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ABSTRACT
Graph neural networks (GNNs) are being increasingly used in many

high-stakes tasks, and as a result, there is growing attention on

their fairness recently. GNNs have been shown to be unfair as they

tend to make discriminatory decisions toward certain demographic

groups, divided by sensitive attributes such as gender and race.

While recent works have been devoted to improving their fairness

performance, they often require accessible demographic informa-

tion. This greatly limits their applicability in real-world scenarios

due to legal restrictions. To address this problem, we present a

demographic-agnostic method to learn fair GNNs via knowledge

distillation, namely FairGKD. Our work is motivated by the em-

pirical observation that training GNNs on partial data (i.e., only

node attributes or topology data) can improve their fairness, albeit

at the cost of utility. To make a balanced trade-off between fairness

and utility performance, we employ a set of fairness experts (i.e.,

GNNs trained on different partial data) to construct the synthetic

teacher, which distills fairer and informative knowledge to guide the

learning of the GNN student. Experiments on several benchmark

datasets demonstrate that FairGKD, which does not require access

to demographic information, significantly improves the fairness of

GNNs by a large margin while maintaining their utility.
1
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1 INTRODUCTION
Graph neural networks (GNNs) have demonstrated superior perfor-

mance in various applications [2, 12, 21]. However, the increasing

application of GNNs in high-stakes tasks, such as credit scoring [39]

and fraud detection [30], has raised concerns regarding their fair-

ness, as highlighted by recent works [8, 34]. A widely accepted

view is that the source of biases that result in the fairness problem

of GNNs is the training data [3, 7, 8]. GNNs inherit or even am-

plify these biases through message passing [7], leading to biased

decision-making toward certain demographic groups divided by

sensitive attributes such as race, gender, etc. As a result, such dis-

criminatory decisions may potentially cause economic problems

and even social problems [32, 33].

Over the past few years, efforts [7, 22, 37] have been made to im-

prove the fairness performance of GNNs. A well-studied approach

is to mitigate fairness-related biases by modifying the training

data, such as reducing the connection of nodes within the same

demographic group [37] or preprocessing data to minimize the dis-

tribution distance between demographic groups [8]. In this regard,

the trained GNNs inherit less bias from unbiased training data.

Furthermore, another popular approach is to address the fairness

problem from a training perspective such as adversarial learning,

which aims to learn a fair GNN model to generate node embedding

independent of the sensitive attribute [4, 7]. Despite significant

progress, prior works often assume that sensitive attributes (i.e., de-

mographic information), are fully or partially accessible. However,

due to privacy and legal restrictions [5, 16] on sensitive attributes,

such an assumption may not always hold in real-world scenarios.

Although recent advances [26, 46] have explored improving fairness

without demographic information for independent and identically

distributed (IID) data, these works cannot be directly applied to

graph data due to complicated relations between instances. To this

end, a natural question arises:How can we learn fair GNNs without
demographic information?

We find that previous efforts focus on mitigating group-level

biases, i.e., biases defined by the difference between demographic

groups, resulting in the requirement for accessing the sensitive

attribute. For example, FairDrop [37] reduces the connections be-

tween intra-group nodes, i.e., nodes within the same demographic

group. Here, “intra-group” implicitly means bias mitigation at the

group level. As such, prior approaches are highly dependent on
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Figure 1: Fairness performance comparison of different train-
ing strategies. A smaller Δ𝐷𝑃 means better fairness perfor-
mance. Partial data (i.e., nodes-only or topology-only) train-
ing improves fairness performance.

the accessible sensitive attribute. In the preliminary study of Sec-

tion 4, we find that mitigating the higher-level biases, i.e., bias in

node attributes or the graph topology, also improves fairness but

without accessing the sensitive attribute. Here, higher-level biases

emphasize a wider range of biases than group-level biases, and

in this paper refer to biases in node attributes or graph topology.

Specifically, considering that the trained model inherits biases from

the training data [7, 29], using a portion of the data for training may

be a straightforward solution to mitigate the higher-level biases.

Thus, we compare fairness performance across three model train-

ing strategies, i.e., using only graph topology, only node attributes,

and full graph data. The first two training strategies are referred

to as partial data training, representing mitigating biases in node

attributes, and graph topology, respectively. As shown in Figure 1,

our comparison demonstrates that partial data training improves
fairness performance but inevitably sacrifices utility. This observation
indicates that mitigating higher-level biases also improves fairness
but without accessing the sensitive attribute.

In light of our observation, we propose the utilization of partial

data training as a means to alleviate higher-level biases, thereby en-

hancing fairness in a demographic-agnostic manner. However, the

suboptimal utility performance associated with partial data training

renders it impractical for training inference GNNs using such an

approach. Drawing inspiration from the notable success of knowl-

edge distillation [19], employing partial data training to optimize

fairer teacher models for guiding the learning process of GNN stu-

dents emerges as a potentially effective solution. Thus, we propose

a demographic-agnostic fairness method built upon partial data

training and knowledge distillation paradigm, namely FairGKD.
Specifically, FairGKD employs a set of fairness experts (i.e., models

trained on partial data) to construct a synthetic teacher for distilling

fair knowledge. Then, FairGKD learns fair GNN students with the

guidance of fair knowledge. Additionally, FairGKD uses an adap-

tive algorithm to further achieve the trade-off between fairness and

utility. Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We study a novel problem for learning fair GNNs without

demographic information. To the best of our knowledge, our

work is the first to explore fairness without demographic

information on graph-structured data.

• We propose FairGKD, a simple yet effective method that

learns fair GNNs with the guidance of a fair synthetic teacher

to mitigate their higher-level biases.

• We conduct experiments on several real-world datasets to

verify the effectiveness of the proposed method in improving

fairness while preserving utility.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Fairness in Graph
Fairness in the graph attracts increasing attention due to the su-

perior performance of GNNs in different scenarios [14, 24, 41].

Commonly used fairness notions can be summarized as group fair-

ness, individual fairness, and counterfactual fairness [11, 23, 31].

In this paper, we focus on group fairness which highlights that

the model neither favors nor harms any demographic groups de-

fined by the sensitive attribute. Efforts to improve group fairness

have incorporated mitigating biases in graph-structured data [6, 25]

and constructing a fair GNNs learning framework [1]. Mitigating

data biases involves modifying the graph topology (i.e., adjacency

matrix) [28] and node attributes [8], which provides clean data

for training GNNs. For example, FairDrop [37] proposes an edge

dropout algorithm to reduce connection between nodes within the

same demographic group. EDITS [8] modifies both graph topology

and node attributes with an objective that minimizes distribution

distance between several demographic groups. In the fair GNN

learning framework construction, adversarial learning [13] is a

commonly used approach to learning a fair GNN for generating

node representations or making decisions independent of the sen-

sitive attribute. For example, FairGNN [7] utilizes an adversary to

learn a fair GNN classifier which makes predictions independent

of the sensitive attribute. FairVGNN [40] proposes mitigating the

sensitive attribute leakage through generative adversarial debiasing.

