturing the context of each
group S with probability at least 1 − Tδϕ(S), where T is
the maximum random walk length, ϕ(S) is the conductance
of subgraph S, and δ is a positive constant.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized below.

• Problem. We formalize the fair graph generation problem
and identify unique challenges motivated by real applica-
tions.

• Algorithms. We propose a self-paced graph generative
model named FAIRGEN, which incorporates the label in-
formation and fairness constraint to produce task-specific

graphs.
• Evaluation. We perform extensive experiments on seven

real networks, which demonstrate that FAIRGEN (1) achieves
comparable performance as state-of-the-art graph generative
models in terms of nine widely-used metrics; (2) largely al-
leviates the representation disparity in the generated graphs;
(3) significantly boosts the performance of rare category
detection via data augmentation.

The rest of our paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we introduce our proposed method FAIRGEN followed by
experimental results in Section III. We review the related
literature in Section IV before we conclude the paper in
Section V.

II. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we present our FAIRGEN framework. We
first introduce the notation and the formal problem definition.
Then, we provide an overview of FAIRGEN together with its
learning objective. At last, we present a graph assembling
strategy for fair graph generation.

A. Notation and Problem Definition

We formalize the graph generation problem in the context
of an undirected graph G = (V, E), where V consists of n
vertices and E consists of m edges. We let A ∈ Rn×n denote
the adjacency matrix, D ∈ Rn×n denote the diagonal matrix
of vertex degrees, and I ∈ Rn×n denote the identity matrix.
The transition probability matrix M of G can be obtained by
M = (AD−1+I)/2. We define an indicator vector χS ∈ Rn

which is supported on a set of nodes S ⊆ V , i.e., χS(v) = 1
iff v ∈ S; χS(v) = 0 otherwise. In our problem setting,
we are given a handful of labeled examples from C classes
and the membership of a protected group. Without loss of
generality, we let L = {x1, x2, . . . , xL} denote the set of L
labeled vertices, which includes at least one from each class
y = 1, . . . , C, U = {xL+1, xL+2, . . . , xL+U} denote the set
of U unlabeled vertices, S+ ⊆ V denote the set of protected
group vertices, and S− ⊆ V denote the set of unprotected
group vertices. Note that S− = {x|x ∈ V and x ̸∈ S+}.
Following [5], [20], in the graph generation process, we extract
k random walk sequences W = {w1, . . . ,wk} from the
input graph G, where each random walk sequence consists
of T incident nodes traversed one after another, i.e., wi =
{xi,1, . . . , xi,T }, where xi,j ∈ V , j = 1, . . . , T . The learning
objectives are defined to minimize the reconstruction error
of generating synthetic random walks: w̃ ∼ gθ(W), where
w̃ = {x̃1, . . . , x̃T } is the synthetic random walk consisting of
T vertices x̃i ∈ V , i = 1, . . . , T , and gθ denotes the recurrent
neural network [32], [33] parameterized by θ.

Representation Disparity. Consider a standard graph
generative model that is trained to minimize the reconstruction
error of the input graph G. Given the membership of the
protected group S+, we define the general graph reconstruc-



(a) Original graph (b) NetGAN (500 iterations)

(c) NetGAN (1000 iterations) (d) NetGAN (2000 iterations)

Fig. 1. An illustrative example of representation disparity in deep graph gen-
erative models. The protected group is colored in blue while the unprotected
group is colored in red. (For the purpose of better visualization, we omit the
edge connection.)

tion loss R(θ) and the group-wise graph reconstruction loss
RS+(θ) as follows.

R(θ) = −Ew⊆G [

T∑
t=1

log gθ(wt|w<t)] (1)

RS+(θ) = −Ew⊆GS+ [

T∑
t=1

log gθ(wt|w<t)] (2)

where GS+ refers to a subgraph in G that is composed of a
group of vertices S+ ⊆ V; wt and w<t represent the tth node
and the first (t−1)th nodes in a sampled random walk w. The
objective of existing graph generative models typically aims to
minimize Eq. 1 while ignoring the existence of the protected
group S+ that is under-represented. However, it is vital to
ensure the protected group (e.g., the African Americans) and
the unprotected group (e.g., the non-African Americans) are
treated equally in the generation process. Notice that the statis-
tical nature of the existing graph generative models is designed
to focus on the frequent patterns (i.e., the unprotected group),
and as such, might overlook the underrepresented patterns (i.e.,
the protected group) in the observed data. Figure 1 shows an
illustrative example of this phenomenon, where we present
an original graph and three synthetic graphs generated by
NetGAN [5]. We observe that the generated graphs in (b)
initially maintain fairness (i.e., the protected group is well
preserved in the embedding space); but as NetGAN is trained
for more and more iterations, the nodes from the protected
group and unprotected group get mixed together, because the
protected group S+ contributes less to Eq. 1, thus receiving
less attention from the generative model (e.g., NetGAN). As
a result, the status quo of generative models may obtain a
low R(θ) but relatively high RS+(θ). Following [31], [34],
we refer to this phenomenon as the representation disparity in
graph generative models. Here we formally define our problem
below.
Problem 1: Fairness-Aware Graph Generation
Input: (i) an observed undirected graph G, (ii) few-shot
labeled examples L = {x1, . . . , xL}, (iii) the memberships

of the protected group S+ and the unprotected group S−.
Output: the generated graph G̃ that fairly preserves the contex-
tual information (i.e., structure properties, attributes, and label
information) of the protected group S+ and the unprotected
group S−.

