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Abstract
Link-analysis algorithms, such as PageRank, are instrumental in

understanding the structural dynamics of networks by evaluating

the importance of individual vertices based on their connectivity.

Recently, with the rising importance of responsible AI, the question

of fairness in link-analysis algorithms has gained traction.

In this paper, we present a new approach for incorporating group

fairness into the PageRank algorithm by reweighting the transition

probabilities in the underlying transition matrix. We formulate the

problem of achieving fair PageRank by seeking to minimize the

fairness loss, which is the difference between the original group-

wise PageRank distribution and a target PageRank distribution. We

further define a group-adapted fairness notion, which accounts for

group homophily by considering random walks with group-biased

restart for each group. Since the fairness loss is non-convex, we

propose an efficient projected gradient-descent method for comput-

ing locally-optimal edge weights. Unlike earlier approaches, we do

not recommend adding new edges to the network, nor do we adjust

the restart vector. Instead, we keep the topology of the underlying

network unchanged and only modify the relative importance of

existing edges. We empirically compare our approach with state-

of-the-art baselines and demonstrate the efficacy of our method,

where very small changes in the transition matrix lead to significant

improvement in the fairness of the PageRank algorithm.
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1 Introduction
Machine-learning algorithms and data-driven decision making are

playing increasingly crucial roles in our lives, impacting job mar-

kets, healthcare, government, industry, and education. As our de-

pendence on automated decisions grows, however, so does the
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concern for fairness in algorithms. Ensuring that machine-learning

algorithms are reliable and satisfy strong notions of fairness has

become an issue of societal concern and, justifiably, has received

significant attention in the literature [12, 19]. To date, algorithmic

fairness has been studied for primarily supervised [15, 16, 27, 41]

but also unsupervised learning [4, 7, 8]. In the context of network

and link-analysis algorithms, a few different approaches have been

proposed [20, 29, 36, 37, 42], however, the topic has received signif-

icantly less attention than the study of fairness in other settings.

Link-analysis algorithms, such as the PageRank family of meth-

ods, are fundamental tools for analyzing large-scale network data [3,

14], and have been used in a variety of applications, including

identifying authoritative vertices [38], detecting communities [34],

uncovering patterns of influence [23], and mitigating network vul-

nerabilities [18].

Fairness-aware PageRank. The problem of fairness-aware PageR-

ank [37] can be broadly formulated as follows. We are interested

in computing the PageRank scores on a graph whose vertices are

partitioned into 𝐾 groups, where the partition is defined by, say, a

protected attribute. For simplicity, let us assume 𝐾 = 2 and refer to

the two groups of vertices as red and blue. The fairness of the Page-
Rank distribution is then evaluated based on the total PageRank

scores assigned to red and blue vertices. We would like to avoid

situations where the PageRank mass is distributed unevenly (/un-

fairly) between the two groups. For example, given a target score

tuple 𝜙𝜙𝜙 = (𝜙red, 𝜙blue) = (𝜙red, 1 − 𝜙red), we say that PageRank is

𝜙𝜙𝜙-fair if the total PageRank score of the vertices in the red group

is equal to 𝜙red; and consequently, the total PageRank score of the

vertices in the blue group is equal to 1 − 𝜙red = 𝜙blue;

Intervention strategies. To improve fairness for PageRank prob-

lems, the task is to design an intervention strategy so that the

PageRank scores of the graph vertices become 𝜙𝜙𝜙-fair, or “close

enough” to 𝜙𝜙𝜙-fair. Considering the PageRank algorithm, there are

several possible ways to design intervention strategies, including:

(𝑖) modifying the PageRank restart probability; (𝑖𝑖) modifying the

restart vector; (𝑖𝑖𝑖) adding edges to the graph; and (𝑖𝑣) modifying

the edge weights of the graph in a controlled manner to ensure that

the modified graph remains faithful to the original.

In this paper, we focus on intervention strategies of type (𝑖𝑣),

namely, achieving fair PageRank by reweighting the graph edges.

Our motivation is that such interventions are intrinsic to the graph
structure and can be implemented with actionable operations. For

example, edge reweighting can be achieved by prioritizing/demoting

content from one’s connections in a social network. Strategies of

type (𝑖𝑖𝑖) involving edge additions or deletions are also intrinsic

to the graph structure but tend to be less practical. These strate-

gies rely on link recommendations and have to account for the

likelihood of accepting the recommended links, which introduces

uncertainty and makes them challenging to implement.
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Strategies of type (𝑖) and (𝑖𝑖), i.e., modifying the PageRank restart

probability or restart vector are extrinsic to the graph structure and
rely on tuning hyper-parameters of the PageRank algorithm. In

many cases, it is not meaningful, nor actionable, to modify those

hyper-parameters. For example, in the personalized PageRank al-

gorithm, the restart vector has a clear interpretation, which is to

model the user interests and is not amenable to modification.

Locally- vs. globally-fair PageRank. Existing papers [20, 29, 37]

make the observation that if fairness is ensured at each step of the

PageRank random walk, then fairness is guaranteed for the final

PageRank distribution. Ensuring fairness at each step (which we

call locally-fair PageRank) translates to having equal probability of

visiting all groups from each vertex. While this is a sound approach,

the requirement of locally-fair PageRank can be too rigid and may

lead to a disproportionate modification of the graph structure or the

edge weights. Instead, in this paper, we pose the question ofwhether
it is possible to achieve globally-fair PageRank without having to
impose the strict requirement of locally-fair PageRank.

As we will see, we answer this question in the affirmative.

Our approach. We present a new approach to incorporate fair-

ness into the PageRank algorithm by reweighting the transition

probabilities of the PageRank matrix. More concretely, we seek to

minimize the PageRank distance to a fair distribution while allow-

ing only for reweighting the network edges within prespecified

limits. Our approach handles multiple vertex groups. Unlike earlier

approaches, we do not recommend that new edges be added to the

network, nor do we adjust the restart vector. Instead, we keep the

topology of the underlying network unchanged.

If perfect fairness cannot be achieved, our formulation aims to

find a solution as close as possible to the target fairness objective.

Our approach provides an actionable environment to improve

PageRank fairness, as the newly computed edge weights can be

lead to concrete actions, e.g., reweighting and prioritizing the feed

of users in the social-network platform.

We propose a projected gradient descent method for comput-

ing locally-optimal edge reweightings and show how it can be

implemented efficiently. We empirically compare our approach

with state-of-the-art baselines and demonstrate the efficacy of our

method, where small changes in the transition matrix lead to sig-

nificant improvement in the fairness of the PageRank algorithm.

Contributions. Our main contributions are:

• We incorporate group fairness into PageRank by reweighting

transition probabilities to achieve solutions as close as possible

to the target fairness objective with minimal modifications.

• We aim for globally-fair PageRank without the strict require-

ment of achieving local fairness at each vertex. This can lead to

solutions with smaller modifications in the transition matrix.

• We introduce a group-adapted fairness notion that accounts for

group homophily via group-biased restart distributions.

• We propose an efficient projected gradient-descent method for

finding locally-optimal edge weights.

• We empirically compare our approach with state-of-the-art base-

lines and demonstrate the efficacy of our method, where very

small changes in the transition matrix lead to significant improve-

ment in the fairness of the PageRank algorithm.

Due to space limitations, proofs and additional material are in the

appendices.

2 Related work
In recent years, algorithmic fairness in graphmining has emerged as

a prominent area of research [32]. This paper focuses on enhancing

fairness in the content of the well-known PageRank algorithm,

which has been widely used for ranking, classification, community

detection, and more. The objective is to allocate PageRank scores

to vertices in a manner that considers both the vertices’ group

affiliations and the overall structure of the network [32, 37].

In the standard PageRank algorithm [6, 14, 34], a random-walk

process defines the transition from one vertex to its neighbors,

while also with certain probability considering a “jump” to one of

the vertices defined by a restart vector. When considering the group

association of vertices, defined by a protected attribute, analytical

studies in the literature [11, 13] have unveild the unfairness of Page-

Rank. To address such potential group bias, FairWalk [29] proposes

to modify the transition matrix of the random walk so that the

transition probabilities from each vertex to all groups become equal.

CrossWalk [20] further refines this idea by considering the local

group structure and reweighting edges based on their distance

from group boundaries. Both FairWalk and CrossWalk adjust the

transition matrix using heuristic-based methods.

Tsioutsiouliklis et al. [37] introduce a novel fairness metric for

PageRank and propose two families of algorithms: FSPR and LFPRs.

Methods in the first family, FSPR, retain the original graph struc-

ture and edge weights, while seeking an optimal jump vector to

minimize the disparity between the fair PageRank vector and the

original PageRank vector, subject to fairness constraints. On the

other hand, similar to FairWalk and CrossWalk, methods in the sec-

ond family, LFPRs, aim to achieve fairness at the individual vertex

level and include three variants: LFPR𝑁 , LFPR𝑈 , and LFPR𝑃 . Each

variant reweights the transition matrix in a different way while

incorporating a fair jump vector. Although the authors suggest that

FSPR and LFPRs can be extended to scenarios involving more than

two groups, they do not provide details for such an extension.

Additionally, link recommendation has been explored as an al-

ternative approach to promoting fairness in PageRank. In one such

paper, Tsioutsiouliklis et al. [36] present analytical formulas for

calculating the impact of adding edges on fairness. In a different

direction, Zeng et al. [42] propose a set of de-biasing methods for

fair network representation learning, using techniques based on

sampling, projections, and graph neural networks.

Other papers consider the problem of infusing fairness into rank-

ings without focusing specifically into the PageRank algorithm.

For instance, Krasanakis et al. [21] propose a model that weights

training samples to make classifiers fair and adapt it to estimate an

unbiased personalization that yields fairer vertex ranks.

In this paper, we propose an edge-reweighting approach to en-

hance fairness in PageRank. Our method differs from previous

studies in several ways: First, we consider only edge reweighting,

which can lead to more actionable operations to achieve fairness.

Second, we focus on global fairness, without enforcing the more

rigid requirement of fair transitions from each vertex. As a result,

our method can lead to significantly smaller modification of the
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transition matrix. Finally, our approach offers a clear and practical

framework for handling effectively fairness over multiple groups.

3 Problem definition
3.1 Preliminaries
We consider a directed graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) with a set 𝑉 of 𝑛 vertices

and a set 𝐸 of𝑚 edges. We assume that the set of vertices is par-

titioned into 𝐾 groups {𝑉1 · · ·𝑉𝐾 }. Let ℓ𝑣 indicate the group that a

vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 belongs to.

The PageRank algorithm takes 𝐺 as input, and produces a Page-

Rank vector p that indicates the relative importance of each vertex

in the graph [6]. Despite the existence of multiple equivalent for-

mulations, the PageRank algorithm is fully characterized by three

parameters: the transition matrix P, the restart (or jump) vector v,
and the restart probability 𝛾 . The PageRank vector p is the solution

to the equation pT = (1 − 𝛾)pTP + 𝛾vT .
Here, the transition matrix P is row stochastic, derived by nor-

malizing each row of the adjacency matrix of𝐺 . The restart vector v
specifies a distribution over all vertices, indicating where a random

walk might restart. The parameter 𝛾 represents the probability that

the random walk will restart at any given step. In the case of di-

rected graph, there may exist sink vertices that have no outgoing

edges, so their rows in the transition matrix would be all zeros. To

handle sink vertices, we replace the corresponding zero rows of P
with the restart vector v.