However, these two types of approaches make a strong assumption

that the sensitive attribute is accessible, i.e., the sensitive attribute

is known. Such an assumption may not hold in real-world scenarios

due to legal restrictions. Although [7] studies fair GNNs in limited

sensitive attributes, it still requires the sensitive attribute.

Different from previous works, this work aims to learn fair GNNs

without accessing sensitive attributes. This requires novel tech-

niques to overcome the challenges of learning in the absence of

sensitive attributes. In addition, our proposedmethod, FairGKD, em-

ploys knowledge distillation to learn fair GNNs. It should be noted

that [10] has focused on addressing the fairness problem in GNN-

based knowledge distillation frameworks by adding a learnable

proxy of bias for the shallow student model. In contrast, FairGKD

learns fair GNN students through a fairer teacher model, which is

quite different from Dong et al. [10].

2.2 Fairness without Demographics
Since the legal and privacy limitations for accessing sensitive at-

tributes, there are some progresses [42, 45] to focus on fairness with-

out demographic information in machine learning. For example,

DRO [17] proposes a method based on distributionally robust opti-

mization without access to demographics, which achieves fairness

by improving the worst-case distribution. As the authors point out,

DRO struggles to reduce the impact of noisy outliers, e.g., outliers
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from label noise. To avoid this impact, ARL [27] improves fairness

by addressing computationally-identifiable errors and proposes

adversarially reweighted learning to improve the utility of worst-

case groups. Inspired by label smoothing improving fairness, [5]

utilizes knowledge distillation to generate soft labels instead of

label smoothing. Although prior works improve fairness without

demographics, these works design algorithms based on IID data,

and their effectiveness in non-IID data, e.g., graph data, remains

unknown. Thus, this work focuses on improving the fairness of

GNNs working in graph-structured data without accessing sensi-

tive attributes. Different from [5], FairGKD aims to construct the

fairer teacher and regards intermediate results [35] as soft targets.

3 PRELIMINARIES
3.1 Notations
For clarity in writing, consistent with prior works [7, 40], we con-

textualize our proposed method and relevant proofs within the

framework of a node classification task involving binary sensitive

attributes and binary label settings. We represent an attributed

graph by G = (V, E,X) whereV is a set of |V| = 𝑛 nodes, E is a

set of |E | =𝑚 edges. X ∈ R𝑛×𝑑 is the node attribute matrix where

𝑑 is the node attribute dimension. X ∈ R𝑛×𝑑 is an all-one node at-

tribute matrix. 𝑆 ∈ {0, 1}𝑛 represents the binary sensitive attribute.

X̃ ∈ R𝑛×(𝑑−1) is the node attribute matrix without the sensitive

attribute.A ∈ {0, 1}𝑛×𝑛 is the adjacency matrix.A𝑢𝑣 = 1 represents

that there exists edge 𝑒𝑢𝑣 ∈ E between the node 𝑢 and the node 𝑣 ,

andA𝑢𝑣 = 0 otherwise. For node𝑢 and node 𝑣 , if 𝑆𝑢 = 𝑆𝑣 , these two

nodes are within the same demographic group. GNNs update the

node representation vector ℎ through aggregating messages of its

neighbors. As such, existing GNNs consist of two steps: (1) message

propagation and aggregation; (2) node representation updating.

Thus, the 𝑘-th layer of GNNs can be defined as:

𝑎
(𝑘 )
𝑣 = AGGREGATE

(𝑘 ) ({ℎ (𝑘−1)𝑢 : 𝑢 ∈ N (𝑣)}), (1)

ℎ
(𝑘 )
𝑣 = UPDATE

(𝑘 ) (ℎ (𝑘−1)𝑣 , 𝑎
(𝑘 )
𝑣 ), (2)

where AGGREGATE
(𝑘 ) (·) and UPDATE

(𝑘 ) (·) represent aggrega-
tion function and update function in 𝑘-th layer, respectively. N(𝑣)
represents the set of nodes adjacent to node 𝑣 .

3.2 Fairness Metrics
We focus on group fairness which highlights the outputs of the

model are not biased against any demographic groups. For group

fairness, demographic parity [11] and equal opportunity [15] are

two widely used evaluation metrics. In this paper, we utilize these

two metrics to evaluate the fairness of models in the node classifi-

cation task. Demographic parity (DP) requires that the prediction

is independent of the sensitive attribute 𝑆 and equal opportunity

(EO) requires the same true positive rate for each demographic

group. Let 𝑦 denote the node label prediction result of the classifier.

𝑦 ∈ {0, 1} denotes the node label ground truth. The DP and EO

difference between the two demographic groups can be defined as:

Δ𝐷𝑃 = |𝑃 (𝑦 = 1|𝑆 = 0) − 𝑃 (𝑦 = 1|𝑆 = 1) |, (3)

Δ𝐸𝑂 = |𝑃 (𝑦 = 1|𝑦 = 1, 𝑆 = 0) − 𝑃 (𝑦 = 1|𝑦 = 1, 𝑆 = 1) |, (4)

where small Δ𝐷𝑃 and Δ𝐸𝑂 imply fairer decision-making of GNNs.
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Figure 2: The preliminary results of three training strategies,
i.e., full data, nodes-only, and topology-only. Partial data
training improves fairness but sacrifices utility performance.

3.3 Problem Definition
This work aims to learn a fair GNN classifier 𝑓𝑔 (·) which does

not require accessing to demographics. With Δ𝐷𝑃 and Δ𝐸𝑂 as

evaluation metrics, a fair GNN achieves minimum value for these

two metrics. The problem of this paper can be formally defined as:

Problem Definition. Given a graph ˜G = (V, E, X̃), but non-
accessible sensitive attributes, and partial node label 𝑦, learn a fair
GNN 𝑓𝑔 for node classification task while maintaining utility.

𝑓𝑔 ( ˜G, 𝑦) → 𝑦. (5)

4 IMPACT OF PARTIAL DATA TRAINING
Prior efforts [7, 8, 37] to improve fairness have a strong assumption

that demographic information is available. This is due to the fact

that they aim to mitigate group-level biases, i.e., biases defined by

the difference between demographic groups. Then, demographic-

based data modifications or training strategies, such as reducing

connections within intra-group nodes, are employed to mitigate

such biases. As such, this results in the requirement for accessible

demographic information. A natural question is raised: Can we
alleviate other biases while mitigating group-level biases?