B. A Generic Joint Learning Framework

Given a graph G associated with a handful of labeled nodes
L and the membership of protected group S+, the goal of
our framework is to learn a graph generator gθ that agrees
with the known label information, and in the meanwhile
fairly preserves the network context (i.e., structures and label
information) of the protected group and the unprotected group
in the generated graphs. With these design objectives in mind,
we formulate FAIRGEN as an optimization problem as follows.

argmin
θ,ω,v(1),...,v(C)

J =JG + JP + JF + JL + JS

= − Ew∼fS(G)

[
T∑

t=1

log gθ(wt|w<t)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

JG: label-informed generative model

+ α

L∑
i=1

ξxi
dω(xi, yi)︸ ︷︷ ︸

JP : prediction model

+ γ

C∑
c=1

∥m+
c −m−

c ∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
JF : fairness regularizer

− β

L+U∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

v
(c)
i logPr(ŷi = c|xi)︸ ︷︷ ︸

JL: label propagation model

− λ

L+U∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

v
(c)
i︸ ︷︷ ︸

JS : self-paced learning

(3)

where α, β, γ, and λ are positive constants to balance the
impact of each term. The overall objective function consists of
five terms. The first term JG corresponds to the label-informed
generative model that minimizes the expected reconstruction
error of the sampled random walk sequence w using the
label-informed sampling strategy fS . The second term JP

minimizes the weighted prediction loss for the training data L,
where the function ξxi

defines the cost-sensitive ratios regard-
ing the protected group and the unprotected group. The third
term JF is the fairness regularizer, where m+

c and m−
c denote

the statistical parity measure [35] regarding the protected
group S+ and the unprotected group S−, respectively. The
fourth term JL corresponds to the label propagation model
that maximizes the likelihood of observing xi in its predicted
class ŷi = c. The last term is the self-paced regularizer, which
globally maintains the learning pace of graph generation and
label propagation. An overview of FAIRGEN is presented in
Figure 2. It consists of three major components, including
(M1) label-informed graph generative module (i.e., JG), (M2)
fair learning module (i.e., JP + JF ), and (M3) self-paced
learning module (i.e., JL + JS). Next, we will elaborate on
these components one by one.

M1. Label-informed graph generative module: The ex-
isting RNN-based graph generative models [5], [20] often



 

Fig. 2. Overview of the proposed FAIRGEN framework.

suffer from the long training process when modeling large-
scale networks. To reduce the time complexity, we aim to train
the transformer-based generator [36] to model long symbolic
sequences as follows.

argmin
θ

−Ew∼fS(G)

[
T∑

t=1

log gθ(wt|w<t)

]
(4)

where gθ is the Transformer-based generator; fS(·) is a label-
informed context sampling function; wt and w<t represent the
tth node and the first (t−1)th nodes in a specific random walk
w. However, one major drawback of most graph generative
models is the representation disparity. To alleviate this issue,
we propose JG to approximately minimize RS+(θ) in Eq. 2
and R(θ) in Eq. 1 across both protected group (i.e., S = S+)
and unprotected group (i.e., S = S−) via fS(·). In particular,
fS(·) is designed to extract two types of context information
from the input data. The first type of context is based on the
graph G, which encodes the general structure distribution by
minimizing R(θ) in Eq. 1. The second type of context is based
on the labeled examples, which encode the class-membership
information. In Figure 3, we present an example of extracting
two types of random walks via fS(·) on a toy graph. In this
figure, we can see label-informed random walks (colored in
red) traverse within the subgraph S (bounded by the blue
box), by starting from a labeled example (indicated by the
green arrow) in CS (i.e., the clique bounded by the orange
box). Without loss of generality, we assume that all the labeled
examples are representative, i.e., located within the diffusion
cores [37], [38] of the corresponding classes, as defined below.

Definition 1: [Diffusion Core] For any subgraph S ⊆ G,
the (δ, t)-diffusion core of S is defined as CS = {x ∈ S|1 −
χSM

tχx < δϕ(S)}, where δ ∈ (0, 1), M = (AD−1 + I)/2
is the transition probability matrix, χS and χx are two
indicator vectors supported on S and {x}, and ϕ(S) denotes
the conductance of S in G.

Note that 1 − χSM
tχx computes the probability of a

random walk starting from node x ∈ S and escaping S after

 

Fig. 3. An illustrative example of random walk extraction via fS(·), where
the red dots represent the labeled examples, and the blue dots represent the
unlabeled examples. With probability r, fS(·) samples random walks (colored
blue) for capturing general structure distribution; with probability 1−r, fS(·)
samples random walks (colored red) starting from a labeled example (pointed
by a green arrow).

t steps. Roughly speaking, CS is the set of nodes that are
connected with each other within the subgraph S. Next, in
Lemma 2.1, we show that if the labeled example is located in
the diffusion core of S, the extracted random walk sequences
will purely preserve the context information within S with a
high probability.

Lemma 2.1: If the labeled example xi is located in the
diffusion core of a subgraph S, i.e., xi ∈ CS , then the
sampled T -length random walks starting from xi only capture
the context information within S with probability at least
1− Tδϕ(S).