By solving the equation of PageRank definition, we obtain the

PageRank vector as pT = 𝛾vT (I − (1 − 𝛾)P)−1 .

3.2 Fair PageRank
Building on the earlier definition of fairness-aware PageRank [36,

37], we consider the vertices of a graph to be partitioned into distinct

groups. These groups may represent social categories based on

sensitive attributes such as gender, ethnicity, or sexual orientation.

We begin by defining the fair PageRank problem, followed by a

discussion of various approaches to achieving PageRank fairness,

and conclude with a formal definition of the 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank (𝜙𝜙𝜙-Page-

Rank) problem and the Restricted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank (R-𝝓PR) problem.

3.2.1 Group-wise fair PageRank. To establish the concept of Page-

Rank fairness, we assume a target PageRank score,𝜙𝑘 for each vertex
group 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝐾 , with

∑
𝑘 𝜙𝑘 = 1. This score represents the total

PageRank mass that the algorithm is expected to allocate to the

vertices in group𝑉𝑘 . A common approach is to set𝜙𝑘 proportionally

to the size of 𝑉𝑘 , i.e., 𝜙𝑘 = |𝑉𝑘 |/𝑛. However, other choices may be

more suitable depending on the specific application. In this work,

as in prior studies, we assume that the target PageRank score 𝜙𝑘
for each group is provided as input to our problem formulation.

Let 1𝑘 ∈ {0, 1}𝑛 denote the indicator vector for group 𝑉𝑘 , where

1𝑘 [𝑖] = 1 if vertex 𝑖 ∈ 𝑉𝑘 and 1𝑘 [𝑖] = 0 otherwise. Let p be the

PageRank vector computed by the PageRank algorithm using a

transition matrix P, with restart probability 𝛾 and restart vector v.
The total PageRank score for group 𝑉𝑘 is then given by 1T

𝑘
p.

Given an input graph 𝐺 and its associated transition matrix P,
our goal is to find a new transition matrix P̂, defined on the same

input graph 𝐺 , such that the group-wise PageRank distribution

computed over P̂ (defined shortly) closely matches the target group-

wise PageRank distribution 𝜙𝜙𝜙 = (𝜙1, · · · , 𝜙𝐾 ).
Remark. For any given P,𝛾 , and v, the total PageRank score for group
𝑉𝑘 is lowered bounded by 𝛾1T𝑘v and upper bounded by 1−𝛾 +𝛾1T

𝑘
v.

The lower bound represents the probability that a random walk

restarts from group 𝑘 , and it can be derived from the equation

1T
𝑘
p = (1−𝛾)1T

𝑘
PTp+𝛾1T

𝑘
v ≥ 𝛾1T

𝑘
v. The upper bound can be derived

from the equation 1 − ∑
𝑗≠𝑘 1T𝑗 v ≤ 1 − 𝛾 ∑

𝑗≠𝑘 1T𝑗 v = 1 − 𝛾 + 𝛾1T
𝑘
.

Thus, for fixed 𝛾 and v, it is clear that it may not always be possible

to find a P̂ that exactly achieves the desired target distribution 𝜙𝜙𝜙 .

3.2.2 Rationale for PageRank fairness via edge-reweighting. Con-
sider the case where both v and 𝛾 can be freely adjusted. In this

scenario, achieving the target fair distribution 𝜙𝜙𝜙 is straightforward:

we can simply set v[𝑖] = 𝜙ℓ𝑖 /|𝑉ℓ𝑖 | and 𝛾 = 1. However, adjusting v
and 𝛾 is impractical as these parameters are not within our control

in actual models; they are merely parameters of PageRank and do

not reflect the actual graph structure. In contrast, modifying the

transition matrix is more meaningful; this can be accomplished, for

example, by appropriately prioritizing or demoting content from

an individual’s connections in a social network.

Therefore, we focus solely on adjusting the transition matrix P
to achieve the desired fairness distribution. To maintain the struc-

ture of the input graph 𝐺 , we impose the constraint that the new

transition matrix P̂ must satisfy P̂[𝑖, 𝑗] = 0 whenever P[𝑖, 𝑗] = 0.

This condition ensures that no new edges are introduced.

3.2.3 Fairness-loss function and the 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem. To for-

malize our problem, we first define the fairness-loss function. It

evaluates how much the actual fairness distribution deviates from

the target distribution for a given transition matrix P.

Definition 1 (PageRank Problem Instance). A PageRank problem

instance consists of a graph 𝐺 with vertices partitioned into groups
𝑉1, . . . ,𝑉𝐾 , a row-stochastic transition matrix P, a restart probability
0 < 𝛾 < 1, a restart vector v ∈ R𝑛 satisfying ∥v∥1 = 1, and group-
wise target PageRank scores 𝜙𝜙𝜙 = (𝜙1, . . . , 𝜙𝐾 ) satisfying ∥𝜙𝜙𝜙 ∥1 = 1.

Definition 2 (Fairness-loss function). Given a PageRank problem
input as defined in Definition 1, the fairness-loss function is defined as:

𝐿(P, 𝛾, v) = 1

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

)
2

, (3.1)

where p is the PageRank vector corresponding to parameters (P, 𝛾, v).

The proof of the following claim can be found in Section A

Proposition 1. The fairness-loss function 𝐿(P, 𝛾, v), as defined in
Equation (3.1), is not convex with respect to P.

With the fairness-loss function defined, we introduce two prob-

lems that aim to achieve fair PageRank by minimizing this loss

function through edge reweighting.

Problem 1 (𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank). Given a PageRank problem input as de-
fined in Definition 1, the goal is to find a new transition matrix P∗

that minimizes the fairness-loss function 𝐿(P∗, 𝛾, v), i.e.,

P∗ = arg min

P̂∈C(P)
𝐿(P̂, 𝛾, v), (3.2)
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where

C(P) = {P̂ ∈ R𝑛×𝑛≥0
| P̂1 = 1, P̂𝑖 𝑗 = 0 if P𝑖 𝑗 = 0}

is the set of row-stochastic matrices that have non-negative entries,
and the edge-reweighting of 𝐺 can take place only on existing edges.

Problem 2 (Restricted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank). Given a PageRank problem
input as defined in Definition 1, a relative modification bound 𝛿 ≥ 0

and an absolute modification bound 𝜖 ≥ 0, the goal is to find a
new transition matrix P∗ that minimizes the fairness-loss function
𝐿(P∗, 𝛾, v), i.e.,

P∗ = arg min

P̂∈C𝑅 (P)∩C(P)
𝐿(P̂, 𝛾, v), (3.3)

where C(P) is defined as in Problem 1, and

C𝑅 (P) = {P̂ ∈ R𝑛×𝑛≥0
| (1−𝛿)P[𝑖, 𝑗]−𝜖 ≤ P̂[𝑖, 𝑗] ≤ (1+𝛿)P[𝑖, 𝑗]+𝜖}.

In other words, C𝑅 (P) restricts the entries of the new transition

matrix P̂ within a range of (1− 𝛿) and (1+ 𝛿) of the corresponding
entries in the original transition matrix P, while also imposing an

absolute modification bound 𝜖 . The relative bound is necessary

because, for very small values in P, even slight absolute changes

can result in large relative variations. By choosing 𝛿 and 𝜖 such

that (1 − 𝛿)P − 𝜖 > 0, we can guarantee no edges are deleted.

The motivation for defining the Restricted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem

(Problem 2) is to consider only solutions that make small modifica-

tions in the transition matrix P.
Without loss of generality, in this paper, we study both 𝜙𝜙𝜙-Page-

Rank and Restricted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank with a uniform restart vector

v =
[

1

𝑛
, . . . , 1

𝑛

]
.

3.3 Group-adapted fair PageRank
Real-world networks are mostly homophilic, i.e., vertices in the

same group are more likely to be connected to each other [24, 35].

Hence, the total PageRank scores in group𝑉𝑘 are largely contributed

by random walks (re)starting at vertices in group 𝑉𝑘 [37]. Thus,

we propose the notion of group-adapted fairness, which enhances

PageRank by considering random walks that (re)start at each group

and by penalizing the fairness loss for each such (re)start.

More specifically, let v𝑘 = 1

|𝑉𝑘 | 1𝑘 be the vector indicating that

the random walk restarts uniformly only from group 𝑘 . We define

the group-adapted fairness-loss function as follows:

Definition 3 (Group-adapted fairness loss). Given a PageRank
problem input as defined in Definition 1, the group-adapted fairness-
loss function is defined as

𝐿g (P, 𝛾) =
1

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
ℓ=1

𝐿(P, 𝛾, vℓ ) =
1

𝐾2

𝐾∑︁
ℓ=1

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
pℓ − 𝜙𝑘

)
2

, (3.4)

where pℓ is the PageRank vector with respect to parameters (P, 𝛾, vℓ ).

In the group-adapted fairness loss, we iterate through all groups

and sum up the fairness loss when restarting the random walk at

each group. Minimizing the group-adapted fairness-loss function

leads to the Group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem.

Problem 3 (Group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank). Given a PageRank prob-
lem input as defined in Definition 1, find a new transition matrix P∗

Algorithm 1 FairGD: Projected gradient descent for 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank

and Restricted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank

Input: P, 𝛾 , v, 𝜙𝜙𝜙 = (𝜙1, . . . , 𝜙𝐾 ), group indicator vectors 1𝑘 for

𝑘 = {1, · · · , 𝐾}, learning rate 𝛼 , iteration exponent 𝑡1 and 𝑡2,

convergence criterion 𝜅, maximum number of iterations 𝑁iter,

modification bound 𝛿 and 𝜖 (optional).

Output: Optimized transition matrix P̂
1: P̂← P, iter ← 0, 𝐿prev ←∞, p = 1

𝑛
1

2: while |𝐿(P̂, 𝛾, v) − 𝐿prev | > 𝜅 and iter < 𝑁iter do
3: iter ← iter + 1

4: p← iterating pT = (1 − 𝛾)pTP̂ + 𝛾vT for 𝑡1 times

5: 𝐿prev ← 𝐿(P̂, 𝛾, v)
6: for 𝑘 = 1 to 𝐾 do
7: y𝑘 ←

∑𝑡2
𝑖=1
(1 − 𝛾)𝑖 P̂𝑖1𝑘

8: P̂← P̂ − 𝛼 2(1−𝛾 )
𝐾
(1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘 )pyT𝑘

9: end for
10: P̂← Project(P̂, 𝛿, 𝜖)
11: end while
12: return P̂

that minimizes the group-adapted fairness-loss function

P∗ = arg min

P̂∈C(P)
𝐿g (P̂, 𝛾), (3.5)

where C(P) is defined as in Problem 1.

Similarly, we define the restricted version of the problem.

Problem 4 (Restricted group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank). Given a Page-
Rank problem input as defined in Definition 1, a relative modification
bound 𝛿 ≥ 0 and an absolute modification bound 𝜖 ≥ 0, find a new
transition matrix P∗ that minimizes the group-adapted fairness-loss
function 𝐿g (P∗, 𝛾), i.e.,

P∗ = arg min

P̂∈C𝑅 (P)∩C(P)
𝐿g (P̂, 𝛾),

where C(P) is defined as in Problem 1 and C𝑅 (P) as in Problem 2.

