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Abstract

We investigate the Sobolev IPM problem for probability measures supported on a graph metric space. Sobolev
IPM is an important instance of integral probability metrics (IPM), and is obtained by constraining a critic
function within a unit ball defined by the Sobolev norm. In particular, it has been used to compare probability
measures and is crucial for several theoretical works in machine learning. However, to our knowledge, there are
no efficient algorithmic approaches to compute Sobolev IPM effectively, which hinders its practical applications.
In this work, we establish a relation between Sobolev norm and weighted Lp-norm, and leverage it to propose
a novel regularization for Sobolev IPM. By exploiting the graph structure, we demonstrate that the regularized
Sobolev IPM provides a closed-form expression for fast computation. This advancement addresses long-standing
computational challenges, and paves the way to apply Sobolev IPM for practical applications, even in large-scale
settings. Additionally, the regularized Sobolev IPM is negative definite. Utilizing this property, we design
positive-definite kernels upon the regularized Sobolev IPM, and provide preliminary evidences of their advantages
on document classification and topological data analysis for measures on a graph.

1. Introduction
Probability measures are widely used to represent objects of interest across various research fields. For instance, in natural
language processing, documents can be viewed as distributions over words (Sparck Jones, 1972; Kusner et al., 2015),
or distributions over topics (Blei et al., 2003; Yurochkin et al., 2019). In computer vision and graphics, 3D objects are
often represented as point clouds, which are distributions of 3D data points (Achlioptas et al., 2018; Hua et al., 2018;
Wang et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2019). In topological data analysis (TDA), persistence diagrams (PD) are used to represent
complex structural objects (Rieck et al., 2019; Zhao & Wang, 2019; Divol & Lacombe, 2021). Specifically, PDs can be
regarded as distributions of 2D data points, where each point characterizes the birth and death time of a particular topological
feature (Edelsbrunner & Harer, 2008).

Integral probability metrics (IPMs) are a powerful class of distances for comparing probability measures (Müller, 1997).
Essentially, IPMs identify a critic function (or witness function) that maximizes the discrimination between data points
sampled from two input probability measures. IPMs have been applied in numerous theoretical studies and practical
applications (Sriperumbudur et al., 2009; Gretton et al., 2012; Peyré & Cuturi, 2019; Liang, 2019; Uppal et al., 2019; 2020;
Nadjahi et al., 2020; Kolouri et al., 2020).

In this work, we study Sobolev IPM problem for probability measures supported on a graph. Sobolev IPM is an important
instance of IPM, and is obtained by constraining the critic function within a unit ball defined by the Sobolev norm (Adams
& Fournier, 2003). Sobolev IPM plays a crucial role in several theoretical works, such as analyzing convergence rates of
density estimation with generative adversarial networks (GANs) and studying error bounds for deep ReLU discriminator
networks in GANs (Liang, 2017; 2021; Singh et al., 2018). However, to our knowledge, a long-standing challenge for
Sobolev IPM is that there are no efficient algorithmic approaches to compute it effectively which limits its applications in
practice. To address this issue, we propose a novel regularization for the Sobolev IPM problem. By leveraging the graph
structure, we demonstrate that the regularized Sobolev IPM yields a closed-form expression for fast computation, thereby
paving the way for its application in various domains, even for large-scale settings.

Contribution. Our contributions are three-fold:
∗: equal contribution
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• We propose a novel regularization for Sobolev IPM that provides a closed-form expression for fast computation,
overcoming the long-standing computational challenge and facilitating its application, particularly in large-scale
settings.

• We prove that the regularized Sobolev IPM is a metric and show its equivalence to the original Sobolev IPM.
Additionally, we establish its connections to Sobolev transport (ST) which is a scalable variant of optimal transport
(OT) for measures on a graph, and also its connection to the traditional OT on a graph.