Proof 1: To ensure the sampled random walks w only pre-
serve the context information of S, we need w to stay entirely
inside of S. Note that Mχx is the distribution mass that a one-
step random walk starts from xi and diag(χS)Mχx is the
truncated distribution when the w stays inside S. Therefore,
the probability of the extracted T -length random walks entirely
staying inside of subgraph S is 1′(diag(χS)M)tχx.



For any 1 ≤ t ≤ T , we can have

1′(diag(χS)M)t−1χx − 1′(diag(χS)M)tχx (5)

= 1′(I − diag(χS)M)(diag(χS)M)t−1χx

= 1′(M − diag(χS)M)(diag(χS)M)t−1χx

= 1′(I − diag(χS))M(diag(χS)M)t−1χx

= χS̄M(diag(χS)M)t−1χx

≤ δϕ(S)χS̄M
tχx

Based on Def. 1, we have

1′(diag(χS)M)t−1χx − 1′(diag(χS)M)tχx ≤ δϕ(S)
(6)

For t = 1, . . . , T , the Eq. 6 can be written as follows.

1− 1′(diag(χS)M)1χx ≤ δϕ(S)

1′(diag(χS)M)1χx − 1′(diag(χS)M)2χx ≤ δϕ(S)

...

1′(diag(χS)M)T−1χx − 1′(diag(χS)M)Tχx ≤ δϕ(S)

By adding up the above T inequalities, we have

1− 1′(diag(χS)M)Tχx ≤ Tδϕ(S) (7)

Thus, we have proved that w only preserves the context
information of S with the probability of 1′(diag(χS)M)T ≥
1− Tδϕ(S).

In practice, we want to control S to be compact, such
that (1) ϕ(S) is small and 1 − Tδϕ(S) is close to 1; (2)
the extracted group-wise contextual information is meaningful.
We describe the technical details of fS(·) as follows. We first
sample a random number r ∈ [0, 1]. Then, with probability
r, we uniformly sample a T -length random walk w via the
biased second-order random walk sampling strategy [39]; with
probability 1− r, we sample graph context with the guidance
of label information.

M2. Fair learning module: Through M1, we encode the
general structure distribution and the label information of the
input data into the graph generator gθ via fS(·). Nevertheless,
simply minimizing the reconstruction loss defined in Eq. 4
may overlook the protected group nodes, due to the imbal-
anced nature between the protected and unprotected groups. To
minimize the risk of representation disparity in gθ, we propose
a self-paced label propagation to gradually generate ‘accurate
and fair’ labels to be fed to fS(·) for label-informed context
sampling. In particular, given a handful of labeled examples
together with the membership of the protected group, the
learning objective of this module is to minimize the following
two terms (i.e., JP + JF ) below.

α

L∑
i=1

ξxidω(xi, yi) + γ

C∑
c=1

∥m+
c −m−

c ∥ (8)

where dω is the discriminator that learns the mapping between
xi and yi via cross-entropy loss. The architecture of the
discriminator is a three-layer MLP. In Eq. 8, the function ξxi

defines the cost-sensitive ratios regarding the protected group
and the unprotected group as follows.

ξxi
=

{
1/|S+| xi ∈ S+

1/|S−| Otherwise.
(9)

where |S+| (|S−|) denotes the cardinality of S+ (S−). In-
tuitively, as the protected group often corresponds to the
minorities, i.e., |S+| ≪ |S−|, we have ξxi

≫ ξxj
for xi ∈ S+

and xj ∈ S−. By enforcing a higher loss of misclassifying
protected group nodes, the predictor dω tends to pay more
attention to the underrepresented protected group S+. The
second term guarantees the label propagation is ‘fair’ via
statistical parity constraint [35], where

m+
c =

1

|S+|
∑

xi∈S+

logPr(ŷi = c|xi) (10)

m−
c =

1

|S−|
∑

xj∈S−

logPr(ŷj = c|xj) (11)

where Pr(yi|xi) = softmax(h(xi)) and h(xi) is the hypoth-
esis learned by dω mapping node xi to the label space yi.
We aim to ensure that the label propagation is ‘accurate’
by maximizing the likelihood probability Pr(ŷi = c|xi).
Intuitively, we would like to ensure the expected probability
of a protected group node xi ∈ S+ from a particular class
ŷi = c is close to the expected probability of an unprotected
group node xj ∈ S− belonging to the same class ŷj = c.
For example, in a professional network, we want to ensure
the female programmers (protected group S+) have the same
chance to be promoted to the position of the principal scientist
as the male programmers (unprotected group S−) in an IT
company. As shown in Figure 2, in each iteration, FAIRGEN
feeds the generated pseudo labels and the ground truth labels
to fS(·) for training gθ via negative sampling [40], [41].

M3. Self-paced learning module: Though we could gen-
erate a graph by preserving the structural properties of both
the protected group and unprotected group with M1 and
M2, the generative model may still suffer from the issue of
label scarcity. As mentioned earlier, the protected groups are
typically more scarce compared to the unprotected groups,
and thus, it can be much more expensive to obtain label
information from these groups than the unprotected groups
in practice. To address this issue, we propose to regularize the
learning process via a self-paced label module, which aims to
minimize the following two terms (i.e., JL + JS).