4 Algorithms
In this section, we present a projected gradient-descent algorithm

for finding a locally-optimal transition matrix P̂ for the fair Page-

Rank problems we defined in the previous section. We propose

Algorithm 1 for problem Problem 1 and Problem 2, and Algorithm 3

for problem Problem 3 and Problem 4.

4.1 Projected gradient descent for 𝝓-PageRank
We first derive the gradient of the fairness-loss function 𝐿(P, 𝛾, v)
with respect to the transition matrix P. The proof of the following
proposition can be found in Section B

Proposition 2. The gradient of the fairness-loss function 𝐿(P, 𝛾, v)
with respect to the transition matrix P is given by

𝜕

𝜕P
𝐿(P, 𝛾, v) = 2(1 − 𝛾)

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

)
pyT

𝑘
, (4.1)

where p is the PageRank vector with respect to (P, 𝛾, v), and y𝑘 =

U−𝑇 1𝑘 = (I − (1 − 𝛾)P)−11𝑘 , with U = I − (1 − 𝛾)PT.
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Algorithm 2 Project: projection to feasible set

Input: Transition matrix P̂, modification bound 𝛿 and 𝜖 (optional).

Output: Projected transition matrix P̂
1: for 𝑖 = 1, · · · , 𝑛 do
2: s← nonzero elements of P̂𝑖
3: if 𝛿 and 𝜖 are provided then
4: ℓ = max(0, s(1 − 𝛿) − 𝜖)
5: u = min(1, s(1 + 𝛿) + 𝜖)
6: 𝜆∗ ← Root-Finding(s, ℓ, u)
7: 𝑠∗𝑗 = clip(𝜆∗ + 𝑠 𝑗 , ℓ𝑗 , 𝑢 𝑗 ) for all 𝑗 ∈ {1, · · · , |s|}
8: else
9: Rank elements in s such that 𝑠1 ≥ · · · ≥ 𝑠 |s |
10: 𝑘 (s) = max

{
𝑘 ∈ {1, . . . , |s|}

��
1 + 𝑘 𝑠𝑘 >

∑︁
𝑗≤𝑘

𝑠 𝑗

}
11: 𝜏 (s) = 1

𝑘 (s)

(∑
𝑗≤𝑘 (s) 𝑠 𝑗 − 1

)
12: 𝑠∗𝑗 = max(0, 𝑠 𝑗 − 𝜏 (s)) for all 𝑗 ∈ {1, · · · , |s|}
13: end if
14: non-zeros entries of P̂𝑖 ← s∗

15: end for

Matrix inversion acceleration. The calculation of y𝑘 = 𝛾U−𝑇 1𝑘
involves the inverse of the matrix UT = I − (1 − 𝛾)P, which is com-

putationally expensive. To avoid computing matrix inversion, we

approximation U−𝑇 with the Neumann series U−𝑇 =
∑∞
𝑖=0
(1−𝛾)𝑖P𝑖 ,

and substituting into y𝑘 gives y𝑘 =
∑∞
𝑖=0
(1 − 𝛾)𝑖P𝑖1𝑘 . As the series

terms decrease exponentially in magnitude, due to the decaying

factor (1−𝛾), we can approximate y𝑘 efficiently by computing only

the first few series terms. We show that truncating the Neumann

series to its first 50 terms yields a relative error below 0.0003. The

detailed analysis is provided in Section D.

Gradient interpretation. In Proposition 2 we have defined y𝑘 =

U−𝑇 1𝑘 . The 𝑗-th coordinate of y𝑘 is given by y𝑘 [ 𝑗] = 1T
𝑘
(𝛾U−1e𝑗 ),

which represents the sum of PageRank scores for the vertices in

the group𝑉𝑘 , with the random walk restarting at the unit vector e𝑗 .
In other words, the random walk always (re)starts from vertex 𝑗 .

Hence, the gradient of the fairness loss has the following intu-

itive interpretation: the [𝑖, 𝑗]-th entry of the gradient matrix is a

weighted sum of the products of p[𝑖] and y𝑘 [ 𝑗]. The coordinate
p[𝑖] represents the frequency with which a random walk, restart-

ing at v, visits vertex 𝑖 , while the coordinate y𝑘 [ 𝑗] represents the
frequency with which a random walk, restarting at vertex 𝑗 , visits

vertices in the group𝑉𝑘 . Therefore, the 𝑘-th term of the summation

in Eq. (4.1) reflects the weighted contribution of the edge (𝑖, 𝑗) to
the overall PageRank score of the group 𝑉𝑘 . The weight of the 𝑘-th

term in Eq. (4.1) is proportional to the difference between the total

PageRank scores of group 𝑉𝑘 and the group-wise target score 𝜙𝑘 .

Gradient projection. After each gradient descent step, P̂ needs

to be projected back into the feasible area subject to constraints

C(P) or C(P) ∩ C𝑅 (P). We perform the projection for each row of

P̂ separately, and since both constraints forbid adding non-existing

edges, we solve the projection only for its non-zero entries. Given

any row of P̂, let s be the vector comprises the non-zero entries of

the corresponding row vector, and s∗ be the vector after projection.
We use 𝑁 = |s| to denote the cardinality of s.

We first discuss the constraint C(P). Projecting s onto a vec-

tor t that lies in the feasible set C(P) is equivalent to solving the

following problem:

s∗ = arg min

t∈F1

∥s − t∥2
2
,

where F1 = {t ∈ R𝑁 | 1Tt = 1, t ≥ 0} is a probability simplex.

This is a well studied problem [9, 10, 25, 26], and the computational

complexity for finding s∗ is O(𝑁𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑁 ). In Algorithm 2, lines 9–12,

we use the method detailed by Duchi et al. [10] to perform the

projection of s after every gradient update step.

We then discuss the constraint C(P) ∩ C𝑅 (P). Solving the projec-
tion subject to this constraint is equivalent to finding a Euclidean

projection of s onto the intersection of a probability simplex and a

box. Namely,

s∗ = arg min

t∈F2

∥s − t∥2
2
,

where F2 = {t ∈ R𝑁 | 1Tt = 1, ℓ𝑖 ≤ 𝑡𝑖 ≤ 𝑢𝑖 for all 𝑖 ∈ {1, · · · , 𝑁 }},
with ℓ𝑖 = max{0, (1 − 𝛿)𝑠𝑖 − 𝜖} and 𝑢𝑖 = min{1, (1 + 𝛿)𝑠𝑖 + 𝜖}. This
problem has already been studied by Adam and Mácha [1], and

the time complexity for finding s∗ is also O(𝑁𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑁 ). We provide

the details in Algorithm 2, lines 4–7. Line 6 invokes Algorithm 4

(Root-Finding) as a subroutine, and the details are provided in

Section E.

To sum up, our method is presented in Algorithms 1 and 2. Algo-

rithm 1 (FairGD) is the overall projected gradient-descent scheme

that iteratively updates the matrix P̂ until convergence. Algorithm 2

(Project) is the projection function, where the transition matrix P̂
is projected back to the feasible set after each iteration.

Algorithm 1 is designed to address both the𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem

and the Restricted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem. In the non-restricted case,

we refer to the algorithm simply as FairGD. In the restricted case,

parameterized by (𝛿, 𝜖), we denote it as FairGD(𝛿, 𝜖).

4.2 Group-adapted PageRank
The FairGD algorithm can be extended to address both the Group-

adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank and Restricted group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank

problems by introducing an outer loop that iterates over all groups.

This enhanced algorithm, referred to as AdaptGD, is detailed in Al-

gorithm 3 in Section E. For the non-restricted case, we refer to

the algorithm as AdaptGD. In the restricted case, parameterized by

(𝛿, 𝜖), we denote it as AdaptGD(𝛿, 𝜖).

Proposition 3. The gradient of the fairness-loss function 𝐿g (P, 𝛾)
with respect to the transition matrix P is given by

𝜕

𝜕P
𝐿g (P, 𝛾) =

2(1 − 𝛾)
𝐾2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐾∑︁
ℓ=1

(
1T
𝑘
pℓ − 𝜙𝑘

) (
pℓ1T𝑘U

−1

)
. (4.2)

where pℓ is the PageRank vector with respect to (P, 𝛾, vℓ ).

4.3 Extensions
While not explicitly studied in the paper, we note that the proposed

fairness loss can be generalized in several ways. First, when fair-

ness scores are specified at the individual-node level, an auxiliary

loss term can jointly enforce both group-level and individual-level

constraints. Second, for graphs with hierarchical group structures,

where each layer defines a partition with associated fairness goals,
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Table 1: Datasets used in the experiments. 𝜙𝜙𝜙𝑂 denotes the
original group-wise PageRank scores of the datasets.

Dataset #Vertices #Edges Modularity 𝜙𝜙𝜙𝑂

Books 105 882 0.4149 ( 0.42,0.10, 0.48)

Blogs 1224 19025 0.4111 (0.48, 0.52)

MIND 2269 11345 0.075 ( 0.26,0.74)

Twitter 18470 48365 0.4755 (0.42, 0.58)

Slashdot 82168 948464 0.2950 (0.30, 0.36, 0.17,0.17)

the overall objective can be formulated as the sum of layer-specific

losses, enabling simultaneous satisfaction of fairness requirements

across multiple scales. Finally, the restricted fairness losses can

incorporate node-level constraints by specifying 𝛿 and 𝜖 for each

node, with our algorithm remaining applicable.

5 Complexity and convergence analysis
The primary computational cost arises from computing PageRank

and approximating y𝑘 . The PageRank vector is obtained by iterating
the update equation p⊤ = (1 − 𝛾) p⊤P + 𝛾 v⊤ for 𝑡1 iterations,

resulting in computational complexity O(𝑡1𝑛2). The computation

of y𝑘 involves multiplying a vector by a matrix 𝑡2 times. Evaluating

y𝑘 for all 𝑘 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝐾} therefore requires O(𝐾𝑡2𝑛2) operations.
Consequently, the overall complexity of Algorithm 1 is O

(
(𝐾𝑡2 +

𝑡1)𝑛2
)
. Since AdaptGD performs an additional loop over 𝐾 groups

when computing y𝑘 , its complexity becomes O
(
(𝐾2𝑡2 + 𝑡1)𝑛2

)
.

Both loss objective functions, 𝐿(P, 𝛾, v) and 𝐿g (P, 𝛾), are differen-
tiable functions concerning P, and their first derivatives are smooth.

Since the feasible set C𝑅 (P) ∩ C(P) is convex and closed, the pro-

posed projected gradient update method with constant step size

converges to a stationary point, which is a local minimum [5]. We

provide detailed analysis in Section F and Section G.

6 Experimental evaluation
In our experimental evaluation, we study the following questions:

Q1: To what extent can the FairGD and AdaptGD algorithms im-

prove the fairness and group-adapted fairness of PageRank?

Q2: How do the FairGD and AdaptGD algorithms compare to the

baselines in terms of changes to the transition matrix?

Q3:How does the ranking of the PageRank score within each group

change? Do FairGD and AdaptGD preserve this ranking?

To answer the first question, we report the fairness loss and

group-adapted fairness loss as defined in Equations (3.1) and (3.4).

For the second question, we quantify the changes to the transition

matrix by the relative change, given by ΔP = | |P̂ − P| |𝐹 /| |P| |𝐹 . For
the third question, we compute the Spearman’s rank correlation

coefficient [33] between the original PageRank ranking and the

ranking after re-weighting, and report the weighted average 𝜌

across all groups (weighted by the group size). A larger 𝜌 indicates

fewer changes in the PageRank score’s ranking.