Inspired by the fact that GNNs may inherit biases from training

data [7, 29], we speculate that training models on partial data, i.e.,

only node attributes or topology data, may be a natural solution. As

shown in Figure 2, we make a preliminary analysis for the fairness

performance of different training strategies to verify our insight.We

train GNNs on data with different components, which are described

as follows: (1) Full data. Train a 2-layer graph convolutional network
(GCN) [24] classifier (i.e., a GCN layer followed by a linear layer)

using the complete graph data with the binary cross-entropy (BCE)

function as the loss function. (2) Nodes-only. Train a 2-layer GCN

classifier using only node attributes (i.e., the adjacent matrix is an

identity matrix) with BCE as the loss function. This model can be

regarded as a multi-layer perceptron (MLP). (3) Topology-only. Train
a 2-layer GCN classifier, which is the same as the classifier in Full
data, using only graph topology (i.e., all-one node attributes matrix)

with BCE as the loss function. Here, we refer to nodes-only and

topology-only as partial data training.

We conduct the node classification experiment on three real-

world datasets, i.e., German [1], Recidivism [1], and NBA [7]. We

run this experiment 10 times to report results. All hyperparameters

follow experimental settings in Section 6. The experimental results
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Figure 3: An overview of FairGKD framework. The synthetic teacher distills fair and informative knowledge for guiding the
learning of fair GNNs. “Frozen” means fixing model parameters.

on all datasets are shown in Figure 2. We only show the accuracy

(ACC) and Δ𝐷𝑃 performance due to the similar results on other

metrics. From Figure 2, we make the following observations:

• Fairness. Compared with full data training, partial data

training (i.e., only node attributes or only graph topology)

achieves a remarkable performance on fairness.

• Utility. Although partial data training performs better in

fairness, it sacrifices utility performance.

The possible reason for the first observation is that: As the deep

learning model inherits biases from training data [7, 20], models

trained on partial data only inherit biases in node attribute or graph

topology, which results in better fairness performance. For example,

graph topology in real-world scenarios exhibits the homophily of

sensitive attributes, which is one of the sources of bias resulting

in fairness problems [9, 37]. Topology-only models are trained on

such data to capture graph patterns but inevitably inherit bias from

these patterns. In contrast, Nodes-only models avoid such bias by

not taking into account graph topology. The same principle applies

to node attributes. Here, partial data training makes trained models

avoid inheriting biases in node attributes or graph topology, includ-

ing fairness-relevant biases and fairness-irrelevant biases. Thus, we

refer to all biases hidden in partial data (node attributes or graph

topology) as higher-level biases which also encompass group-level

biases. Mitigating group-level biases improves the fairness perfor-

mance of GNNs [8, 37]. As such, alleviating higher-level biases also

eliminates group-level biases, resulting in fairness performance

improvement. For the second observation, there are two possible

reasons to explain this: (1) GNNs are more powerful than MLP in

representation and reasoning capacity, which is empirically proved

by prior efforts [41, 43]. (2) with partial data for training, the model

misses part of the information in full data, which leads to the model

utility sacrifice.

Experimental results indicate that models trained on partial

data present superior performance on fairness but sacrifice utility.

To achieve the trade-off between fairness and utility, we propose

FairGKD which is built upon knowledge distillation [19] with par-

tial data training, as shown in Section 5.

5 METHODOLOGY
Inspired by the preliminary analysis, we propose a method for learn-

ing fair GNNs, namely FairGKD. Here, we first give an overview

of FairGKD. Then, we make a detailed description for each compo-

nent of FairGKD, followed by the optimization objective. Finally,

we present the theoretical proof and the complexity analysis in

Appendix.

5.1 Overview
In this subsection, we provide an overview of FairGKD, which is

illustrated in Figure 3. FairGKD is motivated by our empirical obser-

vation on partial data training. The goal of FairGKD is to learn a fair

GNN without accessing sensitive attributes. To achieve this, several

issues need to be tackled: (1) improving fairness without accessing

the sensitive attribute; (2) avoiding utility sacrifice resulting from

partial data training; (3) achieving a trade-off between fairness and

utility. To overcome the first two challenges, FairGKD employs the

partial data training strategy to mitigate higher-level biases. Then,

following the knowledge distillation paradigm [19, 36], FairGKD

employs two fairness experts (i.e., models trained on only node

attributes or topology) to construct a synthetic teacher for distilling

fair and informative knowledge. To overcome the third challenge,

FairGKD utilizes an adaptive optimization algorithm to balance loss

terms of fairness and utility.

As shown in Figure 3 (a), FairGKD consists of a synthetic teacher

and a GNN student model denoted by 𝑓𝑡 and 𝑓𝑠 , respectively. 𝑓𝑠
is a GNN classifier for the node classification task, mimicking the

output of 𝑓𝑡 . The synthetic teacher 𝑓𝑡 aims to distill fair and in-

formative knowledge 𝐻 for the student model. Specifically, 𝑓𝑡 is

comprised of two fairness experts, 𝑓𝑡𝑚 and 𝑓𝑡𝑔 , and a projector 𝑓𝑡𝑝 .

Here, 𝑓𝑡𝑚 and 𝑓𝑡𝑔 , which are trained on only node attributes and

only topology, alleviate higher-level biases without requiring ac-

cess to sensitive attributes. Due to partial data training, 𝑓𝑡𝑚 and 𝑓𝑡𝑔
may generate fair yet uninformative node representations denoted

by 𝐻𝑡𝑚 , 𝐻𝑡𝑔 . To bridge this gap, the projector 𝑓𝑡𝑝 is used to com-

bine these uninformative representations and performs mapping

to generate informative representation 𝐻 . 𝐻 will be regarded as
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additional supervision to assist the learning of 𝑓𝑠 . Mimicking fair

and informative representation 𝐻 , 𝑓𝑠 tends to generate fair node

representation while preserving utility. During each training epoch,

𝑓𝑠 takes full graph-structured data
˜G = (V, E, X̃) as input and pre-

dicts node labels. With a trained and fixed synthetic teacher as the

teacher, 𝑓𝑠 is supervised by node label𝑦 to maintain utility and node

representation 𝐻 from the synthetic teacher to improve fairness.

To further achieve the trade-off between fairness and utility for 𝑓𝑠 ,

an adaptive optimization algorithm [44] is employed to balance the

training influence between the utility loss term (hard loss) and the

knowledge distillation loss term (soft loss).

In summary, FairGKD is a demographic-agnostic framework

that facilitates the learning of fair GNNs without sacrificing util-

ity. Specifically, FairGKD is built upon knowledge distillation with

partial data training. Different from the traditional teacher-student

framework, FairGKD employs a synthetic teacher 𝑓𝑡 , which is the

combination of multiple models, to distill fair knowledge for learn-

ing fair GNNs. Benefiting from partial data training, FairGKD can

learn fair GNNs without accessing sensitive attributes. Meanwhile,

FairGKD can achieve fairness improvement for multiple sensitive

attributes with just a single training session, as empirically demon-

strated in Section 6.

5.2 Synthetic Teacher
In this subsection, we introduce the components of synthetic teacher

𝑓𝑡 and its optimization objective. The goal of 𝑓𝑡 is to distill fair and

informative node representation 𝐻 for the student model. 𝑓𝑡 con-

sists of two fairness experts 𝑓𝑡𝑚 , 𝑓𝑡𝑔 , and a projector 𝑓𝑡𝑝 . The MLP

fairness expert 𝑓𝑡𝑚 takes only node attributes without the sensitive

attribute X̃ as input while outputting node representations 𝐻𝑡𝑚 .