• We demonstrate that the regularized Sobolev IPM is negative definite. We then design positive definite kernels based
on the regularized Sobolev IPM and provide preliminary evidence of their advantages in document classification and
topological data analysis (TDA).

Organization. In §2, we introduce the notations used throughout our proposals. Section §3 details our novel regularization
for Sobolev IPM. In §4, we prove the metric property for the regularized Sobolev IPM and establish its connection to the
original Sobolev IPM, ST, and OT on a graph. Additionally, we demonstrate the negative definiteness for the regularized
Sobolev IPM and propose positive definite kernels based on it. Section §5 discusses related works. In §6, we empirically
illustrate the computational advantages of the regularized Sobolev IPM and provide preliminary evidence of its benefits
in document classification and TDA. Finally, §7 offers concluding remarks. Proofs for theoretical results and additional
materials are deferred to the Appendices.

2. Preliminaries
In this section, we briefly review the graph setting for probability measures. We also introduce some notations and functional
spaces on the graph.

Graph. We follow the same graph setting in Le et al. (2022) for measures and functions. Precisely, let V,E denote the sets
of nodes and edges respectively. We consider a connected, undirected, and physical1 graph G = (V,E) with positive edge
lengths {we}e∈E . The continuous graph setting is adopted, i.e. G is regarded as the collection of all nodes in V together
with all points forming the edges in E. Additionally, G is equipped with the graph metric dG(x, y), which is defined as the
length of the shortest path connecting x and y in G. We assume that there exists a fixed root node z0 ∈ V such that the
shortest path between z0 and x is unique for any x ∈ G, i.e., the uniqueness property of the shortest paths (Le et al., 2022).

Denote [x, z] as the shortest path between x and z in G. Then for given x ∈ G and edge e ∈ E, we define the sets Λ(x) and
γe as follows

Λ(x) :=
{
y ∈ G : x ∈ [z0, y]

}
,

γe :=
{
y ∈ G : e ⊆ [z0, y]

}
. (1)

Measures and functions on graph. Let P(G) (resp.P(G×G)) denote the set of all nonnegative Borel measures on G
(resp.G×G) with a finite mass.

By a continuous function f on G, we mean that f : G → R is continuous w.r.t. the topology on G induced by the Euclidean
distance. Henceforth, C(G) stands for the set of all continuous functions on G. Similar notation is used for continuous
functions on G×G.

For a nonnegative Borel measure λ on G and 1 ≤ p < ∞, let Lp(G, λ) denote the space of all Borel measurable functions
f : G → R such that

∫
G |f(x)|pλ(dx) < ∞. Then Lp(G, λ) is a normed space with the norm being defined by

∥f∥Lp :=

(∫
G
|f(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

.

Additionally, let ŵ be a positive weight function on G, i.e., ŵ(x) > 0 for every x ∈ G. Consider the weighted Lp
ŵ(G, λ) as

the space of all Borel measurable functions f : G → R such that
∫
G ŵ(x)|f(x)|pλ(dx) < ∞. It is a normed space with the

1In the sense that V is a subset of Euclidean space Rn; each edge e ∈ E is the standard line segment in Rn connecting the two vertices
of the edge e.
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following weighted Lp-norm

∥f∥Lp
ŵ
:=

(∫
G
ŵ(x)|f(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

.

The spaces Lp(G, λ), Lp
ŵ(G, λ) and their corresponding norms can also be defined for the case p = ∞. Further details are

placed in Appendix §B.1.

3. Regularized Sobolev IPM
In this section, we consider the Sobolev IPM problem for probability measures on a graph. We show that the Sobolev
norm of f is equivalent to a weighted Lp-norm of f ′ with a specific weight function. Then we propose to leverage the
weighted Lp-norm to regularize the Sobolev IPM. It is also demonstrated that a closed-form expression can be derived for
the regularized Sobolev IPM.