6.1 Datasets
Weevaluate ourmethods and the baselines on the following publicly-

available datasets: Books,1 Blogs [2],MIND [39], Twitter [31], and
Slashdot [22]. Dataset statistics are given in Table 1, whereas more

information is presented in Section H.1.

6.2 Proposed methods and baselines
The proposed methods are FairGD and AdaptGD. Additionally:

FairGD(𝛿, 𝜖) is the restricted version of FairGD, with relative and

absolute intervention bound 𝛿 and 𝜖 respectively.

AdaptGD(𝛿, 𝜖) is the restricted version of our AdaptGD, with relative
and absolute intervention bound 𝛿 and 𝜖 respectively.

We compare our methods with the following baselines: LFPRU [37],

LFPRN [37], FairWalk [29], and CrossWalk [20]. More details on

the baselines can be found in Section H.2.

Remarks.Originally, FairWalk andCrossWalk assign equal weights
to each group in the randomwalk. Wemodify them so that the prob-

ability of visiting each group during a random walk is proportional

to the target group-wise PageRank scores. These two algorithms

do not add edges, neither do they change the restart vector.

LFPRN and LFPRU are guaranteed to achieve perfect 𝜙𝜙𝜙-fairness,

provided the restart vector is 𝜙𝜙𝜙-fair, i.e., 1T
𝑘
v = 𝜙𝑘 . LFPRU modifies

the graph to be fully connected. We report fairness loss 𝐿(P̂, 𝛾, v)
and group-adapted fairness loss 𝐿g (P̂, 𝛾) for these two baselines

with the restart vector v set to a uniform vector.

6.3 Experimental setting
Parameters 𝛾 and v. We follow the common assumption of Page-

Rank algorithm and fix 𝛾 = 0.15. We fix v to be the uniform vector.

Group indicator definition. For datasets Books, Blogs, MIND,
and Twitter, we use node labels as group indicators. For the Slashdot
dataset, where node labels are unavailable, we apply the METIS

graph partitioning algorithm [17] to divide the vertices into groups.

(Group-adapted) fairness loss evaluation. For the two-group
datasets Blogs, MIND and Twitter datasets, we compare our ap-

proach with all baselines. For the remaining multi-group datasets,

we only compare with FairWalk and CrossWalk as LFPRU and

LFPRN do not extend directly to the multi-group scenario.

FairGD(𝛿, 𝜖) and AdaptGD(𝛿, 𝜖). For Group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank
and Restricted group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problems, we set 𝛿 =

{0.1, 0.5} and 𝜖 = 0.1. We perform a grid search over a logarithmic-

ally-spaced range of values between 10
−4

and 10
4
to find the best

learning rate.

Group-wise target PageRank score 𝜙𝜙𝜙 . For datasets containing
only two groups, we define the target PageRank distribution as

𝜙𝜙𝜙 = (𝜙, 1 − 𝜙) . For datasets with multiple groups, we set 𝜙𝜙𝜙 =(
𝜙,

1−𝜙
𝐾−1

, · · · , 1−𝜙
𝐾−1

)
.We vary 𝜙 in the range [0.1, 0.2, . . . , 0.9].

The code and datasets used in this paper are available.
2

1
http://www-personal.umich.edu/~mejn/netdata/

2
https://github.com/HongLWang/Fairness-aware-PageRank-via-edge-reweighting

http://www-personal.umich.edu/~mejn/netdata/
https://github.com/HongLWang/Fairness-aware-PageRank-via-edge-reweighting
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Figure 1: Fairness loss 𝐿(P̂, 𝛾, v) of each method on five datasets for the 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem
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Figure 2: Transition matrix change ΔP of each method on five datasets for the 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem

Table 2: Average Spearman’s coefficient 𝜌 between the original and revised PageRank weight for theMIND dataset

𝜙 FairWalk CrossWalk LFPRU LFPRN FairGD FairGD(0.1, 0.1) FairGD(0.5, 0.1) AdaptGD AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1)
0.1 0.811 0.812 0.790 0.802 0.970 0.953 0.970 0.817 0.853 0.830

0.2 0.830 0.823 0.808 0.801 0.997 0.997 0.997 0.810 0.855 0.817

0.3 0.818 0.808 0.817 0.810 0.998 0.998 0.998 0.797 0.835 0.815

0.4 0.828 0.795 0.811 0.795 0.970 0.966 0.970 0.809 0.847 0.813

0.5 0.819 0.812 0.810 0.802 0.970 0.909 0.960 0.814 0.828 0.802

0.6 0.821 0.809 0.788 0.807 0.966 0.888 0.903 0.814 0.846 0.825

0.7 0.816 0.805 0.789 0.786 0.958 0.884 0.888 0.816 0.836 0.810

0.8 0.794 0.805 0.794 0.791 0.930 0.872 0.883 0.769 0.849 0.791

0.9 0.810 0.800 0.802 0.798 0.884 0.857 0.867 0.760 0.833 0.801

6.4 Fairness loss and weight change ΔP

We evaluate the fairness loss 𝐿(P̂, 𝛾, v) on FairGD, FairGD(0.1, 0.1),

FairGD(0.5, 0.1), and all baselines across the five datasets; the results
are shown in Figure 1. We also evaluate the changes, denoted as ΔP,

to the original transition matrix; the results are shown in Figure 2.

The results demonstrate that FairGD and its restricted variants

generally achieve better or comparable fairness loss compared to

the baselines, while maintaining significantly smaller changes in

the transition matrix weights.

On the two-group datasets, LFPRU and LFPRN achieve near-

perfect fairness by modifying the graph so that each node fairly

distributes its PageRank score to its neighbors according to the

target fairness vector. On the Blogs dataset, FairGD and its two

restricted variants exhibit very similar behavior, achieving 8 out

of the 10 best fairness outcomes while also minimizing weight

changes. For the Twitter dataset, FairGD and its variants outperform
FairWalk andCrossWalk in terms of fairness loss, whereas FairWalk
performs comparably with our proposed methods in weight change,

surpassing all other baselines. On theMIND dataset, FairGD and all
baselines achieve almost perfect fairness, but FairGD consistently
outperforms them in weight change. However, for 𝜙 > 0.5, the

constrained variants FairGD(0.1, 0.1) and FairGD(0.5, 0.1) fail to

maintain high fairness but consistently achieve smaller weight

changes.

For multi-group datasets, FairGD and its two variants perform

best on both fairness and weight change on the Slashdot dataset.
On the Books dataset, FairGD attains the highest fairness score, fol-
lowed by FairGD(0.5, 0.1) and FairGD(0.1, 0.1); the weight changes

surpass those of FairWalk and CrossWalk for some 𝜙 values to

achieve better fairness outcomes.
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Figure 3: Fairness loss 𝐿g (P̂, 𝛾) of each baseline on five datasets for the Group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem
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Figure 4: Transition matrix change ΔP of each baseline on five datasets for the Group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank problem
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Figure 5: Graph structure of Karate before and after edge reweighting by each method. The target group-wise fairness vector is
[0.1, 0.9]. Below each method name, the group-wise PageRank scores calculated using a uniform restart vector are displayed.
The two values correspond to the red and purple groups, respectively.

Overall, FairGD delivers superior results in terms of fairness

loss and weight change when 𝜙 is close to the original PageRank

score, 𝜙1 (the first dimension of 𝜙𝜙𝜙𝑜 as reported in Table 1). As 𝜙

diverges from 𝜙1, both the fairness loss and weight change increase.

The two restricted variants, FairGD(0.1, 0.1) and FairGD(0.5, 0.1),

exemplify the trade-off between fairness loss and weight change
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by achieving smaller weight changes at the cost of higher fairness

loss compared to FairGD. This refinement highlights the balance

between fairness and weight change, emphasizing the flexibility of

FairGD in adapting to various fairness goals.

6.5 Group-adapted fairness loss and ΔP
We evaluate AdaptGD and its restricted variants, AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1)

and AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1), on the group-adapted fairness loss, as defined
in Equation (3.4), and analyze the corresponding changes in the

transition matrix weights. The results are presented in Figure 3 for

the group-adapted fairness loss and in Figure 4 for the transition

matrix weight changes. The results show that the trade-off between

fairness loss and weight change is further exemplified and shown

for AdaptGD and its variants.

Across the Books, Blogs, and MIND datasets, AdaptGD consis-

tently achieves the most favorable fairness outcomes compared to

competing baselines. In terms of weight change, AdaptGD attains
optimal performance on the Books dataset and 9 out of 10 optimal

outcomes on the MIND dataset. Although AdaptGD underperforms

LFPRU and LFPRN in fairness loss on the Twitter dataset, it still
matches or surpasses the other two baseline methods, while deliv-

ering substantially better weight change results. On the Slashdot
dataset, AdaptGD outperforms all competing baselines in fairness

outcome, and achieves the best weight change metrics for 4 out

of 10 values of 𝜙 . Notably, on the Blogs and the Slashdot dataset,
AdaptGD prioritizes improvements in fairness over weight change

performance.

For all datasets, the two variants of AdaptGD exhibit comparable

or slightly higher fairness loss relative to AdaptGD, while consis-
tently maintaining lower or comparable weight change.

6.6 Ranking coefficient evaluation
We report the average Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient 𝜌 for

each method across multiple datasets. For each group, we compute

the Spearman’s coefficient between the rankings of old and new

PageRank values restricted to that group. These per-group coeffi-

cients are then aggregated using a weighted average, where each

group’s weight corresponds to its proportion of the total items. The

results for theMIND dataset are shown in Table 2, while results for

other datasets are provided in Section I. In the tables, we depict with

boldface the largest value and with underline the second largest.

Across all 𝜙 values, FairGD consistently attains the highest 𝜌 ,

followed by FairGD(0.5, 0.1) and FairGD(0.1, 0.1). These results

indicate that FairGD exhibits very good preservation of the relative

PageRank score rankings within individual groups. These results

suggest that, in practical applications, when adjusting the content

displayed to users based on items’ PageRank scores to enhance fair-

ness, fewer changes are required within each group. Instead, greater

focus should be placed on adjusting the frequency or weighting of

content across different groups.

6.7 Use case
We visualize the graph structure of a small real-world dataset,

Karate [30, 40], before and after edge reweighting in Figure 5. The

Karate dataset is a classic social network from Wayne Zachary’s

1977 study of friendships among 34 members of a karate club, which

eventually split into two factions after a disagreement. The dataset

contains 34 nodes, with 17 nodes belonging to the “Mr. Hi" club

and the remaining 17 nodes belonging to the “Officer" club.

In the visualization, vertex labels indicate node indices, node

colors correspond to groupmembership, node sizes are proportional

to their PageRank scores, and edge thickness reflects transition

weights.

The original group-wise PageRank score for the Karate dataset is

[0.52, 0.48], while the fairness goal is set to [0.1, 0.9]. From Figure 5,

we observe that FairGD achieves the closest group-wise fairness

scores, followed by AdaptGD, LFPRU, and LFPRN. The unrestricted

versions of FairGD and AdaptGD tend to remove a large proportion

of intra-group edges within the red group, whereas their restricted

counterparts delete fewer edges due to the modification bounds,

at the cost of achieving a lower fairness improvement. FairWalk
and CrossWalk remove no edges, resulting in graph structures very

similar to the original. Finally, LFPRU modifies the graph to be fully

connected, achieving the same fairness score as LFPRN, which adds

fewer non-existing edges.