−β

L+U∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

v
(c)
i logPr(ŷi = c|xi)− λ

L+U∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

v
(c)
i (12)

where v(c) ∈ {0, 1}n×1 denotes the self-paced vectors regard-
ing the class c = 1, . . . , C. The general philosophy of self-
paced learning [42] is to learn from the ‘easy’ concepts to



the ‘hard’ ones following the cognitive mechanism of human
beings. The purpose of Eq. 12 is to globally maintain the
learning pace of the graph context extraction in M1 and the
label propagation in M2 such that the two modules are trained
in a mutually beneficial way. To be specific, at each self-paced
cycle l = 1, . . . , p shown in Figure 2, M3 first computes the
self-paced vectors v(c), c = 1, . . . , C, to assign pseudo labels
to a set of unlabeled vertices using the self-paced threshold λ
and the learned predictive model dω in the last cycle l − 1;
then M1 samples new random walks based on the updated
self-paced vectors v(c) and updates the generative model in
Eq. 4 via negative sampling [39]. In particular, at each cycle
l, we treat the newly sampled random walks via fS(·) as
positive samples and the generated random walks from last
cycle l − 1 as negative samples. In this way, we gradually
increase the learning difficulty of gθ and force it to distinguish
the characteristics of the real random walks from the fake ones,
in order to better model the distributions of the protected and
the unprotected groups. In the meanwhile, M2 updates the
predictive model by learning from the augmented training data
(i.e., labeled data and pseudo labeled data) that is preserved
in the updated self-paced vectors v(c).

Mathematically, the self-paced vectors v(c) serve as a key
component for training M1 and M2. In particular, we gradually
increase the value of λ for increasing the learning difficulty,
which will be used to update the self-paced vectors in the next
learning cycle. By taking the partial derivative of J in Eq. 3,
the gradient of v(c) can be written as follows.

∂J
∂v

(c)
i

= − logPr(ŷi = c|xi)− λ (13)

Thus, the closed-form solution of updating v
(c)
i is

v
(c)
i =

{
1 − logPr(ŷi = c|xi) < λ

0 Otherwise
(14)

Intuitively, λ serves as a learning threshold for selecting the
nodes to be labeled. In particular, when v

(c)
i = 1, it indicates

FAIRGEN classifies xi to class c with a high confidence
logPr(ŷi = c|xi) > −λ; when v

(c)
i = 0, it indicates the pre-

diction loss − logPr(ŷi = c|xi) is higher than the threshold λ.
By monitoring the increased rate of λ over self-paced cycles
l = 1, . . . , p, the end users can easily control the learning
pace and learning difficulty. In fact, FAIRGEN propagates the
pseudo labels to the unlabeled vertices from the easy concept
(i.e., the ones with a small loss − logPr(ŷi = 1|xi)) to the
hard ones (i.e., the ones with a large loss − logPr(ŷi = 1|xi))
by gradually increasing the value of λ.

C. Optimization Algorithm

To optimize the overall objective function described in
Eq. 3, we present the optimization algorithm in Algorithm 1
for learning FAIRGEN framework. The inputs include an
undirected graph G together with the labeled vertices L,
the memberships of the protected group S+, the length of
random walks T , the number of sampled random walks K,
batch iterations T1, batch size N1, the number of self-paced

Algorithm 1 The FAIRGEN Learning Framework.
Input:

(i) an undirected graph G, (ii) few-shot labeled examples L =
{x1, . . . , x|L|}, (iii) the membership of the protected group
vertices S+. (iv) parameters T , K, T1, N1, p, r, α, β, γ, λ.

Output:
Generative model gθ , predictive model dω , self-paced vectors
v(1), . . . ,v(C)

1: Initialize the predictive model dω and the self-paced vectors
v(1), . . . ,v(C) based on the labeled vertices L.

2: Sample K positive random walks via fS and store them in N+;
sample K negative random walks based on [39] and store them
in N−.

3: for l = 1, . . . , p do
4: Update the hidden parameters θ of the generator gθ by training

from N+ and N−.
5: Sample K positive random walks by fS with the updated self-

paced vectors v(1), . . . ,v(C) and add them to N+.
6: Sample K negative random walks using the current generative

model gθ and add them to N−.
7: Augment the value of λ.
8: Update v(1), . . . ,v(C) based on Eq. 14 and augment L with

the pseudo labeled vertices.
9: for t = 1 : T1 do

10: Sample N1 labeled vertices from L and update hidden
layers’ parameters ω by taking a gradient step with respect
to JP + JL + JF .

11: end for
12: end for

cycles p and parameters r, α, β, γ, λ. In Step 1, we first
initialize the predictive model dω(·) and the self-paced vectors
v(1), . . . ,v(C) based on the labeled vertices L. Specifically,
we let v

(c)
i = 1 for all the vertices xi labeled as class c;

otherwise, v(c)
i = 0. Step 2 samples K positive random walks

and K negative random walks and stores them in N+ and N−

respectively. Step 3 to Step 12 is the main body of Algorithm
2. In particular, at each self-paced cycle l = 1, . . . , p, Step
4 updates the generative model gθ(·) by learning from N+

and N−. Step 5 and Step 6 sample new positive random
walks and negative random walks for training gθ(·) in the
next cycle l + 1. By adding the generated random walks to
N−, we are increasing the difficulty of training gθ(·). In this
way, we enforce gθ(·) to distinguish the characteristics of the
real random walks from the fake ones and then generate better
random walks that are plausible in the real graph. Step 7 and
step 8 update the self-paced vectors and λ, which will be used
to augment the training set L with the pseudo-labeled vertices.
At last, from Step 9 to Step 11, we employ stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) [43] to minimize the objective function of M2.