3.1. Sobolev IPM

We first introduce the graph-based Sobolev space (Le et al., 2022) and its Sobolev norm (Adams & Fournier, 2003). Utilizing
these, we then give the definition of Sobolev IPM for probability measures on a graph.

Definition 3.1 (Graph-based Sobolev space (Le et al., 2022)). Let λ be a nonnegative Borel measure on G, and let
1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. A continuous function f : G → R is said to belong to the Sobolev space W 1,p(G, λ) if there exists a function
h ∈ Lp(G, λ) satisfying

f(x)− f(z0) =

∫
[z0,x]

h(y)λ(dy) ∀x ∈ G. (2)

Such function h is unique in Lp(G, λ) and is called the graph derivative of f w.r.t. the measure λ. The graph derivative of
f ∈ W 1,p(G, λ) is denoted as f ′ ∈ Lp(G, λ).

Sobolev norm. W 1,p(G, λ) is a normed space with the Sobolev norm (Adams & Fournier, 2003, §3.1) being defined as

∥f∥W 1,p :=
(
∥f∥pLp + ∥f ′∥pLp

) 1
p . (3)

Additionally, let W 1,p
0 (G, λ) be the subspace consisting of all functions f in W 1,p(G, λ) satisfying f(z0) = 0. Denote

B(p) :=
{
f ∈ W 1,p

0 (G, λ) : ∥f∥W 1,p ≤ 1
}

as the unit ball in the Sobolev space.

Sobolev IPM. Sobolev IPM for probability measures on a graph is an instance of the integral probability metric (IPM)
where its critic function belongs to the graph-based Sobolev space, and is constrained within the unit ball of that space.
More concretely, given a nonnegative Borel measure λ on G, an exponent 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and its conjugate p′,2 the Sobolev
IPM between any two probability measures µ, ν ∈ P(G) is defined as

Sp(µ, ν) := sup
f∈B(p′)

∣∣∣∣∫
G
f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G
f(y)ν(dy)

∣∣∣∣ . (4)

Notice that the quantity inside the absolute signs is unchanged if f is replaced by f − f(z0). Thus, we can assume without
loss of generality that f(z0) = 0. This is the motivation for our introduction of the Sobolev space W 1,p

0 (G, λ).3

Weight function. Hereafter, we consider the weight function

ŵ(x) := 1 + λ(Λ(x)), ∀x ∈ G. (5)

The next result plays the key role in our approach.

2p′ ∈ [1,∞] satisfying 1
p
+ 1

p′ = 1. If p = 1, then p′ = ∞.
3Similarly, Sobolev space vanishing at the boundary is applied for the Sobolev GAN (Mroueh et al., 2018).
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Theorem 3.2 (Equivalence). For a nonnegative Borel measure λ on G and 1 ≤ p < ∞, let c1 :=
[
min(1,λ(G)p−1)

1+λ(G)p

] 1
p

, and

c2 :=
[
max(1, λ(G)p−1)

] 1
p . Then, we have

c1 ∥f ′∥Lp
ŵ
≤ ∥f∥W 1,p ≤ c2 ∥f ′∥Lp

ŵ
, (6)

for every function f ∈ W 1,p
0 (G, λ).

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.1.

Relation (6) implies that the Sobolev norm of a critic function f ∈ W 1,p
0 (G, λ) is equivalent to the weighted Lp-norm of its

gradient f ′. Moreover, the weight function is given explicitly by Equation (5).