7 Conclusion
We presented a novel approach for incorporating group fairness

into the PageRank algorithm by reweighting the entries of the

underlying transition matrix. We focus on matrix reweighting in-

terventions, as we argue that those are more actionable strategies,

and further, reflect the network structure, rather than the hyper-

parameters of PageRank. Our goal is to minimize fairness loss (with

respect to a target group-fairness distribution) while also minimiz-

ing the changes to the transition matrix. We achieve our objective

by foregoing the idea of ensuring fairness locally, at every vertex,

and instead aim to ensure fairness at a global level. Technically,

our method is an efficient projected gradient-descent algorithm for

finding locally-optimal edge weights. We presented a comprehen-

sive empirical evaluation, demonstrating that our method offers

significant advantages compared to strong baselines.
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A Proof of Proposition 1
To demonstrate the non-convexity, it suffices to provide a single

counterexample. Consider a fully connected graph 𝐺 with three

vertices: 𝑎, 𝑏, and 𝑐 . Let the labels be ℓ𝑎 = blue, and ℓ𝑏 = ℓ𝑐 = red.
We also let

P̂1 =
©­«
0 1 0

1 0 0

0 1 0

ª®¬ and P̂2 =
©­«
0 0 1

0 0 1

1 0 0

ª®¬
be two row-stochastic transition matrices, and

P̂3 =
1

2

P̂1 +
1

2

P̂2 =
©­«

0 1/2 1/2
1/2 0 1/2
1/2 1/2 0

ª®¬ .
Given restart vector v = (1/3, 1/3, 1/3) and restart probability

𝛾 , we can calculate the PageRank vectors p1, p2, and p3, for P̂1, P̂2,

and P̂3, being p1 =

(
𝛾2−3𝛾+3

3(2−𝛾 ) ,
3−2𝛾

3(2−𝛾 ) ,
𝛾

3

)
, p2 =

(
𝛾2−3𝛾+3

3(2−𝛾 ) ,
𝛾

3
,

3−2𝛾

3(2−𝛾 ) ,
)
,

and p3 =
(

1

3
, 1

3
, 1

3

)
, respectively.

Now, consider the group-wise target PageRank score, defined

as 𝜙1 =
𝛾2−3𝛾+3

3(2−𝛾 ) and 𝜙2 = 1 − 𝜙1. It holds that
1

2
𝐿(P̂1, 𝛾, v) +

1

2
𝐿(P̂2, 𝛾, v) = 0. One can easily find a 𝛾 such that that 𝐿( 1

2
P̂1 +

1

2
P̂2, 𝛾, v) = 𝐿(P̂3, 𝛾, v) > 0, which contradicts the definition of

convexity. This completes the proof.

B Proof of Proposition 2
Proposition 2. The gradient of the fairness-loss function 𝐿(P, 𝛾, v)
with respect to the transition matrix P is given by

𝜕

𝜕P
𝐿(P, 𝛾, v) = 2(1 − 𝛾)

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

)
pyT

𝑘
, (4.1)

where p is the PageRank vector with respect to (P, 𝛾, v), and y𝑘 =

U−𝑇 1𝑘 = (I − (1 − 𝛾)P)−11𝑘 , with U = I − (1 − 𝛾)PT.

Recalling that p = 𝛾U−1v, we have the following:

𝜕

𝜕P
𝐿(P, 𝛾, v) = 𝜕

𝜕P
1

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

)
2

=
2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

) 𝜕

𝜕P

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

)
=

2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

) 𝜕

𝜕P

(
1T
𝑘
p
)

=
2𝛾

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

) 𝜕

𝜕P

(
1T
𝑘
U−1v

)
.

By the chain rule of matrix calculus [28, Equation (137)], we obtain:

𝜕

𝜕P[𝑖, 𝑗]

(
1T
𝑘
U−1v

)
= Tr


(
𝜕(1T

𝑘
U−1v)
𝜕U

)T
𝜕U

𝜕P[𝑖, 𝑗]

 (B.1)

By considering the derivative of inverse [28, Equation (61)] we have:

𝜕(1T
𝑘
U−1v)
𝜕U

= −U−𝑇 1𝑘vTU−𝑇 .
The gradient of U with respect to P[𝑖, 𝑗] is:

𝜕U
𝜕P[𝑖, 𝑗] = −(1 − 𝛾)

𝜕PT

𝜕P[𝑖, 𝑗] = −(1 − 𝛾)E𝑗𝑖 ,

where E𝑖 𝑗 is the matrix whose [𝑖, 𝑗] entry is 1 and all other entries

are 0. From Equation (B.1), we get:

𝜕

𝜕P[𝑖, 𝑗]

(
1T
𝑘
U−1v

)
= (1 − 𝛾)Tr

[(
U−𝑇 1𝑘vTU−𝑇

)T
E𝑗𝑖

]
= (1 − 𝛾)

(
U−1v1T

𝑘
U−1

)
[𝑖, 𝑗]

=
1 − 𝛾
𝛾

(
p1T
𝑘
U−1

)
[𝑖, 𝑗] .

Substituting (B) into Equation (B) leads to

𝜕

𝜕P
𝐿(P, 𝛾, v) = 2(1 − 𝛾)

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘

) (
p1T
𝑘
U−1

)
(B.2)

C Proof of Proposition 3
Proposition 3. The gradient of the fairness-loss function 𝐿g (P, 𝛾)
with respect to the transition matrix P is given by

𝜕

𝜕P
𝐿g (P, 𝛾) =

2(1 − 𝛾)
𝐾2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐾∑︁
ℓ=1

(
1T
𝑘
pℓ − 𝜙𝑘

) (
pℓ1T𝑘U

−1

)
. (4.2)

where pℓ is the PageRank vector with respect to (P, 𝛾, vℓ ).

Similarly to the proof in Appendix B, for the group-adapted

fairness loss, we can compute its gradient over P as follows:

𝜕

𝜕P
𝐿g (P, 𝛾) =

𝜕

𝜕P
1

𝐾2
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𝐾∑︁
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1T
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2
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2
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1T
𝑘
pℓ − 𝜙𝑘

) 𝜕

𝜕P

(
1T
𝑘
pℓ − 𝜙𝑘

)
=

2
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1T
𝑘
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(
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.

(C.1)

According to Section B,

𝜕

𝜕P[𝑖, 𝑗]

(
1T
𝑘
U−1vℓ

)
= (1 − 𝛾)

(
U−1vℓ1T𝑘U

−1

)
[𝑖, 𝑗]

=
1 − 𝛾
𝛾

(
pℓ1T𝑘U

−1

)
[𝑖, 𝑗] .

(C.2)

Substituting Equation (C.2) to Equation (C.1), we get

𝜕

𝜕P
𝐿g (P, 𝛾) =

2(1 − 𝛾)
𝐾2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐾∑︁
ℓ=1

(
1T
𝑘
pℓ − 𝜙𝑘

) (
pℓ1T𝑘U

−1

)
(C.3)
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D Approximating y𝑘
In this section, we prove that for approximating y𝑡 , truncating the

Neumann series to its first 50 terms yields a relative error below

0.0003.

According to the Neumann series formula, we can calculate the

matrix inverse of a matrix I − X as: (I − X)−1 =
∑∞
𝑡=0

XT . Let S𝑡
denote the partial sum of the Neumann series up to the 𝑡-th term,

that is,

S𝑡 =
𝑡∑︁
𝑖=0

XT = I + X + X2 + · · · + X𝑘 .

We denote the truncation error as E𝑡 = (I−X)−1 − S𝑡 , then we can

express E𝑡 as the sum of the remaining terms:

E𝑡 =
∞∑︁

𝑖=𝑡+1

XT

By factoring out X𝑡+1
from the series we get:

E𝑡 = X𝑡+1

∞∑︁
𝑖=0

XT .

Using the formula for the Neumann series, the infinite sum

∑∞
𝑡=0

XT

is equal to (I − X)−1
. Thus:

E𝑡 = X𝑡+1 (I − X)−1

By taking the matrix norm of both sides, we get

∥E𝑡 ∥ ≤ ∥X𝑡+1∥ · ∥(I − X)−1∥
Given that |X| < 1, it follows that

∥E𝑡 ∥ ≤ ∥X∥𝑡+1 · ∥ (I − X)−1∥
Thus, we conclude that the relative error for approximating (1 −
X)−1

using the first 𝑡 term of the Neumann series is given by ∥X∥𝑡+1
.

Since UT = 1 − (1 − 𝛾)P, to evaluate the approximation error

of y𝑡 = U−𝑇 1𝑘 , we set X = (1 − 𝛾)P with 𝛾 = 0.15. Consequently,

∥(1 − 𝛾)P∥∞ = 0.85. It follows that the relative error of the 𝑡-term

approximation is 0.85
𝑡+1

. Setting 𝑡 = 50 yields a relative error below

0.0003.

E Omitted algorithms
In this section, we provide pseudocode for Algorithms 2 and 3.

Algorithm 2 invokes Algorithm 4 as a subroutine to compute

the optimal Lagrangian dual variable 𝜆∗. The implementation in

Algorithm 4 differs slightly in form from the procedure described

by Adam and Mácha [1], yet both are mathematically equivalent.

For completeness, we now present a formal justification of the

correctness of Algorithm 4, establishing that it indeed returns the

optimal dual variable.

According to Adam and Mácha [1], the solution to the projection

defined in Section 4.1 is 𝑠∗𝑖 = clip(𝑠𝑖 + 𝜆∗, ℓ𝑖 , 𝑢𝑖 ), with clip(𝑥, 𝑎, 𝑏)
defined as

clip(𝑥, 𝑎, 𝑏) =

𝑎 if 𝑥 ≤ 𝑎,
𝑥 if 𝑎 < 𝑥 < 𝑏,

𝑏 if 𝑥 ≥ 𝑏,
and 𝜆∗ is the solution to the following equation

ℎ(𝜆) :=

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

clip(𝑠𝑖 + 𝜆, ℓ𝑖 , 𝑢𝑖 ) − 1 = 0.

Since ℎ is piecewise linear and non-decreasing in 𝜆, we can find 𝜆∗

via a simple method proposed by Adam and Mácha [1]:

(1) For any 𝜆, clip(𝑠𝑖 , ℓ𝑖 , 𝑢𝑖 ) takes value ℓ𝑖 , 𝜆 + 𝑠𝑖 , or 𝑢𝑖 , thus, we can
rewrite ℎ(𝜆) as ℎ(𝜆) = Active(𝜆) · 𝜆 +𝐶 for some constant 𝐶 ,

where Active(𝜆) is the number of elements such that 𝑠𝑖 +𝜆 falls
in range [ℓ𝑖 , 𝑢𝑖 ).

(2) Let 𝑅 be the increasing ranking of 2𝑁 items consisting of ℓ − s
and u−s. For any 𝜆 in interval [𝑅 𝑗 , 𝑅 𝑗+1), the function Active(𝜆)
remains constant.

(3) Let Total(𝜆) =
∑𝑁
𝑖=1

clip(𝑠𝑖 + 𝜆, ℓ𝑖 , 𝑢𝑖 ) and assume that F2 is

non-empty. Then there must exist some 𝑗 ∈ {1, · · · , 2𝑁 } such
that Total(𝑅 𝑗 ) ≤ 1 and Total(𝑅 𝑗+1) > 1, and we can conclude

that 𝜆∗ lies in range [𝑅 𝑗 , 𝑅 𝑗+1). Since Active(𝑅 𝑗 ) = Active(𝜆∗),
it follows that (𝜆∗ − 𝑅 𝑗 ) · Active(𝑅 𝑗 ) = 1 − Total(𝑅 𝑗 ) and thus

we can compute 𝜆∗ as

𝜆∗ =
1 − Total(𝑅 𝑗 )
Active(𝑅 𝑗 )

.