D. Fair Network (FAIRGEN) Assembling

After obtaining gθ and dω , we construct a score matrix
B ∈ Rn×n to infer the adjacency matrix Ã of the output
graph G̃. In particular, we let the learned generative model
gθ continuously generate synthetic random walks w̃, and then
collect the counts of each observed edge (i, j) to be stored in
B(i, j). However, simply thresholding B to produce Ã may
lead to the low-degree nodes or protected group nodes being



Category Network Nodes Edges Class Protected
Group

Communication Email 1,005 25,571 N/A N/A

Social Network
FB 4,039 88,234 N/A N/A

BLOG 5,196 360,166 6 300
FLICKR 7,575 501,983 9 450

File-Sharing GNU 6,301 20,777 N/A N/A

Collaboration CA 5,242 14,496 N/A N/A
ACM 16,484 197,560 9 597

TABLE I
STATISTICS OF THE DATASETS.

left out. Here, we propose the following assembling criteria:
(1) the protected group S+ in the generated graph G̃ should
have a similar volume (total number of edges) as the original
graph G; (2) each node should have at least one connected
edge in the generated graph G̃. Typically, we generate a much
larger number of random walks than the sampled ones, which
is beneficial to ensure the overall quality and to reduce the
randomness of the generated graphs. Finally, we threshold B
to produce Ã, which has the same number of edges as in A.

III. EXPERIMENTS

We demonstrate the performance of FAIRGEN on seven
real-world graphs with respect to graph generation, data aug-
mentation, parameter sensitivity, and scalability.

A. Experiment Setup

Data Sets: We evaluate our proposed algorithm on seven real-
world graphs. The statistics of these datasets are summarized
in Table I. Email [44] is a student-to-student communication
network, where each node represents a student and an edge
exists if one student sends one email to another student;
FB [44] and FLICKR [45] and BLOG [45] are social networks,
where each node represents a user and each edge represents
one user connected with another user; GNU [44] is file-
sharing networks, where each node represents a host and each
edge indicates the connection between two hosts; CA [44]
and ACM [46] are collaboration networks, where each node
represents an author and each edge indicates a collabora-
tion between two authors. Particularly, in ACM, BLOG, and
FLICKR datasets, the nodes come with the class labels and
the memberships of protected group S+ and unprotected group
S−. Specifically, the protected group of the FLICKR data set
is race; the protected group of the BLOG data set is race; the
protected group of the ACM data set is the topic with a small
population.
Comparison Methods: We compare FAIRGEN with multiple
graph generative models, including two random graph mod-
els, i.e., Erdös-Rényi (ER) model [47] and Barabási-Albert
(BA) model [6], three deep graph generative models, i.e.,
GAE [48], NetGAN [5], TagGen [49]. To investigate the
contributions of different parts of FAIRGEN, we conduct an
ablation study by introducing three variations of FAIRGEN,
including FAIRGEN-R that samples random walks via uniform
distribution, FAIRGEN-w/o-SPL that trains without self-paced
learning, and FAIRGEN-w/o-Parity that trains without the

fairness constraint.
Evaluation: We present the results regarding the following
metrics: (1) Average Degree (AD): the average node degree;
(2) LCC: the size of the largest connected component; (3)
Triangle Count (TC): the count of three mutually connected
nodes; (4) Power Law Exponent (PLE): the exponent of the
power law distribution of G; (5) Gini: the Gini coefficient
of the degree distribution; (6) Edge Distribution Entropy
(EDE): the relative edge distribution entropy of G. (7) ASPL:
Average Shortest Path Length. (8) NCC: The number of
connected components. (9) CC: Clustering coefficient of a
graph. The formulations of these nine metrics can be found
in Table II. For the sake of easy comparison, we define
the overall discrepancy R(G, G̃, fm) and the protected set
discrepancy R+(G, G̃,S+, fm) between the original graph and
the generated graph in terms of the above metrics fm.

R(G, G̃, fm) = |fm(G)− fm(G̃)
fm(G) | (15)

R+(G, G̃,S+, fm) = |fm(GS+)− fm(G̃S+)

fm(GS+)
| (16)

where GS+ and G̃S+ denote the subgraphs that consist of the
protected group vertices S+ in G and G̃, respectively. These
subgraphs are the 1-hop ego network with the anchor nodes
from the protected group vertices. Ideally, a fair graph gener-
ator should (1) well captures the general structural properties
of the input graph G (small R(G, G̃, fm)), and also (2) fairly
preserves the contextual information of the protected group
(small R+(G, G̃,S+, fm)) in the generated graph G̃.