3.2. Regularized Sobolev IPM

Based on the equivalent relation given by Theorem 3.2, we propose to regularize the Sobolev IPM (Equation (4)) by relaxing
the constraint on the critic function f in the graph-based Sobolev space W 1,p′

0 . More precisely, instead of f belonging to the
unit ball B(p′) of the Sobolev space, we propose to constraint critic f within the unit ball B(p′, ŵ) of the weighted Lp′

-norm
of f ′ with weight function ŵ. Hereafter, B(p′, ŵ) is defined by

B(p′, ŵ) :=
{
f ∈ W 1,p′

0 (G, λ) : ∥f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1
}
. (7)

We now formally define the regularized Sobolev IPM between two probability distributions on graph G.
Definition 3.3 (Regularized Sobolev IPM on graph). Let λ be a nonnegative Borel measure on G and 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Then for
any given probability measures µ, ν ∈ P(G), the regularized Sobolev IPM is defined as

Ŝp(µ, ν) :=sup
f∈B(p′,ŵ)

∣∣∣∣∫
G
f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G
f(y)ν(dy)

∣∣∣∣ . (8)

The following result shows that the regularized Sobolev IPM yields a closed-form expression.
Theorem 3.4 (Closed-form expression). Let λ be any nonnegative Borel measure on G, and 1 ≤ p < ∞.4 Then

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p =

∫
G
ŵ(x)1−p |µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))|p λ(dx). (9)

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.2.

We note that in identity (9), both the subgraph Λ(x) (Equation (1)) and the weight function ŵ(x) (Equation (5)) depend on
input point x under the integral over G.

For practical applications, we next derive an explicit formula for the integral over graph G in Equation (9) when the input
probability measures are supported on nodes V of graph G. This gives an efficient method for computing the regularized
Sobolev IPM Ŝp. Note that to achieve this result, we use the length measure on graph G (Le et al., 2022)5 for the nonnegative
Borel measure λ, i.e., we have λ([x, z]) = dG(x, z),∀x, z ∈ G. We summarize the result in the following theorem.
Theorem 3.5 (Discrete case). Let λ be the length measure on G, and 1 ≤ p < ∞. Suppose that µ, ν ∈ P(G) are supported
on nodes V of graph G.6 Then we have

Ŝp(µ, ν) =

(∑
e∈E

βe |µ(γe)− ν(γe)|p
) 1

p

, (10)

where for each edge e ∈ E of graph G, the number βe is given by

βe :=

 log
(
1 + we

1+λ(γe)

)
if p = 2

(1+λ(γe)+we)
2−p−(1+λ(γe))

2−p

2−p otherwise.
(11)

4See Appendix §C.1 for Ŝ∞.
5See Appendix §B.2 for a review.
6We discuss an extension for measures supported in graph G in Appendix §C.3.
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The proof is placed in Appendix §A.3.
Remark 3.6 (Non-physical graph). We assumed that G is a physical graph in §2. Nevertheless, when input measures are
supported on nodes V of graph G, and λ is a length measure of graph G, the regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝp does not depend
on this physical assumption as illustrated in Theorem 3.5. Indeed, it only depends on the graph structure (V,E) and edge
weights we. Therefore, we can apply the regularized Sobolev IPM for non-physical graph G.

Preprocessing. For the computation of the regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝp in Equation (10), observe that the set γe (see
Equation (1)) and βe (see Equation (11)) can be precomputed for all edges e in G. Notably, the preprocessing procedure is
only involved graph G, and it is independent of the input probability measures. As a consequence, we only need to perform
this preprocessing procedure once, regardless of the number of input pairs of probability measures that are evaluated by Ŝp

in applications. More precisely, we apply the Dijkstra algorithm to recompute the shortest paths from root node z0 to all
other input supports (or vertices) with complexity O(|E|+ |V | log |V |) where we write | · | for the set cardinality. Then, we
can evaluate γe and βe for each edge e in E.

Sparsity of subgraph γe in G. Denote supp(µ) as the set of supports of measure µ. For any x ∈ supp(µ), its mass is
accumulated into µ(γe) if and only if e ⊆ [z0, x] (Le et al., 2022). Therefore, let define Eµ,ν ⊆ E as follows

Eµ,ν :={e∈E | ∃z∈(supp(µ) ∪ supp(ν)), e ⊆ [z0, z]} .