Meanwhile, the GNN fairness expert 𝑓𝑡𝑔 takes graph G = (V, E,X)
with all-one node attributes matrix as input and outputs 𝐻𝑡𝑔 . Note

that G can be regarded as only graph topology due to the all-one

node attributes matrix. The processing for obtaining the node rep-

resentation 𝐻𝑡𝑚 and 𝐻𝑡𝑔 is as follows:

𝐻𝑡𝑚 = 𝑓𝑡𝑚 (X̃), (6)

𝐻𝑡𝑔 = 𝑓𝑡𝑔 (G). (7)

𝑓𝑡𝑚 and 𝑓𝑡𝑔 are trained on partial data, i.e., only node attributes

and only topology, respectively. According to observation in Sec-

tion 4, 𝑓𝑡𝑚 and 𝑓𝑡𝑔 only inherit bias in node attributes or topology.

As a result, 𝐻𝑡𝑚 , 𝐻𝑡𝑔 are fairer node representations due to mit-

igating higher-level biases. However, these two representations

may be uninformative due to partial data training of 𝑓𝑡𝑚 and 𝑓𝑡𝑔 ,

which can lead to poor performance in downstream tasks. With

such representations as the additional supervised information, it

is challenging to train a fair student model that preserves utility.

To address this issue, FairGKD employs a projector 𝑓𝑡𝑝 to merge

these two representations to generate fair and informative repre-

sentations 𝐻 . Specifically, 𝑓𝑡𝑝 takes the concatenation of 𝐻𝑡𝑚 and

𝐻𝑡𝑔 as input and outputs 𝐻 . This can be summarized as:

𝐻 = 𝑓𝑡𝑝 (𝑓𝑡𝑚 (X̃) ⊕ 𝑓𝑡𝑔 (G)), (8)

where ⊕ denotes the concatenate operation. Since partial data train-

ing mitigates higher-level biases, 𝐻𝑡𝑚 and 𝐻𝑡𝑔 generated by the

trained model display more fairness. To maintain such fairness,

𝑓𝑡𝑝 aims to seek bias neutralization between 𝐻𝑡𝑚 and 𝐻𝑡𝑔 , which

results in fair representations 𝐻 . Eq. (8) combines the information

from node attributes and graph topology while transforming 𝐻𝑡𝑚

and 𝐻𝑡𝑔 to a unified embedding space, similar to obtaining node

representations with full data as input. As such, 𝑓𝑡𝑝 can output

informative yet fair representations 𝐻 .

To ensure the implementation of the above design, FairGKD

leverages a multi-step training scheme with a contrastive objective

to train 𝑓𝑡 . As shown in Figure 3(b), the multi-step training scheme

can be divided into two steps, i.e., fairness experts training and pro-
jector training. (1) Fairness experts training aims to make fairness

experts inherit less biases through partial data training. Given a full

graph
˜G = (V, E, X̃) without the sensitive attribute, we have two

partial versions of
˜G, i.e., X̃ and G = (V, E,X). Then, 𝑓𝑡𝑚 , 𝑓𝑡𝑔 gen-

erate node representations𝐻𝑡𝑚 ,𝐻𝑡𝑔 according to Eq. (6)-(7). Taking

𝐻𝑡𝑚 , 𝐻𝑡𝑔 as input, the classifier, e.g., a linear classification layer, is

employed to predict node labels𝑦𝑚 ,𝑦𝑔 . Based on the predicted node

labels and the ground truth, BCE function is utilized as the loss func-

tion to optimize weights of two fairness experts, respectively. (2)

Projector training ensures the projector generates informative node

representations through a contrastive objective and a trained GNN

𝑓𝑐𝑔 . Here, 𝑓𝑐𝑔 has the same network structure as our GNN student

but is directly trained on the full graph
˜G. After fairness experts

training, we fix the model parameters of 𝑓𝑡𝑚 , 𝑓𝑡𝑔 and generate 𝐻𝑡𝑚 ,

𝐻𝑡𝑔 . As shown in Eq. (8), the projector takes the concatenation of

𝐻𝑡𝑚 ,𝐻𝑡𝑔 as input and generates the node representations𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 . This

process can be summarized as 𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 = 𝑓𝑡𝑝 (𝑓𝑡𝑚 (X̃) ⊕ 𝑓𝑡𝑔 (G)). With

node representations 𝐻𝑐𝑔 = 𝑓𝑐𝑔 ( ˜G) generated by 𝑓𝑐𝑔 as the ground

truth, we optimize the projector 𝑓𝑡𝑝 by minimizing the contrastive

objective. This maximizes the similarity between the representation

of the same node in 𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 and 𝐻𝑐𝑔 , which means the synthetic model

learns the informative node representations like 𝑓𝑐𝑔 .

For the contrastive objective, we follow the setting in Zhu et

al. [47]. ℎ𝑖 and ℎ
′
𝑖
denote the node representation of node 𝑖 in

𝐻𝑐𝑔 and 𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 . (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ

′
𝑖
) can be considered as a positive pair and the

remaining ones are all negative pairs. Given a similarity function

𝑠𝑖𝑚(·) to computing node representations similarity, the contrastive

objective for any positive pair (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ
′
𝑖
) can be defined as:

𝑙 (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ
′
𝑖 ) = − log(

𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑚 (ℎ𝑖 ,ℎ
′
𝑖 )/𝜏∑𝑛

𝑗=1 𝑒
𝑠𝑖𝑚 (ℎ𝑖 ,ℎ

′
𝑗
)/𝜏 +∑𝑛

𝑗=1,𝑖≠𝑗 𝑒
𝑠𝑖𝑚 (ℎ𝑖 ,ℎ 𝑗 )/𝜏

), (9)

where (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ
′
𝑗
) and (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ 𝑗 ) are the negative pairs. 𝜏 is a scalar tem-

perature parameter. We consider the similarity function 𝑠𝑖𝑚(·) as
𝑠𝑖𝑚(ℎ𝑖 , ℎ

′
𝑖
) = D(𝑓 (ℎ𝑖 ), 𝑓 (ℎ

′
𝑖
)), where D is the consine similarity

and 𝑓 (·) is a projector. We compute the contrastive objective over

all positive pairs (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ
′
𝑖
) to obtain the overall contrastive objective:

𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 =
1

2𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

[𝑙 (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ
′
𝑖 ) + 𝑙 (ℎ

′
𝑖 , ℎ𝑖 )] . (10)

With Eq. (10) as the objective function, the trained synthetic

teacher can generate fair and informative node representations for

guiding the student model. As shown in Theorem 1, we find that

minimizing our contrastive objective is equivalent to maximizing

the mutual information between𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 and the original graph

˜G. This
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proves that the node representation generated by 𝑓𝑡 is informative.