B. Implementation and Repeatability

The experiments are performed on a Windows machine with
eight 3.8GHz Intel Cores and a single 16GB RTX 5000 GPU.
In our implementation, we set the batch size N1 = 128, batch
iterations T1 = 3, the epoch numbers to be 20, the node
embedding dimension to be 100, the number of transformer’s
heads to be 4, the learning rate to be 0.01, walk length T = 10,
and α = 1, β = 1, γ = 1.

C. Graph Generation

We compare the quality of the generated graphs with eight
baseline methods at the level of both the entire graph G̃ and the
protected group S+ in terms of nine classic graph properties.
We fit all the models on the seven real-world graphs and report
the statistics of the generated graphs in Figure 4 and Figure 5.
In Figure 4, we provide the comparison results in terms of
the overall discrepancy R(G, G̃, fm) and have the following
observations. (1) The traditional random graph models (i.e.,
ER, BA) excel at recovering the corresponding structural prop-
erties (e.g., Largest Connected components, Poisson degree
distribution and heavy-tailed degree distribution) that they
aim to model, whereas they fail to deal with the ones (e.g.,
triangle count) that they do not account for. (2) The deep
graph generative models (e.g., FAIRGEN, NetGAN, TagGen)
have better generalization to different network properties than



(a) Average Degree (b) LLC (c) Triangle Count

(d) Power Law Exponent (e) Gini (f) Edge Distribution Entropy

(g) Average Shortest Path Length (h) Number of Connected Components (i) Clustering Coefficient

Fig. 4. Overall discrepancy R(G, G̃, fm) regarding nine metrics across seven real networks. We cut off high values for better visibility. The proposed FAIRGEN
and its variations (FAIRGEN-R, FAIRGEN-w/o SPL, FAIRGEN-w/o Parity) are the leftmost bars. For better visualization, we change the lower limit of the
y-axis for (a), (b), (d), and (f) to -0.1, as the values of some metrics are close to zero. (Smaller metric values indicate better performance)

TABLE II
GRAPH STATISTICS FOR MEASURING NETWORK PROPERTIES.

Metric name Computation Description
Average Degree (AD) E[d(v)] Average node degree.

LCC maxf∈F |f | Size of the largest connected component in G.
Triangle Count (TC) |{{u,v,w}|{(u,v),(v,w),(u,w)}⊆E|

6
Number of the triangles.

Power Law Exponent (PLE) 1 + n(
∑

u∈V log(
d(u)
dmin

))−1 Exponent of the power-law distribution of G.

Gini 2
∑n

i=1 id̂i

n
∑n

i=1 d̂i
− n+1

n
Inequality measure for degree distribution.

Edge Distribution Entropy (EDE) 1
lnn

∑
v∈V − d(v)

|E| ln
d(v)
|E| Entropy of degree distribution.

ASPL 1
n(n−1)

·
∑

i̸=j d(vi, vj) Average Shortest Path Length
NCC Algorithm 2 in [50] The number of connected components
CC number of triangles connect to node vi

number of triangles centred around node vi
Clustering coefficient of a graph

the random graph models. (3) NetGAN performs better than
FAIRGEN on the data sets that provide labels and the protected
group information, such as the FLICKR data set in Figure 4
(c). This is consistent with the objective of FAIRGEN, which
is not merely minimizing the overall reconstruction loss of the
observed graphs. (4) FAIRGEN achieves comparable and even
better performance than the baseline methods in most cases.
By incorporating the label information and fairness constraint
to protect the protected group nodes, FAIRGEN slightly sacri-
fices the overall discrepancy to some extent. Notice that based
on the statistics shown in Table I, the ratio of the protected

group is significantly smaller than the unprotected group on
BLOG, ACM and FLICKR graphs, and generated graphs tend
to be biased if we only evaluate the performance of the overall
discrepancy. Thus, we further measure the discrepancy of the
protected group for all methods in Figure 5. In particular, we
observe that FAIRGEN consistently outperforms all the other
methods across three data sets on all nine metrics in terms
of the protected group discrepancy, which demonstrates how
well the protected group is preserved in the generated graphs.

In addition, we conduct the ablation study to examine the
effectiveness of the proposed sampling strategy fS(·). The



(a) Average Degree (b) LLC (c) Triangle Count

(d) Power Law Exponent (e) Gini (f) Edge Distribution Entropy

(g) Average Shortest Path Length (h) Number of Connected Components (i) Clustering Coefficient

Fig. 5. Protected group discrepancy R+(G, G̃,S+, fm) regarding nine metrics across three real graphs. We cut off high values for better visibility. The
proposed FAIRGEN and its variations (FAIRGEN-R, FAIRGEN-w/o SPL, FAIRGEN-w/o Parity) are the leftmost bars. (Smaller metric values indicate better
performance)

experimental results are shown in Table III, where ‘Negative
Sampling’ refers to the variant of FAIRGEN by replacing fS(·)
with the negative sampling strategy used in Node2vec. A
smaller value indicates better performance. By observation,
we find that FAIRGEN achieves the smallest discrepancy of
R+(G, G̃,S+, fm) comparing it with the negative sampling
strategy. This observation suggests that the proposed sampling
strategy is better than negative sampling.