Algorithm 3 AdaptGD: Projected gradient descent for Group-

adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank and Restricted Group-adapted 𝜙𝜙𝜙-PageRank

Input: P, 𝛾 , v, 𝜙𝜙𝜙 = (𝜙1, . . . , 𝜙𝐾 ), group indicator vectors 1𝑘 for

𝑘 = {1, · · · , 𝐾}, learning rate 𝛼 , iteration exponent 𝑡1 and 𝑡2,

convergence criterion 𝜅, maximum number of iterations 𝑁iter,

modification bound 𝛿 and 𝜖 (optional).

Output: Optimized transition matrix P̂
1: P̂← P, iter ← 0, 𝐿prev ←∞, p = 1

𝑛
1

2: while |𝐿g (P̂, 𝛾) − 𝐿prev | > 𝜅 and iter < 𝑁iter do
3: iter ← iter + 1

4: 𝐿prev ← 𝐿g (P̂, 𝛾, v)
5: for ℓ = 1 to 𝐾 do
6: p← iterating pT = (1 − 𝛾)pTP̂ + 𝛾

|𝑉ℓ | 1
T
ℓ for 𝑡1 times

7: for 𝑘 = 1 to 𝐾 do
8: y𝑘 ←

∑𝑡2
𝑖=1
(1 − 𝛾)𝑖 P̂𝑖1𝑘

9: P̂← P̂ − 𝛼 2(1−𝛾 )
𝐾2
(1T
𝑘
pℓ − 𝜙𝑘 )pℓy𝑘

10: end for
11: end for
12: P̂← Project(P̂, 𝛿, 𝜖)
13: end while
14: return P̂

F Convergence Analysis for minimizing 𝐿(P)
In this section, we first obtain an upper bound for the Lipschitz

constant for the loss function, and then prove that the projected

gradient descent method converges to a stationary point.

Given restart probability 𝛾 and restart vector v, we can rewrite

the loss function as :

𝐿(P) = 1

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑔𝑘 (P))2

where 𝑔𝑘 (P) = 1T
𝑘
p − 𝜙𝑘 and p = 𝛾 (I − (1 − 𝛾)PT)−1v.
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Algorithm 4 Root-Finding: find the optimal dual variable

Input: vector s, lower bound vector ℓ , upper bound vector u
Output: 𝜆∗

1: 𝐾 = |s|
2: 𝝀 ← non-decreasing ranking of ℓ − s and u − s.
3: Active = 1, Total← ∑

𝑗 ℓ𝑗
4: for 𝑖 = 2, · · · , 2𝐾 do
5: Total← Total + Active × (𝝀𝑖 − 𝝀𝑖−1)
6: if Total ≥ 1 then
7: return 𝜆∗ = (1−Total)

Active
+ 𝝀𝑖

8: else
9: if 𝝀𝑖 belongs to ℓ − s then Active++ else Active–
10: end if
11: end for

F.1 Gradient of the Loss 𝐿(P)
Though we have already provided the first-gradient analysis of the

loss function 𝐿(P), we rewrite it here for ease of analysis. We first

compute the gradient of 𝐿 with respect to P𝑖 𝑗 :

𝜕𝐿

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗
=

2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘
𝜕ℎ𝑘

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗

where ℎ𝑘 (P) = 1T
𝑘
p.

According to Equation (B.2),
𝜕ℎ𝑘
𝜕P = (1 − 𝛾)p1T

𝑘
U−1

, therefore,

𝜕ℎ𝑘

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗
= (1 − 𝛾)p𝑖 (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑗 )

where e𝑗 is the standard basis vector (1 at position 𝑗 , zero elsewhere).

F.2 Second Derivative of the Loss 𝐿(𝑃)
We now compute the second derivative of the loss:

𝜕2𝐿

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗 𝜕P𝑎𝑏
=

𝜕

𝜕P𝑎𝑏

(
𝜕𝐿

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗

)
=

𝜕

𝜕P𝑎𝑏

[
2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘
𝜕ℎ𝑘

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗

]
=

2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

[
𝜕𝑔𝑘

𝜕P𝑎𝑏
𝜕ℎ𝑘

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗
+ 𝑔𝑘

𝜕2ℎ𝑘

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗 𝜕P𝑎𝑏

]
We calculate each term of the second derivative respectively.

First term:
𝜕𝑔𝑘

𝜕P𝑎𝑏
=
𝜕ℎ𝑘

𝜕P𝑎𝑏
= (1 − 𝛾)p𝑎 (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑏 )

Second term:
𝜕2ℎ𝑘

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗 𝜕P𝑎𝑏
= (1 − 𝛾) 𝜕

𝜕P𝑎𝑏

[
p𝑖 (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑗 )
]

= (1 − 𝛾)
[
𝜕p𝑖
𝜕P𝑎𝑏
(1T
𝑘
U−1e𝑗 ) + p𝑖

𝜕

𝜕P𝑎𝑏
(1T
𝑘
U−1e𝑗 )

]
We have:

𝜕p𝑖
𝜕P𝑎𝑏

= (1 − 𝛾) [U−1E𝑏𝑎p]𝑖
and

𝜕

𝜕P𝑎𝑏
(1T
𝑘
U−1e𝑗 ) = (1 − 𝛾)1T𝑘U

−1E𝑏𝑎U−1e𝑗

Combining the two terms, we get

𝜕2ℎ𝑘

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗 𝜕P𝑎𝑏
= (1 − 𝛾)2

(
[U−1E𝑏𝑎p]𝑖 · (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑗 ) + p𝑖 · 1T𝑘U
−1E𝑏𝑎U−1e𝑗

)
Thus, the Hessian entry of 𝐿(P) at coordinate ((𝑖 𝑗), (𝑎𝑏)) is:

𝜕2𝐿

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗 𝜕P𝑎𝑏
=

2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

[
(1 − 𝛾)2p𝑎p𝑖 (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑏 ) (1T𝑘U
−1e𝑗 ) (F.1)

+ 𝑔𝑘 (P) · (1 − 𝛾)2
(
[U−1E𝑏𝑎p]𝑖 · (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑗 ) + p𝑖 · 1T𝑘U
−1E𝑏𝑎U−1e𝑗

)]
F.3 Lipschitz Constant for 𝜕𝐿

𝜕P
Since 𝐿(P) is twice differentiable, the first derivative of 𝐿(P) is
Lipschitz smooth with constant 𝐶 if and only if the operator norm

of the Hessian matrix
𝜕2𝐿

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗 𝜕P𝑎𝑏
is bounded by 𝐶 for all P in the

domain. In this section, we flat the Hessian matrix and show an

upper bound for its operator norm, which serves as an upper bound

to its Lipschitz constant.

In order to flatten the Hessian matrix, let 𝑟 ∈ [𝑛2] be the row
indexes and 𝑠 ∈ [𝑛2] be the column indexes. Given any (𝑖, 𝑗) pair, we
can calculate a unique flattened row index 𝑟 = (𝑖−1)𝑛+ 𝑗 and given
any (𝑎, 𝑏) pair, we can calculate a unique flattened column index

𝑠 = (𝑎 − 1)𝑛 + 𝑏. Conversely, given any pair (𝑟, 𝑠) we can calculate

the unique corresponding four indices 𝑖 (𝑟 ), 𝑗 (𝑟 ), 𝑎(𝑠) and 𝑏 (𝑠) as
follows:

𝑖 (𝑟 ) = ⌊ 𝑟 − 1

𝑛
⌋ + 1, 𝑗 (𝑟 ) = 𝑟 − (𝑖 (𝑟 ) − 1)𝑛

𝑎(𝑠) = ⌊ 𝑠 − 1

𝑛
⌋ + 1, 𝑏 (𝑠) = 𝑠 − (𝑎(𝑠) − 1)𝑛

We can then rewrite Equation (F.1) as

H𝑟𝑠 =
2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

[
(1 − 𝛾)2p𝑎 (𝑠 )p𝑖 (𝑟 ) (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑏 (𝑠 ) ) (1T𝑘U
−1e𝑗 (𝑟 ) )

+ 𝑔𝑘 (P) · (1 − 𝛾)2
(
[U−1E𝑏 (𝑠 )𝑎 (𝑠 )p]𝑖 (𝑟 ) · (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑗 (𝑟 )

+ 𝑔𝑘 (P) · (1 − 𝛾)2p𝑖 (𝑟 ) · 1T𝑘U
−1E𝑏 (𝑠 )𝑎 (𝑠 )U−1e𝑗 (𝑟 )

)]
Let

H(1)𝑟𝑠 =
2

𝐾
(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

p𝑎 (𝑠 )p𝑖 (𝑟 ) (1T𝑘U
−1e𝑏 (𝑠 ) ) (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑗 (𝑟 ) )

H(2)𝑟𝑠 =
2

𝐾
(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘 (P) [U−1E𝑏 (𝑠 )𝑎 (𝑠 )p]𝑖 (𝑟 ) · (1T𝑘U
−1e𝑗 (𝑟 ) )

H(3)𝑟𝑠 =
2

𝐾
(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘 (P)p𝑖 (𝑟 ) · 1T𝑘U
−1E𝑏 (𝑠 )𝑎 (𝑠 )U−1e𝑗 (𝑟 )

Then it holds that

H𝑟𝑠 = H1

𝑟𝑠 + H2

𝑟𝑠 + H3

𝑟𝑠

To be able to bound the operator norm of H, we bound the operator
norm of H(1) ,H(2) , and H(3) separately.

Before bounding the operator norm of each term, we first proof

∥U−1∥2 ≤ 1/𝛾 , which will be used multiple times in the following

deriviation. The proof is the result of three observations: (1) the

largest eigenvalue of PT is 1, (2) the smallest eigenvalue of U is 𝛾



WSDM ’26, February 22–26, 2026, Boise, ID, USA Honglian Wang, Haoyun Chen, and Aristides Gionis

and (3) the operator norm, ∥U−1∥2, of matrix U−1
is the reciprocal

of the smallest absolute eigenvalue of U. We provide details for

each observation in the following:

(1) Let 1 be an all-one vector, i.e. 1 = (1, 1, ..., 1)T. We can see

1 is a eigenvector of P since P1 = 1. We also know the

largest eigenvalue is bounded by the infinity norm, which is

∥P∥∞ = max𝑖

∑
𝑗 |P𝑖 𝑗 | = 1. Thus, the maximum eigenvalue

of PT, which is equal to the maximum eigenvalue of P, is
equal to 1.

(2) Let 𝜎 denote each eigenvalue of PT, and 𝜇 each eigenvalue of

U. Since U = I− (1−𝛾)PT, it holds that 𝜇 = 1− (1−𝛾)𝜎 . Thus
the smallest eigenvalue of U occurs when 𝜎 = 1, leading to

𝜇𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 1 − (1 − 𝛾) = 𝛾
(3) Combining (1) and (2), we get ∥U−1∥ = 1

𝜇𝑚𝑖𝑛
= 1

𝛾
.