As a result, FairGKD learns fair and informative GNN students with

a such teacher model.

Theorem 1. Let𝐻𝑐𝑔 ,𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 denote node representations generated by

the trained GNN 𝑓𝑐𝑔 and the synthetic teacher 𝑓𝑡 , respectively. Given
an original graph ˜G, the contrastive objective is a lower bound of
mutual information between the node representations 𝐻

′
𝑐𝑔 generated

by 𝑓𝑡 and the original graph ˜G:

−𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 ≤ 𝐼 (𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 ;

˜G) . (11)

The proof of Theorem 1 is shown in Appendix A.

5.3 Learning Fair GNNs Student
With a trained synthetic model 𝑓𝑡 as the teacher model, FairGKD

trains a fair GNN student 𝑓𝑠 . Following the knowledge distillation

paradigm [19], the GNN student learns to mimic the output of the

synthetic teacher. Assuming that 𝑓𝑠 is a 𝑘-layer model with a single

linear layer as the classifier, i.e., the first 𝑘 − 1 layer constitutes the
GNN backbone, while the 𝑘-th layer serves as the classifier. Given

a full graph
˜G = (V, E, X̃), 𝑓𝑠 generates node representations �̂� =

𝑓
(𝑘−1)
𝑠 ( ˜G) in (𝑘-1)-th layer and predicts node labels 𝑦 = 𝑓

(𝑘 )
𝑠 (�̂� )

in 𝑘-th layer. With two partial versions of
˜G as input, the trained

𝑓𝑡 distills the knowledge 𝐻 = 𝑓𝑡 (X̃,G) as the additional supervised
information in soft loss. Node labels ground truth 𝑌 is regarded as

the ground truth in hard loss to make 𝑓𝑠 maintain high accuracy in

the node classification task. Specifically, the objective function 𝐿 of

training 𝑓𝑠 can be defined as:

𝐿 = 𝛼𝐿𝑐 + 𝛽𝐿𝑘𝑑 , (12)

where 𝐿𝑐 is the hard loss, which aims to maintain utility on the

node classification task. We refer to 𝐿𝑐 as the binary cross-entropy

function. 𝐿𝑘𝑑 is the soft loss to optimize the GNN backbone for

generating node representations similar to the output of 𝑓𝑡 , which

ensures that FairGKD learns fair GNNs. Similar to the optimization

of the projector 𝑓𝑡𝑝 , we refer to 𝐿𝑘𝑑 as the contrastive objective

shown in Eq. (9), (10) during the knowledge distillation process. 𝛼

and 𝛽 , which are adaptive coefficients for balancing the influence

of these two loss terms, are calculated by the adaptive algorithm

shown in Section 5.4.

5.4 Adaptive Optimization
Due to the multi-loss of FairGKD, it can be challenging to achieve

a balance between different loss terms, which indicates a trade-

off between utility and fairness. To address this issue, an adaptive

algorithm is used to calculate two adaptive coefficients (i.e., 𝛼 and

𝛽) which balance the influence of the two loss terms. Inspired

by the adaptive normalization loss in MTARD [44], we use this

algorithm to balance 𝐿𝑐 and 𝐿𝑘𝑑 instead of loss terms in multi-

teacher knowledge distillation. The core idea behind this algorithm

is to amplify the impact of the disadvantage term (i.e., loss term

with slower reduction) on the overall loss function. In this regard,

the disadvantage term will be assigned a larger coefficient and then

contribute more to the overall model update. Specifically, let 𝐿(𝑡)
denote the loss at epoch 𝑡 , Eq. (12) can be formulated as:

𝐿(𝑡) = 𝛼 (𝑡)𝐿𝑐 (𝑡) + 𝛽 (𝑡)𝐿𝑘𝑑 (𝑡). (13)

Table 1: Statistic information of three datasets.

Dataset Recidivism Pokec-z Pokec-n

#Nodes 18,876 67,796 66,569

#Edges 321,308 617,958 583,616

#Attributes 18 277 266

Sens. Race Region Region

Labels Bail Prediction Working Field Working Field

We compute 𝛼 (𝑡) and 𝛽 (𝑡) at each epoch 𝑡 through the loss

decrease relative to the initial epoch, i.e., 𝑡 = 0. Here, we utilize

the relative loss �̃�(𝑡) = 𝐿(𝑡)/𝐿(0) to measure the loss decrease of

loss 𝐿. A small value of �̃�(𝑡) means a better optimization for the

training model. Based on �̃�(𝑡), 𝛼 (𝑡) and 𝛽 (𝑡) can be computed by

the following formulation:

𝛼 (𝑡) = 𝑙𝑟 [�̃�𝑐 (𝑡)]𝛾

[�̃�𝑐 (𝑡)]𝛾 + [�̃�𝑘𝑑 (𝑡)]𝛾
+ (1 − 𝑙𝑟 )𝛼 (𝑡 − 1), (14)

𝛽 (𝑡) = 1 − 𝛼 (𝑡), (15)

where 𝑙𝑟 is the learning rate of the hard loss term, 𝛾 is a hyperpa-

rameter to enhance the disadvantaged loss which represents the

loss term with a lower loss decrease.

In our scenarios, this algorithm suppresses the significantly de-

creasing loss term by assigning a smaller coefficient. Conversely,

a bigger coefficient will promote the loss term that is slightly de-

creased. Meanwhile, 𝛼 and 𝛽 are dynamically changing with model

optimization. Thus, the GNN student is optimized by balancing two

loss terms, resulting in the trade-off between utility and fairness.

Additionally, we give a brief complexity analysis for our proposed

method FairGKD in Appendix B.

6 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we conduct experiments on three datasets, namely,

𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑚 [1], 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑧, 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑛 [38]. The statistical information

of these datasets is shown in Table 1. Limited by space, we present

the detailed experimental settings in Appendix D.

6.1 Comparison with Baseline Methods
With two different GNNs (GCN, GIN) as backbones, we compare

FairGKDwith three baselinemethods on the node classification task.

Specifically, we implement two FairGKD variants with the same

network structure, i.e., FairGKD and FairGKD\S, which represent

training on graph-structured data with and without the sensitive

attribute. Note that we denote the proposed method in Section 5 as

FairGKD\S for convenience. Table 2 presents the utility and fairness
performance of two FairGKD variants and all baseline methods.

The following observations can be made from Table 2: (1) the

proposed method FairGKD improves fairness while maintaining

or even improving utility across all three datasets, highlighting

the effectiveness of FairGKD in learning fair GNNs. (2) FairGKD

achieves state-of-the-art performance in most cases. While it is
not the best-performing method in some cases, FairGKD presents a
small performance gap with the best result. This implies the superior

performance of FairGKD on both fairness and utility. (3) FairGKD

can improve the fairness of GNNs even without sensitive attribute
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Table 2: Comparison results of FairGKD against baseline methods. FairGKD\S is a variant of FairGKD with the same network
structure and is trained on graph data without the sensitive attribute. The best results for each backbone GNN are in bold.