Then, in fact, we can remove all edges e ∈ E \Eµ,ν in the summation in Equation (10) for the computation of the regularized
Sobolev IPM Ŝp. As the result of this sparsity property, the computational complexity of Ŝp is reduced to O(|Eµ,ν |).

4. Properties of Regularized Sobolev IPM
4.1. Metric and Its Relations

Metrization. We prove that the regularized Sobolev IPM is a metric.

Theorem 4.1 (Metrization). For any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, the regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝp is a metric on the space P(G) of
probability measures on graph G.

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.4.

Connection to the original Sobolev IPM. We next show that the regularized Sobolev IPM is equivalent to the original
Sobolev IPM.

Theorem 4.2 (Relation with original Sobolev IPM). For a nonnegative Borel measure λ on G, 1 ≤ p < ∞, we have

c1 Sp(µ, ν) ≤ Ŝp(µ, ν) ≤ c2 Sp(µ, ν) (12)

for every µ, ν ∈ P(G), where c1, c2 are constants defined in Theorem 3.2. Hence, the regularized Sobolev IPM is equivalent
to the original Sobolev IPM.

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.5.

Connection to the Sobolev transport (Le et al., 2022). For 1 ≤ p < ∞, let STp be the p-order Sobolev transport, which
is a scalable variant of optimal transport for measures on a graph (Le et al., 2022).7 The next result provides the relation
between our regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝp and the Sobolev transport STp.

Proposition 4.3 (Relation with Sobolev transport). For a nonnegative Borel measure λ on G, 1 ≤ p < ∞, we have

(1 + λ(G))
1−p
p STp(µ, ν) ≤ Ŝp(µ, ν) ≤ STp(µ, ν) (13)

for every µ, ν ∈ P(G). Hence, the regularized Sobolev IPM is equivalent to the Sobolev transport.

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.6.

7We review Sobolev transport STp in Appendix §B.2.
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Regularized Sobolev IPM with different orders. We establish a relation between different orders for the regularized
Sobolev IPM.

Proposition 4.4 (Upper bound). Let λ be any finite and nonnegative Borel measure on G. Then we have

Ŝp(µ, ν) ≤ [λ(G) (1 + λ(G))]
1
p−

1
q Ŝq(µ, ν)

for any exponents p and q satisfying 1 ≤ p < q < ∞.

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.7.

Connection to the Wasserstein distance. We establish the following relation between the regularized Sobolev IPM and
the Wasserstein distance.

Proposition 4.5 (Tree topology). Suppose that graph G is a tree and λ is the length measure on graph G. Then, for
probability measures µ, ν ∈ P(G), we have

Ŝ1(µ, ν) = W1(µ, ν),

where W1 is the 1-Wasserstein distance8 with ground cost dG.

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.8.

We note that it is still an open question for the exact relationship between the regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝp and the
p-Wasserstein distance Wp when p > 1. Nevertheless, we next illustrate that Ŝp is lower bounded by W1.

Proposition 4.6 (Bounds). Suppose that graph G is a tree and λ is the length measure on graph G. Then, for any
1 ≤ p < ∞, we have

Ŝp(µ, ν) ≥ [λ(G)(1 + λ(G))]
1−p
p W1(µ, ν).

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.9.

4.2. Regularized Sobolev IPM Kernels

Negative definiteness.9

Proposition 4.7 (Negative definiteness). Suppose that λ is the length measure on graph G, and input probability measures
are supported on nodes V of graph G. Then Ŝp and Ŝp

p are negative definite for every 1 ≤ p ≤ 2.

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.10.

Positive definite kernels. From Proposition 4.7 and following Berg et al. (1984, Theorem 3.2.2, pp. 74), given t > 0,
1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and probability measures µ, ν supported on nodes V of graph G, the kernels

kŜp
(µ, ν) := exp(−tŜp(µ, ν)), (14)

kŜp
p
(µ, ν) := exp(−tŜp(µ, ν)

p) (15)

are positive definite.