F.3.1 Bounding ∥H(1) ∥2. Let w𝑘 of a vector of length 𝑛
2
that de-

pends on group 𝑘 , specifically,

w𝑘 [𝑟 ] = (1 − 𝛾)p𝑖 (𝑟 ) (1T𝑘U
−1𝑒 𝑗 (𝑟 ) )

Then we can represent H(1) as a rank 1 matrix as follow:

H(1) =
2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

w𝑘wT
𝑘

By the subadditivity of the spectral norm, and the identity ∥w𝑘wT
𝑘
∥2 =

∥w𝑘 ∥22. We first bound the second norm of w𝑘 , it follows that

∥w𝑘 ∥22 = (1 − 𝛾)2
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

p2

𝑖

𝑛∑︁
𝑗=1

(1T
𝑘
U−1𝑒 𝑗 )2

= (1 − 𝛾)2
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

p2

𝑖 ∥1T𝑘U
−1∥2

2

(𝑎)
≤ (1 − 𝛾)

2

𝛾2
∥1𝑘 ∥22

where (a) holds because

∑
𝑖 p2

𝑖 ≤ 1, and ∥U−1∥ ≤ 1

𝛾
. We can then

bound ∥H(1) ∥2 as follow:

∥H(1) ∥2 =
2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∥w𝑘 ∥22 (F.2)

≤ 2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾𝛾2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∥1𝑘 ∥22 =
2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾𝛾2

𝑛 (F.3)

F.3.2 Bounding ∥H(2) ∥2. LetX ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 be a matrix, and let x ∈ R𝑛2

denote the vector obtained by flattening X. We can then obtain a

vector y = H(2)x ∈ R𝑛2

, which, after reshaping, is equal to a matrix

Y ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 . Specifically,

Y𝑖 (𝑟 ), 𝑗 (𝑟 ) = y𝑟 =
𝑛2∑︁
𝑠=1

H(2)𝑟,𝑠 x

=

𝑛∑︁
𝑎 (𝑠 )=1

𝑛∑︁
𝑏 (𝑠 )=1

H(2)(𝑖 (𝑟 ), 𝑗 (𝑟 ) ),(𝑎 (𝑠 ),𝑏 (𝑠 ) )X𝑎 (𝑠 ),𝑏 (𝑠 )

(𝑎)
=

2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘

[∑︁
𝑎,𝑏

[U−1E𝑏𝑎p]𝑖X𝑎𝑏

]
(1T
𝑘
U−1e𝑗 )

=
2(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘

[∑︁
𝑏

(
U−1

)
𝑖,𝑏

(∑︁
𝑎

p𝑎X𝑎,𝑏

)]
(1T
𝑘
U−1e𝑗 )

where for equality (a) and the following deriviation, we replace

𝑎(𝑠), 𝑏 (𝑠) with 𝑎, 𝑏, and 𝑖 (𝑟 ), 𝑗 (𝑟 ) with (𝑖, 𝑗) for ease of notation

whenever the context is clear.

Let u = XTp, z =
∑𝐾
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘1𝑘 , and w = A−𝑇 z, then we can rewrite

Y as

Y =
2(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾
(U−1𝑢)wT

Since (U−1𝑢)wT
is a rank-1 matrix, the spectrual norm and the

Frobenius norm of (U−1𝑢)wT
are equal. Thus we can bound the

operator norm of Y as

∥Y∥𝐹 =
2(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾
∥U−1u∥2∥w∥2

≤ 2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾

(∥U−1∥2∥u∥2) (∥U−1∥2∥z∥2)

(𝑎)
≤ 2(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾𝛾2
∥u∥2∥z∥2

≤ 2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾𝛾2

∥XTp∥2
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∥1𝑘 ∥2 |𝑔𝑘 |

(𝑏 )
≤ 2(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾𝛾2
∥X∥𝐹 ∥p∥2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∥1𝑘 ∥2

(𝑐 )
≤ 2(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾𝛾2
∥X∥𝐹

√
𝑛

where inequality (a) holds because ∥U−1∥2 ≤ 1

𝛾
, (b) holds because

|𝑔𝑘 | ≤ 1 and (c) holds because ∥p∥ ≤ 1.

Therefore, it holds that

∥H(2)x∥2 = ∥y∥2 = ∥Y∥𝐹 ≤
2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾𝛾2

∥X∥𝐹
√
𝑛

=
2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾𝛾2

∥x∥2
√
𝑛

by dividing both side by ∥x∥2 and taking the supremum over x ≠ 0,
we get

∥H(2) ∥2 ≤
2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾𝛾2

√
𝑛 (F.4)

F.3.3 Bounding ∥H(3) ∥2. We can reorganize terms in H(3) and it

holds that

H(3)𝑟𝑠 =
2(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘p𝑖 (𝑟 ) (U−1)𝑎 (𝑠 ), 𝑗 (𝑟 ) (z𝑘 )𝑏 (𝑠 )

where z𝑘 = 1T
𝑘
U−1

.

Let (C𝑘 ) (𝑖 (𝑟 ), 𝑗 (𝑟 ) ),(𝑎 (𝑠 ),𝑏 (𝑠 ) ) = p𝑖 (𝑟 ) (U−1)𝑎 (𝑠 ), 𝑗 (𝑟 ) (z𝑘 )𝑏 (𝑠 ) , we can
further rewrite H2

as follow:

H(3)𝑟𝑠 =
2(1 − 𝛾)2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑔𝑘C𝑘 (F.5)

Furthermore, since the three factors p𝑖 (𝑟 ), (U−1)𝑎 (𝑠 ), 𝑗 (𝑒 ) , (z𝑘 )𝑏 (𝑠 )
depend on disjoint index pairs, C𝑘 can be represented as a triple

outer product and reshaped as

C𝑘 = p ⊗ U−1 ⊗ z𝑘
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and thus we can bound the operator norm of C𝑘 as

∥C𝑘 ∥2 = ∥p∥2∥U−1∥2∥z𝑘 ∥2

≤ 1 × 1

𝛾
× ∥U−1∥2∥1𝑘 ∥2

≤ 1

𝛾2
∥1𝑘 ∥2

Therefore, we can bound the operator norm of H(3) as

∥H(3) ∥2 ≤
2𝐾 (1 − 𝛾2)

𝛾2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∥1𝑘 ∥2 (F.6)

=
2𝐾 (1 − 𝛾2)

𝛾2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

√︁
|𝑉𝑘 |

(𝑎)
≤ 2𝐾 (1 − 𝛾2)

𝛾2

√
𝐾

√√√
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

|𝑉𝑘 |

=
2𝐾 (1 − 𝛾2)

𝛾2

√
𝐾
√
𝑛

=
2(1 − 𝛾2)

𝛾2

√︂
𝑛

𝐾

where inequality (a) is due to Cauchy-Schwarz inequatlity.

F.3.4 The Lipschitz constant for the first derivative of 𝐿(P). Com-

bining Equation (F.2), Equation (F.4) and Equation (F.6), it follows

that

∥H∥2 ≤ ∥H(1) ∥2 + ∥H(2) ∥2 + ∥H(3) ∥2 ≤
2(1 − 𝛾)2
𝐾𝛾2

(𝑛 +
√
𝑛 +
√
𝐾𝑛)

Let 𝐶 =
2(1−𝛾 )2
𝐾𝛾2

(𝑛 +
√
𝑛 +
√
𝐾𝑛), it follows that 𝜕𝐿

𝜕P is 𝐶-Lipschitz.

F.4 Convergence analysis of the projected
gradient descent method for minimizing
𝐿(P)

We have proved 𝐿(𝑃) is a differentiable function and its first deriv-

ative is 𝐶-Lipschitz, since its feasible set C𝑅 (P) ∩ C(P) is convex
and closed, the projected gradient update with constant step size

0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2/𝐶 converges to a stationary point, which is a local

minimum of 𝐿(P) over C𝑅 (P) ∩ C(P) [5].

G Convergence Analysis for minimizing 𝐿g (P)
We can derive the Hessianmatrix of 𝐿g (P) and its Lipschitz constant
in a manner analogous to that of 𝐿(P). Specifically, let H𝑔 be the

Hessian matrix of 𝐿g , then it holds that

H𝑔 [(𝑖, 𝑗), (𝑎, 𝑏)] =
𝜕2𝐿g

𝜕P𝑖 𝑗 𝜕P𝑎𝑏
(G.1)

=
2

𝐾2

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=1

[
(1 − 𝛾)2pℓ𝑎pℓ 𝑖 (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑏 ) (1T𝑘U
−1e𝑗 )

+ 𝑔𝑘 (P) · (1 − 𝛾)2
(
[U−1E𝑏𝑎pℓ ]𝑖 · (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑗 ) + pℓ 𝑖 · 1T𝑘U
−1E𝑏𝑎U−1e𝑗

)]

Equation (G.1) follows directly from Equation (F.1) by replacing

p with pℓ throughout, introducing an additional summation over

𝑙 ∈ 1, . . . , 𝐾 , and dividing by the extra term 𝐾 . Let H𝑘𝑔 denote the

inner sum of H𝑔 , that is,

H𝑘𝑔 =
2

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=1

[
(1 − 𝛾)2pℓ𝑎pℓ 𝑖 (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑏 ) (1T𝑘U
−1e𝑗 )

+ 𝑔𝑘 (P) · (1 − 𝛾)2
(
[U−1E𝑏𝑎pℓ ]𝑖 · (1T𝑘U

−1e𝑗 ) + pℓ 𝑖 · 1T𝑘U
−1E𝑏𝑎U−1e𝑗

)]
It is straightforward to see that the derivation of an upper bound on

the operator norm of H remains valid for H𝑘𝑔 when p is replaced by

pℓ . That is, H and H𝑘𝑔 share the same operator norm upper bound

𝐶 . Given the subadditivity property of the operator norm, it holds

that

∥H𝑔 ∥2 ≤
1

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∥H𝑘𝑔 ∥2 = ∥H∥2 =𝐶

Therefore, we have established that the operator norm of 𝐿g is

bounded by 𝐶 , which is equivalent to stating that the Lipschitz

constant of its gradient is also bounded by 𝐶 . Consequently, pro-

jected gradient descent converges to a local minimum when using

a constant step size 0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2/𝐶 .

H Experimental settings
H.1 Datasets
Books3 This is an undirected network of political books sold on

Amazon. Each edge represents frequent co-purchases of two books.

The books are categorized into three groups: liberal, neutral, and

conservative. Since the network is undirected, each edge is con-

verted into two directed edges.

Blogs [2]. A directed network of political blogs, where each edge

represents a hyperlink between two blogs. The vertices are divided

into two groups: liberal and conservative blogs.

MIND [39] A dataset built from user impression logs on Microsoft

News. Each log captures a user’s impressions of current news arti-

cles, along with their reading history. News articles are labeled, and

we construct a directed graph from these logs, filtering out news

articles with a frequency of fewer than 50 occurrences. A directed

edge is created from a historically read news article to a current

one if both appear in the same user’s log. The two vertex groups

correspond to lifestyle-related and society-related news
4
.

Twitter [31]. A directed network of political retweets, where each

edge represents a retweet from one user to another. The vertex

groups are left-leaning and right-leaning users.

Slashdot [22]. A directed network representing friend/foe relation-

ships between users on Slashdot. Since this dataset lacks group

labels, we apply the METIS graph partitioning algorithm [17] to

divide the vertices into groups.