Methods Recidivism Pokec-z Pokec-n

ACC (↑) Δ𝐷𝑃 (↓) Δ𝐸𝑂 (↓) ACC (↑) Δ𝐷𝑃 (↓) Δ𝐸𝑂 (↓) ACC (↑) Δ𝐷𝑃 (↓) Δ𝐸𝑂 (↓)

GCN

Vanilla 84.23 ± 0.71 7.54 ± 0.59 5.20 ± 0.52 69.74 ± 0.27 5.02 ± 0.56 4.15 ± 0.81 68.75 ± 0.36 1.58 ± 0.57 2.56 ± 1.07

FairGNN 82.93 ± 1.17 6.65 ± 0.80 4.50 ± 0.90 68.96 ± 1.52 7.95 ± 1.53 6.29 ± 2.00 67.53 ± 1.75 2.36 ± 1.25 2.87 ± 1.05

FairVGNN 85.92 ± 0.57 6.00 ± 0.75 4.69 ± 1.19 68.30 ± 0.94 3.51 ± 3.01 3.67 ± 1.88 69.25 ± 0.29 6.91 ± 1.74 8.93 ± 1.85

FDKD 84.12 ± 0.52 7.33 ± 0.77 6.40 ± 1.14 69.71 ± 0.26 4.36 ± 0.68 3.25 ± 0.66 68.70 ± 0.53 1.03 ± 0.58 1.92 ± 0.83

FairGKD 86.10 ± 1.09 7.12 ± 1.15 5.86 ± 1.30 69.21 ± 0.41 4.16 ± 0.80 3.15 ± 0.85 67.85 ± 0.30 0.87 ± 0.50 1.25 ± 1.04
FairGKD\S 86.09 ± 1.05 5.98 ± 0.47 4.47 ± 0.72 69.42 ± 0.37 7.72 ± 0.90 5.90 ± 0.99 68.04 ± 0.54 2.46 ± 0.86 3.62 ± 0.94

GIN

Vanilla 72.53 ± 4.95 8.96 ± 3.13 6.62 ± 2.21 68.37 ± 0.55 4.29 ± 1.84 4.65 ± 1.85 68.48 ± 0.40 2.75 ± 1.45 4.81 ± 2.84

FairGNN 78.34 ± 1.56 8.93 ± 1.63 6.65 ± 1.77 68.48 ± 0.79 3.96 ± 1.47 5.22 ± 1.51 67.50 ± 1.11 2.25 ± 1.33 2.68 ± 1.59

FairVGNN 80.76 ± 1.22 6.95 ± 0.41 6.97 ± 1.18 68.35 ± 0.71 1.93 ± 1.23 2.71 ± 1.20 67.55 ± 1.33 6.13 ± 1.59 7.00 ± 1.80

FDKD 61.29 ± 6.17 5.95 ± 2.90 4.93 ± 3.54 68.40 ± 0.50 3.39 ± 1.19 4.16 ± 1.52 66.56 ± 1.57 1.60 ± 1.04 2.90 ± 2.27

FairGKD 78.09 ± 4.53 8.37 ± 1.52 5.57 ± 1.63 67.63 ± 2.10 1.60 ± 1.07 2.26 ± 1.66 67.90 ± 1.09 1.59 ± 0.99 1.81 ± 1.59
FairGKD\S 79.98 ± 2.45 5.89 ± 1.56 4.53 ± 0.96 68.87 ± 0.35 4.78 ± 1.03 5.44 ± 1.38 68.48 ± 0.63 2.10 ± 0.81 4.57 ± 1.32

Figure 4: Visualizations of node representation learned on
Recidivism dataset. Dot colors represent two demographic
groups with different sensitive attributes (race).

information, and in some cases outperforms all baseline methods.

This observation implies that FairGKD is a demographic-agnostic

fairness method.

We also find that FairGKD\S does not improve fairness on 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-

𝑧 and 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑛 dataset, but rather performs worse than Vanilla.
However, comparing FairGKD\S with Vanilla\S trained on data

without the sensitive attribute, we observe FairGKD\S improves

the fairness of GNNs. One potential reason could be that non-

sensitive attributes, which are highly correlated to the sensitive

attribute, leak sensitive information and are more prone to make the

training GNN inherit bias. We also observe that FairGKD is effective

for two commonly used GNNs. To further understand FairGKD,

we visualize the node representation generated by the synthetic

teacher and the trained GNN student of FairGKD on 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑚

using t-SNE in Figures 4 and 5. Figure 4 shows indistinguishable

node representations with respect to the sensitive attribute, which

demonstrates fair knowledge distilled by the synthetic teacher and

fair student learned by FairGKD. Figure 5 shows clear clustering of

node representations with respect to the node label, indicating the

superior utility performance of FairGKD.

Figure 5: Visualizations of node representation learned on
Recidivism dataset. Dot colors represent the label (bail vs. no
bail) of nodes.

6.2 Ablation Study
We conduct ablations on datasets with the sensitive attribute. Specif-

ically, we investigate how each of the following four components

individually contributes to learning fair GNNs, i.e., fairness GNN

expert, fairness MLP expert, the projector, and the adaptive opti-

mization algorithm. We remove these four components separately

and their results denoted by FairGKD\G, FairGKD\M, FairGKD\P,
and FairGKD\A, respectively. For FairGKD\G and FairGKD\M,

we regard the output of the remaining expert as the input of the

projector. FairGKD\P replaces the projector with mean operation.

FairGKD\A fixes 𝛼 and 𝛽 in Eq. (12) as 0.5.

We show ablation results of FairGKD learning GCN student

model on 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑧, and 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑛 datasets in Figure 6. We observe

that FairGKD is stable in utility performance even if lacks some

components. This is due to the fact that FairGKD trains the GNN

student with full data as input and the knowledge distilling from the

synthetic teacher is informative. The removal of any components,

especially the fairness GNN expert and the fairness MLP expert,

weakens the fairness improvement of FairGKD. This observation

indicates that the synthetic teacher and the adaptive algorithm for
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Figure 6: Ablation results w.r.t. the components of FairGKD.

loss coefficients are necessary for learning a fair GNN. Moreover,

results of FairGKD\A show higher Δ𝐷𝑃 value and standard devia-

tions, which means worse fairness and more unstable performance.

Thus, the adaptive algorithm for calculating loss coefficients is effec-

tive in achieving the trade-off between fairness and utility. Overall,

the results show that all components of FairGKD are beneficial for

the model fairness performance, while the adaptive algorithm also

ensures the model fairness performance remains stable.

6.3 Various Sensitive Attributes Evaluation
Due to the partial data training to mitigate higher-level biases,

FairGKD can be employed in fairness scenarios involving various

sensitive attributes within a single training session. To verify this,

we conduct FairGKD with GCN as the student and evaluate the

fairness performance of this student on different sensitive attributes.