D. Data Augmentation

Figure 4 and Figure 5 show the effectiveness of our
proposed method and how well the generated graph by
FAIRGEN preserves the structural information with fairness
constraint. Next, we conduct a case study to evaluate the
capability of FAIRGEN further in augmenting the performance
of a prediction model for node classification. Specifically, we
aim to see how well our label-informed generative model
boosts the performance of the node classification task via
data augmentation by comparing it with the one without data
augmentation. Here are the procedures of the case study.
First, we employ a logistic regression classifier as our base
model, which is trained on the learned graph embedding of
the original graph via node2vec [39]. Then, we aim to produce
potential edges for the original graph by a specific graph
generative model and insert 5% more edges into the original

graph to augment the data. Next, we retrain the node2vec on
the augmented graphs and use the learned logistic regression
model to predict the label. Notice that ’No Augmentation’ in
Figure 6 refers to the node classification task performed on the
original graph without any augmentation. In our experiments,
we split the data set into ten folds, with 90% for training and
10% for testing. In Figure 6, we provide the accuracy score
(i.e., bar height) as well as the standard deviation (i.e., error
bars) in the task of node classification on BLOG, ACM, and
FLICKR data sets. In general, we observed that: (1) FAIRGEN
significantly outperforms all the other graph generative models
regarding performance improvement; (2) the baseline methods
(e.g., GAE, NetGAN, TagGen, etc.) without utilizing label
information can only marginally increase the performance.
For example, on the BLOG graph, FAIRGEN boosts the
performance to 17%, while the best competitor FAIRGEN-R
and the second-best competitor TagGen only achieve 3.7%
and 3.6% improvement in accuracy over the performance of
no augmentation, respectively.

E. Parameter Sensitivity Analysis

We investigate the sensitivity of both context sampling
parameters (i.e., walking length T and sampling ratio r) and
also self-paced learning parameters (i.e., learning threshold λ).
In Figure 7(a)(b)(c), we individually report the overall loss J ,



TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY REGARDING DIFFERENT SAMPLING STRATEGIES WITH RESPECT TO R+(G, G̃,S+, fm). NEGATIVE SAMPLING REFERS TO THE

VARIANT OF FAIRGEN BY REPLACING fS(·) WITH NEGATIVE SAMPLING. A SMALLER VALUE INDICATES BETTER PERFORMANCE.

Method (Dataset) AD LLC TC PLE Gini EDE ASPL NCC CC
Negative Sampling (BLOG) 0.0625 0.0140 0.2801 0.0682 0.7016 0.0276 0.0000 0.4257 0.0413

FAIRGEN (BLOG) 0.0577 0.0077 0.1492 0.0493 0.2692 0.0182 0.0000 0.2793 0.0096
Negative Sampling (ACM) 0.0369 0.1205 0.2787 0.1707 0.5535 0.0036 0.1130 0.2229 0.0432

FAIRGEN (ACM) 0.0334 0.0218 0.2062 0.0534 0.3549 0.0056 0.0145 0.2001 0.0193
Negative Sampling (FLICKR) 0.0206 0.1364 0.4834 0.0291 0.5705 0.0218 0.0000 0.1874 0.0175

FAIRGEN (FLICKR) 0.0158 0.0335 0.0389 0.0285 0.2732 0.0088 0.0000 0.1094 0.0166

Fig. 6. Data augmentation for node classification. The red dotted line shows
the performance without data augmentation. FAIRGEN and its variations are
the leftmost bars. (Larger metric values indicate better performance)

generator loss JG, and discriminator loss JP +JL+JF +JS

for different settings of walking length T and sampling ratio
r ∈ [0, 1]. We observe that (1) the overall loss J is generally
smooth across different settings of T and r; (2) a major
component of the overall loss J comes from the generator,
which is largely consistent with our intuition. As the output
space of the generator (i.e., the entire graph with O(n2)
space complexity) is much larger than the output space of the
discriminator (i.e., node labels with O(n) space complexity),
the learning complexity of the generator is significantly higher
than the one of the discriminator. Moreover, in Figure 7(c),
the discriminator obtains the largest loss when r is around 0.5
while getting the lowest loss when r is close to 0 or 1. This
is because when r = 1, our context sampling strategy fS(·)
purely extracts the general network context information with-
out label guidance; when r = 0, our context sampling strategy
fS(·) entirely extracts network context with the guidance of
labels obtained from the discriminator at the last iteration of
self-paced learning; when r = 0.5, fS(·) extracts both general
network context and label-informed network context. That is to
say, when r = 0.5, FAIRGEN blends the two kinds of network
context information equally into a unique embedding space,
which leads to a higher discriminator loss. In Figure 7(d),
we present the overall loss with respect to different settings
of the learning threshold −λ. Intuitively, when −λ is large,
FAIRGEN only propagates labels to the unlabeled nodes with
a high confidence score logPr(ŷi = c|xi) > −λ for training
in the next iteration. Thus, we can see J obtains a lower loss
when −λ is close to 1 but obtains a higher loss when −λ is
around 0.

  

(a) (b)

  

(c) (d)

Fig. 7. Parameter sensitivity analysis. (a) Overall loss w.r.t. walking length
T & sampling ratio r; (b) Generator loss w.r.t. walking length T & sampling
ratio r; (c) Discriminator loss w.r.t. walking length T & sampling ratio r; (d)
Overall loss w.r.t. learning threshold −λ.