3
http://www-personal.umich.edu/~mejn/netdata/

4
The original dataset contains 14 labels. We aggregate vertices with the labels {lifestyle,

food and drink, sports, health} into group 1, and those with the labels {entertainment,

travel, tv, news, finance, movies, autos, music, weather, video} into group 2.

http://www-personal.umich.edu/~mejn/netdata/
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H.2 Baselines
We present here a description of the baselines we use in our evalua-

tion. In our experiments, P̂ represents the revised transition matrix,

and v̂ represents the revised restart vector for both our algorithms

and all the baselines.

LFPRU [37].A residual-based algorithm that revises both the restart

vector and the transition matrix to achieve perfect 𝜙𝜙𝜙-fairness in

PageRank scores. The intuition is that each node distributes a por-

tion of its PageRank to the under-represented groups, and dis-

tributes the remaining portion to its neighbors uniformly.

The revised transition matrix is P̂ = P𝐿 + R, where:

P𝐿 =


1−𝜙1

𝑜𝑢𝑡2 (𝑖 ) , if (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐸 and 𝑖 ∈ 𝐿1

𝜙1

𝑜𝑢𝑡1 (𝑖 ) , if (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐸 and 𝑖 ∈ 𝐿2

0 otherwise

(H.1)

and 𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑘 (𝑖) represents the number of out-neighbors of vertex 𝑖 that

belongs to group 𝑘 , and 𝐿𝑘 denotes the set of vertices whose portion

of neighbors that belong to group 𝑘 is smaller than the fairness

target 𝜙𝑘 . R is given by

R = 𝛿1xT + 𝛿2yT (H.2)

where 𝛿1 [𝑖] = 𝜙1 − (1−𝜙1 )𝑜𝑢𝑡1 (𝑖 )
𝑜𝑢𝑡2 (𝑖 ) , 𝛿2 [𝑖] = (1 − 𝜙1) − 𝜙1𝑜𝑢𝑡2 (𝑖 )

𝑜𝑢𝑡1 (𝑖 ) . x and

y are two indicator vectors where x(𝑖) = 1 if 𝑖 ∈ 𝑉1 and y(𝑖) =
1 if 𝑖 ∈ 𝑉2.

LFPRN [37]. A neighborhood-based algorithm that achieves perfect

𝜙𝜙𝜙-fairness in PageRank scores. The revised transition matrix is

given by P̂ =
∑

2

𝑘=1
𝜙𝑘P𝑘 , where

P𝑘 =


1

𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑘 (𝑖 ) , if (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐸 and 𝑗 ∈ 𝑉𝑘
1

|𝑉𝑘 | , if 𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑘 (𝑖) = 0 and 𝑗 ∈ 𝑉𝑘
0 otherwise

(H.3)

FairWalk [29]. This algorithm reweights the edges such that a ran-

dom walker has an equal probability of visiting each reachable

group and an equal probability of visiting each vertex within each

reachable group. FairWalk does not change the restart vector, and

the revised transition matrix is given by:

P̂[𝑖, 𝑗] =
𝜙ℓ𝑗 P[𝑖, 𝑗]∑

𝑚∈𝑉ℓ𝑗 𝑃 [𝑖,𝑚]
∑𝐾
𝑘=1

𝐼𝑘 (𝑖)𝜙𝑘
, (H.4)

where 𝐼𝑘 (𝑖) = 1 if vertex 𝑖 has a out-neighbor that belongs to group

𝑘 and 0 otherwise.

CrossWalk [20]. This algorithm extends FairWalk by taking into

account the distance of each vertex to other groups in the random

walk. CrossWalk upweights edges that (1) are closer to the group

boundaries or (2) connect different groups in the graph. This algo-

rithm does not change the restart vector, and we refer readers to

Algorithm 1 in the paper for the revised transition matrix.

I Additional experimental results
I.1 Ranking Coefficient for the group-wise

PageRank weights
In Tables 3 and 4, we report the weighted average Spearman’s rank

correlation coefficient, 𝜌 , for all methods on the Blogs and Slashdot
datasets, respectively. Results for the Books and Twitter datasets
are omitted, as the average coefficients are close to zero across all

methods, indicating that none of the methods can preserve the

original PageRank rankings within groups.

On the Blogs dataset, AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) achieves the highest cor-

relation coefficient, followed by LFPRN and LFPRU. FairGD(0.5, 0.1)

and AdaptGD obtain the lowest values, while the remainingmethods

yield comparable performance. On the Slashdot dataset, algorithm
AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) again achieves the highest value, followed by

AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1). Algorithms AdaptGD, FairGD, and its variants

FairGD(0.1, 0.1) and FairGD(0.5, 0.1) produce comparable results,

whereas FairWalk and CrossWalk perform the worst.

I.2 Ranking Coefficient for the edge weights
In Tables 5 to 7, we present the average Spearman’s rank correlation

coefficient, 𝜌 , for each method on the Books, Blogs and MIND
dataset. For each node, we compute the Spearman’s coefficient

between the rankings of its original and updated outgoing edge

weights, and then report the average coefficient across all nodes.

We omit the results for the datasets Twitter and Slashdot, as the
average coefficients are all approximately in the range [0.999˘1)
across all methods.

FairWalk performs consistently well across all three datasets,

achieving the best results on the Books dataset and second-best

results on the remaining datasets. AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) and AdaptGD
(0.5,0.1) attain the second-best performance on the Books and Blogs
datasets, and the third-best on the MIND dataset. FairGD achieves

the optimal outcome on theMIND dataset.

For the two-group datasets, LFPRU and LFPRN perform notice-

ably worse than the other methods. This outcome is expected, as

both methods substantially modify the underlying graph structure.

In conclusion, FairWalk best preserves the edge weight ranking

across datasets, while AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) and AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1) also

perform very well.

Received 20 February 2007; revised 12 March 2009; accepted 5 June 2009
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Table 3: Average Spearman’s coefficient 𝜌 between the PageRank weight of each method for the Blogs dataset

𝜙 FairWalk CrossWalk LFPRU LFPRN FairGD FairGD(0.1, 0.1) FairGD(0.5, 0.1) AdaptGD AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1)
0.1 0.573 0.506 0.558 0.547 0.437 0.423 0.437 0.423 0.594 0.561

0.2 0.579 0.527 0.552 0.591 0.483 0.488 0.515 0.446 0.587 0.568

0.3 0.568 0.497 0.577 0.593 0.534 0.553 0.542 0.433 0.598 0.553

0.4 0.602 0.539 0.566 0.597 0.560 0.555 0.540 0.442 0.616 0.551

0.5 0.590 0.513 0.588 0.577 0.562 0.564 0.577 0.451 0.609 0.557

0.6 0.576 0.490 0.599 0.579 0.557 0.569 0.570 0.801 0.614 0.545

0.7 0.588 0.511 0.604 0.567 0.586 0.574 0.573 0.754 0.627 0.570

0.8 0.612 0.502 0.602 0.613 0.510 0.489 0.493 0.492 0.604 0.575

0.9 0.584 0.498 0.606 0.617 0.516 0.506 0.501 0.503 0.620 0.555

Table 4: Average Spearman’s coefficient 𝜌 between the PageRank weight of each method for the Slashdot dataset

𝜙 FairWalk CrossWalk FairGD FairGD(0.1, 0.1) FairGD(0.5, 0.1) AdaptGD AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1)
0.1 0.123 0.124 0.221 0.215 0.217 0.212 0.295 0.244

0.2 0.140 0.131 0.219 0.217 0.216 0.213 0.312 0.251

0.3 0.146 0.135 0.245 0.239 0.241 0.238 0.310 0.251

0.4 0.135 0.143 0.229 0.231 0.235 0.243 0.308 0.271

0.5 0.121 0.120 0.218 0.212 0.213 0.223 0.296 0.261

0.6 0.131 0.119 0.221 0.228 0.228 0.211 0.287 0.254

0.7 0.129 0.117 0.226 0.229 0.232 0.212 0.282 0.248

0.8 0.128 0.117 0.235 0.230 0.235 0.224 0.280 0.250

0.9 0.125 0.122 0.230 0.224 0.229 0.224 0.271 0.254

Table 5: Average Spearman’s coefficient 𝜌 between edge weight rankings for the Books dataset

𝜙 FairWalk CrossWalk FairGD FairGD(0.1, 0.1) FairGD(0.5, 0.1) AdaptGD AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1)
0.1 0.989 0.974 0.897 0.919 0.889 0.853 0.975 0.976

0.2 0.989 0.975 0.976 0.919 0.940 0.855 0.976 0.975

0.3 0.989 0.975 0.963 0.946 0.976 0.869 0.977 0.977

0.4 0.989 0.974 0.969 0.959 0.964 0.871 0.977 0.977

0.5 0.989 0.973 0.965 0.961 0.972 0.862 0.978 0.976

0.6 0.988 0.976 0.973 0.945 0.950 0.879 0.979 0.977

0.7 0.988 0.975 0.942 0.943 0.932 0.865 0.977 0.977

0.8 0.988 0.974 0.921 0.939 0.922 0.865 0.976 0.977

0.9 0.988 0.974 0.907 0.938 0.920 0.909 0.977 0.977

Table 6: Average Spearman’s coefficient 𝜌 between edge weight rankings on the Blogs dataset

𝜙 FairWalk CrossWalk LFPRU LFPRN FairGD FairGD(0.1, 0.1) FairGD(0.5, 0.1) AdaptGD AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1)
0.1 0.997 0.991 -0.249 0.282 0.987 0.987 0.987 0.984 0.996 0.996

0.2 0.997 0.991 -0.142 0.284 0.992 0.991 0.992 0.984 0.995 0.996

0.3 0.997 0.991 -0.107 0.284 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.986 0.996 0.996

0.4 0.997 0.991 -0.074 0.284 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.986 0.996 0.996

0.5 0.997 0.991 0.157 0.486 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.988 0.996 0.996

0.6 0.997 0.991 0.161 0.486 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.996 0.996

0.7 0.997 0.991 0.186 0.486 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.996 0.996

0.8 0.997 0.991 0.226 0.486 0.991 0.990 0.990 0.984 0.995 0.996

0.9 0.997 0.991 0.290 0.486 0.987 0.988 0.987 0.984 0.995 0.996

Table 7: Average Spearman’s coefficient 𝜌 between edge weight rankings on theMIND dataset.

𝜙 FairWalk CrossWalk LFPRU LFPRN FairGD FairGD(0.1, 0.1) FairGD(0.5, 0.1) AdaptGD AdaptGD(0.1, 0.1) AdaptGD(0.5, 0.1)
0.1 0.999 0.998 0.318 0.842 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 0.998 0.998 0.999

0.2 0.999 0.998 0.306 0.842 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 0.998 0.999 0.998

0.3 0.999 0.998 0.306 0.842 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 0.998 0.999 0.998

0.4 0.999 0.998 0.298 0.842 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 0.998 0.999 0.999

0.5 0.999 0.998 0.298 0.842 ≈ 1 0.999 ≈ 1 0.998 0.998 0.998

0.6 0.999 0.998 0.298 0.842 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 0.999 0.998 0.998 0.998

0.7 0.999 0.998 0.295 0.842 ≈ 1 ≈ 1 0.999 0.998 0.998 0.998

0.8 0.999 0.998 0.295 0.842 ≈ 1 0.999 0.999 0.997 0.998 0.998

0.9 0.999 0.998 0.294 0.842 ≈ 1 0.999 0.999 0.996 0.998 0.998
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