We study the fairness performance of FairGKD w.r.t. three sensitive

attributes, i.e., region, gender, and age. Here, we set all sensitive

attributes to be binary. We set age ≥ 25 as 1 and age < 25 as 0.

The results of various sensitive attributes are shown in Table 3.

We observe that a single implementation of FairGKD improves fair-

ness under different sensitive attributes in most cases. This is due to

the fact that FairGKD is not tailored for a specific sensitive attribute

and mitigates higher-level biases. Due to such a design, FairGKD ex-

hibits a weaker impact on fairness in sensitive attributes like gender.

Moreover, we also find that vanilla outperforms FairGKD on utility

performance by a small margin which can be ignored. Overall, ex-

perimental results demonstrate that FairGKD is a one-size-fits-all

approach for improving fairness under different sensitive attributes.

6.4 Parameters Sensitivity
We conduct hyperparameter studies of two parameters, i.e., 𝜏 and

𝛾 . Specifically, we only show the parameter sensitivity results on

𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑚 dataset due to similar observations on other datasets.

Using GCN as the student model, we vary 𝜏 and 𝛾 within the range

of {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9} and {0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 0.3,
0.5, 0.7, 1, 10, 100}, respectively. As shown in Figure 7, we make

the following observations: (1) the overall performance of FairGKD

remains smooth despite the wide range of variation in 𝛾 and 𝜏 .

Specifically, the performance of FairGKD is stable in terms of utility

as well as fairness when 𝛾 varies within the range of 0.001 to 10 or

𝜏 varies within the range of 0.1 to 0.9. (2) When 𝛾 ≥ 10, FairGKD

further improves fairness but the utility performance decreases

Table 3: Results of various sensitive attributes.

Metrics Pokec-z Pokec-n

Vanilla FairGKD Vanilla FairGKD

F1 70.23 ± 0.29 69.59 ± 0.36 65.33 ± 0.45 64.47 ± 0.47

ACC 69.74 ± 0.27 69.21 ± 0.41 68.75 ± 0.36 67.85 ± 0.30

Δ𝐷𝑃

Region 5.02 ± 0.56 4.16 ± 0.80 1.58 ± 0.57 0.87 ± 0.50
Gender 3.07 ± 0.51 2.56 ± 0.72 6.03 ± 0.89 6.42 ± 0.45

Age 57.03 ± 0.62 55.41 ± 2.82 62.41 ± 1.01 59.24 ± 2.08

Δ𝐸𝑂

Region 4.15 ± 0.81 3.15 ± 0.85 2.56 ± 1.07 1.25 ± 1.04
Gender 5.03 ± 0.37 5.01 ± 0.90 12.84 ± 0.99 12.43 ± 1.06
Age 44.88 ± 0.53 43.52 ± 3.28 51.53 ± 1.10 48.72 ± 2.04
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Figure 7: Parameters sensitivity analysis on Recidivism.

rapidly. Due to a larger 𝛾 strengthening the disadvantaged loss, this

observation indicates that the soft loss 𝐿𝑘𝑑 is the disadvantaged one

in training. In this regard, a larger 𝛾 improves fairness but sacrifices

utility. To better achieve the trade-off between utility and fairness,

a suitable 𝛾 is necessary. (3) When 𝜏 ≤ 0.1, the fairness and utility

performance of FairGKD both decrease. This suggests that the GNN

student is not accurately replicating the output of the synthetic

teacher. Overall, FairGKD remains stable with respect to the wide

range variation of 𝛾 and 𝜏 . A suitable 𝛾 , e.g., 𝛾 < 10, is beneficial

for the trade-off between utility and fairness.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we propose FairGKD, a simple yet effective method

to learn fair GNNs on graph-structured data through knowledge

distillation. To our best knowledge, FairGKD is the first effort to

improve GNN fairness on graph-structured data without demo-

graphic information. The key insight behind our approach is to

guide the GNN student training through the fair synthetic teacher,

which mitigates higher-level biases via partial data training, i.e.,

training models on only node attributes or graph topology. As a

result, FairGKD leverages the benefits of knowledge distillation

and partial data training, improving fairness while eliminating the

dependence on demographics. Experiments on three real-world

datasets demonstrate that FairGKD outperforms strong baselines

in most cases. Furthermore, we demonstrate that FairGKD is effec-

tive in learning fair GNNs even when demographic information is

absent or in multiple sensitive attribute scenarios.
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A PROOF OF THEOREM 1
Theorem 1 (Restated). Let 𝐻𝑐𝑔 , 𝐻

′
𝑐𝑔 denote node embedding

generated by the trained GNN 𝑓𝑐𝑔 and the synthetic teacher 𝑓𝑡 , re-
spectively. Given an original graph G, the contrastive objective is a
lower bound of mutual information between the node embedding 𝐻

′
𝑐𝑔

generated by 𝑓𝑡 and the original graph G:

−𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 ≤ 𝐼 (𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 ;G) . (16)

Here is the proof of Theorem 1:

Proof. Based on the data processing inequality, given three

random variables X, Y, Z satisfying a Markov chain X→ Y→ Z,
we have the inequality 𝐼 (X;Z) ≤ 𝐼 (X;Y). In FairGKD, 𝐻𝑐𝑔 and 𝐻

′
𝑐𝑔

are generated by 𝑓𝑐𝑔 and 𝑓𝑡 using the original graph
˜G as input.

This gives rise to a Markov chain 𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 ← ˜G → 𝐻𝑐𝑔 . 𝐻

′
𝑐𝑔 and 𝐻𝑐𝑔

are conditionally independent after given
˜G, so this Markov chain

is equivalent to 𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 → ˜G → 𝐻𝑐𝑔 . Thus, we obtain the following

inequality:

𝐼 (𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 ;𝐻𝑐𝑔) ≤ 𝐼 (𝐻

′
𝑐𝑔 ;

˜G). (17)

According to the proof in [29, 47], the lower bound of the true

mutual information between 𝐻𝑐𝑔 and 𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 is the contrastive objec-

tive −𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 , which can be summarized as:

−𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 ≤ 𝐼 (𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 ;𝐻𝑐𝑔) . (18)

Combining Eq. (17) and (18), the following inequality can be

summarized:

−𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 ≤ 𝐼 (𝐻
′
𝑐𝑔 ;𝐻𝑐𝑔) ≤ 𝐼 (𝐻

′
𝑐𝑔 ;

˜G). (19)

This completes the proof of Theorem 1, and we have shown that

−𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 ≤ 𝐼 (𝐻 ′𝑐𝑔 ; ˜G). □

B COMPLEXITY ANALYSIS
We briefly discuss the space and time complexity of our proposed

FairGKD. For space complexity, FairGKD computes the pairwise

similarity in the contrastive objective to train fair GNNs. Thus, the

space complexity of FairGKD, which is related to the number of

nodes in graph
˜G = (V, E, X̃), is O(|V|2). Fortunately, we can

use the graph sampling-based training method or replace the con-

trastive objective with mean square error (MSE) to further reduce

the space complexity. For time complexity, FairGKD conducts the

forward of the synthetic teacher once to obtain soft targets and the

rest of the training process is the same as the normal training of

GNNs. Thus, the time complexity of FairGKD is O(|V| + |E|).