F. Scalability Analysis

Here, we analyze the scalability of FAIRGEN, by reporting
the running time of FAIRGEN on a series of synthetic graphs
with increasing sizes (i.e., the number of nodes and the edge
density). To control the number of nodes and the edge density,
we generate the synthetic graphs via ER algorithm [47]. In
Figure 8 (a), we fix the edge density to be 0.005 and gradually
increase the number of nodes from 500 to 5000. In Figure 8
(b), we fix the number of nodes to 5,000 and increase the edge
density from 0.005 to 0.05. Based on the results in Figure 8,
we observe that the complexity of the proposed method is
almost linear to both the number of nodes and the edge density,
which is desirable for modeling large-scale networks.

Furthermore, we also report the running time for different
baseline methods on seven benchmark datasets shown in
Table IV. Notice that ER and BA do not have a training phase
but a generation phase. Thus, the running time of these two
methods is much less than deep learning-based methods, such
as GAE, NETGAN, TagGen, and FAIRGEN. By observation,
the running time of our proposed method is much less than
NetGAN but it achieves better performance than NetGAN as
shown in Figures 4 and 5.



TABLE IV
RUNNING TIME (IN SECONDS) OF DIFFERENT BASELINE METHODS

Method EMAIL GNU CA FB BLOG ACM FLICKR
ER 0.093 0.109 0.078 0.469 0.938 1.860 1.423
BA 0.015 0.140 0.094 0.094 0.293 1.374 0.841

GAE 57.12 372.31 258.68 422.18 741.02 2889.07 1339.1
NetGAN 1397.36 8323.7 5643.21 3218.64 6036.42 29688.28 7834.12
TagGen 372.63 2162.13 1707.01 971.23 1462.37 7253.16 1632.76
FairGen 394.65 2254.37 1768.25 1013.66 3248.86 11429.91 4969.56

(a) Running time v.s (b) Running time v.s
# of nodes edge density

Fig. 8. Scalability analysis.

G. Visualization

In this subsection, we visualize the synthetic graphs gener-
ated by deep learning baseline methods, including NetGAN,
GAE, TagGen, and FAIRGEN, as shown in Figure 9. To
better visualize the graph, the experiment is conducted on the
synthetic dataset shown in Figure 1. Here is the procedure to
price the TSNE [51] visualization: we first use Node2vec to
learn the representation for a graph (e.g., either the original
graph or the synthetic graph), and then we use TSNE to reduce
the representation to 2D space and visualize the graph. By
observation, we can find that our proposed method can fairly
preserve the topological structure for both the protected group
and unprotected group while other baseline methods fail to do
that.

IV. RELATED WORK

Graph Generative Model. Graph generative models have a
longstanding history, with applications in biology [52], chem-
istry [20], [53], and social sciences [52], [54]. Classic graph
generators are often designed as network-property oriented
models, which capture and reproduce one or more important
structure properties, e.g., power-law degree distribution [6],
[47], small diameters [10], motif distribution [8], [55], and
densification in graph evolution [11]. More recently, deep
generative models [5], [20], [21], [25], [56]–[64] for graphs
have received much research interest. For example, in [21], the
authors propose a variational auto-encoders based framework
named GraphVAE, which is designed to generate a number of
small graphs and then employ a subgraph matching algorithm
to assemble them into a complete graph with the same size
as the original network; in [58], the authors revisit the molec-
ular graph generation problem and propose a discrete latent
variable model to accommodate the discrete graph signals
in reality. in [59], the authors develop a probabilistic model
to marginalize out the node orderings and estimate the joint
likelihood of graphs. Though [4], [53], [58] utilize the label

information to constrain the graph generation, these methods
are only designed for molecular graph rather than general net-
works. Most of the existing works are predominately designed
for producing general-purpose graphs and they overlook both
the label information and fairness requirements.
Fair Graph Mining. Despite the long-standing research on
graphs, recent studies show multiple evidences [34], [65]–[67]
that many graph mining models are biased and may lead to
harmful discrimination in downstream applications. To fill this
gap, a surge of research has been conducted to amend the
biased graph learning models to be fair or invariant regarding
specific variables. Until now, the existing literature in fair
graph mining can be roughly classified into two categories,
i.e., group fairness on graphs [34], [66]–[74] and individual
fairness on graphs [65], [75], [76]. The former category aims
to mitigate the bias and potential discrimination among demo-
graphic groups of nodes or edges in a wide spectrum of graph
mining tasks, including graph proximity learning [71], graph
clustering [72], graph representation learning [34], [73]. The
latter category studies the problem of how to ensure the similar
graph signals receive similar algorithmic outcomes [65]. In this
paper, we study the problem in the context of group fairness on
graphs and make the initial effort to debiasing representation
disparity in graph generative models.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present FAIRGEN - a novel generative
model that incorporates the label information and fairness
constraint in the graph generation process. FAIRGEN is de-
veloped based on a self-paced learning paradigm that globally
maintains a label-informed graph generation module and a
fair learning module to extract graph context information.
It is designed to gradually mitigate representation disparity
by learning from the ‘easy’ concepts to the ‘hard’ ones to
accurately capture the behavior of the protected groups and
unprotected groups. The experimental results demonstrate the
effectiveness of FAIRGEN in generating high-quality graphs,
alleviating the representation disparity, and enabling effective
data augmentation for downstream applications.
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