Infinite divisibility for the regularized Sobolev IPM kernels. We show that the kernels kŜp
and kŜp

p
based on the

regularized Sobolev IPM are infinitely divisible.

Proposition 4.8 (Infinite divisibility). For 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, the kernels kŜp
and kŜp

p
are infinitely divisible.

The proof is placed in Appendix §A.12.

As for infinitely divisible kernels, regardless of their hyperparameter t, it suffices to compute the Gram matrix of these
kernels kŜp

and kŜp
p

(1 ≤ p ≤ 2) for probability measures on a graph in the training set once.

8We review p-Wasserstein distance Wp in Appendix §B.3.
9We follow the definition of negative definiteness in Berg et al. (1984, pp. 66–67). We give a review on kernels in Appendix §B.4.
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5. Related Works
In this section, we discuss related works capitalizing on the Sobolev IPM and Sobolev geometric structure.

Liang (2017) leverages Sobolev IPM to study the convergence rate for learning density with the GAN framework. This
work shows how convergence rates depend on Sobolev smoothness restrictions within the Sobolev IPM. Liang (2017)
also further exploits Sobolev geometry to derive generalization bounds for deep ReLU discriminator networks in GAN.
Additionally, Singh et al. (2018); Liang (2021) improve these results under Sobolev IPM by employing the adversarial
framework for the analysis. More recently, Kozdoba et al. (2024) leverages Sobolev norm for unnormalized density
estimation.

Nickl & Pötscher (2007) study bracket metric entropy for Sobolev space, which plays a central role in many limit theorems
for empirical processes (Dudley, 1978; Ossiander, 1987; Andersen et al., 1988), and for studying convergence rates, lower
risk bounds of statistical estimators (Birgé & Massart, 1993; Geer, 2000).

Sobolev GAN (Mroueh et al., 2018) exploits the so-called Sobolev discrepancy to compare probability measures for the
GAN framework. More concretely, Sobolev GAN constraints the critic function in IPM within a unit ball defined by the
L2-norm of its gradient function with respect to a dominant measure, which shares the same spirit as the Sobolev Wasserstein
GAN approach (Xu et al., 2020). On the other hand, Fisher GAN (Mroueh & Sercu, 2017) constraints the critic function
by the L2-norm of itself with respect to a dominant measure. Thus, the Sobolev norm (Equation (3)), which integrates
information from both critic function and its gradient function, can be regarded as a unification for the approaches in Fisher
GAN and Sobolev GAN within the Sobolev IPM problem.

Mroueh (2018) proposes the kernelized approach for the Sobolev discrepancy which constraints the critic function of the
Sobolev discrepancy within a reproducing kernel Hilbert space. Then Mroueh et al. (2019a) leverages the kernel Sobolev
discrepancy to quantify kinetic energy to propose Sobolev descent, i.e., a gradient flow that finds a path of distributions
from source to target measures minimizing the kinetic energy. Additionally, Mroueh & Rigotti (2020) extend the kernelized
approach to unbalanced settings where source and target measures may have different total mass.

Belkin et al. (2006) leverages Sobolev norm for manifold regularization in semi-supervised learning (SSL). Husain (2020)
studies Sobolev IPM uncertainty set for the distributional robust optimization, and links the distributional robustness with
the manifold regularization penalty (Belkin et al., 2006). Additionally, Mroueh et al. (2019b) uses Sobolev discrepancy to
propose Sobolev independence criterion for nonlinear feature selection. Furthermore, Nietert et al. (2021) employs Sobolev
IPM to analyze theoretical properties for Gaussian-smoothed p-Wasserstein distance.

Sobolev transport (ST) (Le et al., 2022) is a scalable variant of OT on a graph, which constraints the Lipschitz condition
within the graph-based Sobolev space. Moreover, the p-order ST can be considered as a generalization of the Sobolev
discrepancy, which constraints the critic function within a unit norm defined by the Lp-norm of its gradient. Additionally, Le
et al. (2023) extend ST for the unbalanced setting where input measures may have different total mass, while Le et al.
(2024) leverage a class of convex functions to extend ST to more general geometric structures which is beyond its original
Lp-geometric structure.