C ALGORITHM
To help better understand FairGKD, we present the training algo-

rithm of FairGKD in Algorithm 1. Note that the trained GNN 𝑓𝑐𝑔
has the same network structure as the GNN student but is directly

trained on the full graph
˜G.

D EXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS
D.1 Datasets
We conduct node classification experiments on three commonly

used datasets, namely, 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑚 [1], 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑧, 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑛 [38]. To

maintain consistency with previous research [7, 8, 40], the sensitive

Algorithm 1 Training Algorithm of FairGKD

Input: ˜G = (V, E, X̃), node labels 𝑦, a 𝑘-layer GNN student 𝑓𝑠 , a

synthetic teacher 𝑓𝑡 = {𝑓𝑡𝑚, 𝑓𝑡𝑔, 𝑓𝑡𝑝 }, a trained GNN 𝑓𝑐𝑔 , and

hyperparameters 𝜏 , 𝛾 , 𝑙𝑟 .

Output: Trained GNN student model with parameters 𝜃 𝑓𝑠 .

1: // Fairness experts training

2: Train 𝑓𝑡𝑚 , 𝑓𝑡𝑔 with the binary cross-entropy function as the

loss function;

3: // Projector training

4: G, X̃← ˜G;
5: while 𝑛𝑜𝑡 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑑 do
6: // Frozen 𝑓𝑡𝑚 , 𝑓𝑡𝑔

7: 𝐻𝑡𝑚 ← 𝑓𝑡𝑚 (X̃), 𝐻𝑡𝑔 ← 𝑓𝑡𝑔 (G);
8: 𝐻

′
𝑐𝑔 ← 𝑓𝑡𝑝 (𝐻𝑡𝑚 ⊕ 𝐻𝑡𝑔), 𝐻𝑐𝑔 ← 𝑓𝑐𝑔 ( ˜G);

9: Calculate 𝐿𝑐𝑜𝑛 according to Eq.(9) and (10);

10: Update 𝜃 𝑓𝑡𝑝 by gradient descent;

11: end while
12: // Fair GNN student training (knowledge distillation)

13: 𝐻 ← 𝑓𝑡𝑝 (𝑓𝑡𝑚 (X̃) ⊕ 𝑓𝑡𝑔 (G));
14: while 𝑛𝑜𝑡 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑑 do
15: 𝑦 ← 𝑓

(𝑘 )
𝑠 (�̂� ), �̂� ← 𝑓

(𝑘−1)
𝑠 ( ˜G);

16: Calculate 𝐿𝑐 (𝑡), 𝐿𝑘𝑑 (𝑡);
17: Calculate 𝛼 (𝑡), 𝛽 (𝑡) according to Eq.(14) and (15);

18: Calculate loss function 𝐿 ← 𝛼 (𝑡)𝐿𝑐 (𝑡) + 𝛽 (𝑡)𝐿𝑘𝑑 (𝑡);
19: Update 𝜃 𝑓𝑠 by gradient descent;

20: end while
21: return 𝜃 𝑓𝑠 ;

attribute and node labels of the above-mentioned datasets are binary.

We present a brief description of these three datasets as follows:

• Recidivism 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑚 [1] is a defendants dataset including

those defendants released on bail during 1990-2009 in U.S

states. Nodes represent defendants and are connected based

on the similarity of past criminal records and demograph-

ics. Considering “race” as the sensitive attribute, the task

is to classify defendants into bail vs. no bail, i.e., predicting

whether defendants will commit a crime after being released.

• Pokec 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑧 and 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑛 [38] are derived from a popular

social network application in Slovakia, which shows differ-

ent data in two different provinces. A node denotes a user

with features such as gender, age, interest, etc. A connec-

tion represents the friendship information between nodes.

Regarding “region” as the sensitive attribute, we predict the

working field of the users.

D.2 Evaluation Metrics
We regard the F1 score and the accuracy as utility evaluationmetrics.

For fairness performance, we use two group fairness metrics (i.e.,

Δ𝐷𝑃 and Δ𝐸𝑂 ) shown in Section 3.2. A smaller fairness metric

indicates a fairer model decision.

D.3 Baseline Methods
We compare FairGKD with the following baseline methods, includ-

ing FairGNN [7], FairVGNN [40], and FDKD [5]:
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• FairGNN. FairGNN focuses on the group fairness of graph-

structured data with limited sensitive attribute information.

Based on adversarial learning, FairGNN aims to train a fair

GNN classifier to generate results for which the discriminator

cannot distinguish sensitive attributes.

• FairVGNN. FairVGNN improves the fairness of GNNs by

mitigating sensitive attribute leakage. Specifically, it aims to

mask features and clamp encoder weights highly relevant to

the sensitive attribute.

• FDKD. FDKD, which is inspired by the fairness impact of

label smoothing, focuses on fairness without demographics

on IID data via soft labels from an overfitted teacher model.

Both FDKD and FairGKD follow knowledge distillation, but

they are quite different. To employ FDKD in graph-structured

data, we replace the original backbone (ResNet [18]) in FDKD

with the commonly used GNN backbones, e.g., GCN [24]

and GIN [41].

D.4 Implemental Details
We conduct all experiments 10 times and reported average re-

sults. For FairGKD, we fix the learning rate as 1.0 for all datasets.

We set 𝜏 = {0.5, 0.9} and 𝛾 = {0.1, 0.001} for the 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑚,

𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑛 dataset. For 𝑃𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑐-𝑧 dataset, we set 𝜏 = {0.5, 0.9} and
𝛾 = {0.001, 0.001} for GCN, GIN backbone. For FairGNN and

FairVGNN, we train models while all hyperparameters follow the

author’s suggestions. For FDKD, we tune the trade-off hyperparam-

eter to find the best model performance in utility and fairness. For

all models, we utilize the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of

1 × 10−3 and a weight decay scheme for 1000 epochs, where the

weight decay is set to 1 × 10−5.
Since baseline methods (i.e., FairGNN, FairVGNN) cannot be

used in a scenario without sensitive attributes, all FairGKD im-

plementations in experiments use the sensitive attribute for a fair

comparison.

We use two commonly used GNNs (i.e., GCN, and GIN) as the

GNN students in FairGKD. For GCN and GIN, a 1-layer GCN and

GIN convolution, respectively, serve as the backbone, with a single

linear layer positioned on top of the backbone as the classifier. For

the synthetic teacher, FairGKD uses a 2-layer MLP as the fairness

MLP expert, a 1-layer GCN as the fairness GNN expert, and a 3-

layer MLP as the projector. Meanwhile, the hidden dimensions of all

GNNs and MLPs for three datasets are 16. Moreover, we conduct all

experiments on one NVIDIA TITAN RTX GPU with 24GB memory.

All models are implemented with PyTorch.
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