6. Experiments
In this section, we illustrate the fast computation for the regularized Sobolev IPM, which is comparable to the Sobolev
transport (ST), and several-order faster than the standard optimal transport (OT) for measures on a graph. We then show
preliminary evidences on the advantages of the regularized Sobolev IPM kernels for document classification and for TDA.

Document classification. We consider 4 popular document datasets: TWITTER, RECIPE, CLASSIC, AMAZON. The
properties of these datasets are summarized in Figure 1. As in Le et al. (2022), we use word2vec word embedding (Mikolov
et al., 2013) to map words into vectors in R300. Thus, each document is represented as a probability measure where its
supports are in R300, and their corresponding mass is the word frequency in the document.

TDA. We consider orbit recognition on the synthesized Orbit dataset (Adams et al., 2017), and object classification on a
10-class subset of MPEG7 dataset (Latecki et al., 2000) as in Le et al. (2022). The properties of these datasets are shown
in Figure 4. Objects of interest are represented by persistence diagrams (PD), extracted by algebraic topology methods
(e.g., persistence homology) (Edelsbrunner & Harer, 2008). Therefore, each PD can be regarded as a distribution of 2D
topological feature data points with a uniform mass.
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Graph. We consider the graphs GLog and GSqrt (Le et al., 2022, §5) for experiments. Empirically, these graphs satisfy the
assumptions in §2, similar to observations in Le et al. (2022).10 We consider M =102, 103, 104 as the number of nodes
for these graphs, but omit M = 104 in MPEG7 due to the small size of this dataset. Recall that graphs GLog and GSqrt have
(M logM) and M3/2 edges respectively.

Root node z0. The regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝ is defined on graph G with root node z0. Notice that z0 characterizes the
graph derivative for functions on G (Definition 3.1). Much as Sobolev transport (Le et al., 2022), we employ the sliced
approach to weaken this dependency. More precisely, we uniformly average Ŝ over different choices of root nodes, i.e., a
sliced variant for Ŝ.
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Figure 1: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices with graph GLog. For each dataset, the numbers in the
parenthesis are the number of classes; the number of documents; and the maximum number of unique words for each
document respectively.

Classification. We use kernelized support vector machine (SVM) for document classification and TDA. Specifically, we
evaluate regularized Sobolev IPM kernels kŜ1

, kŜ1.5
1.5

, kŜ2
2
; ST kernels kST 1.5

1.5
, kST 2

2
,11; and kernels exp(−td̄(·, ·)) with

t > 0, where d̄ is a distance (e.g., OT with ground cost dG, tree-Wasserstein (TW) with tree sampled from graph G) as
considered in Le et al. (2022). The kernels corresponding to the two choices of d̄ are respectively denoted as kOT , kTW .
Note that kernel kOT is empirically indefinite. We regularize its Gram matrices by adding a sufficiently large diagonal term
as in Cuturi (2013).

We randomly split each dataset into 70%/30% for training and test respectively, with 10 repeats, and use 1-vs-1 strategy for
SVM classification. Typically, hyper-parameters are chosen via cross validation. Concretely, SVM regularization is chosen
from {0.01, 0.1, 1, 10}, and kernel hyperparameter is chosen from {1/qs, 1/(2qs), 1/(5qs)} with s = 10, 20, . . . , 90, where
we write qs for the s% quantile of a subset of corresponding distances on training set. The reported time consumption for
kernel matrices includes all preprocessing procedures, e.g., computing shortest paths on graph for Ŝ , ST , or sampling tree
from graph for TW.

In Table 1, we show the number of pairs requiring to evaluate distance for SVM on each run. Especially, in AMAZON, there
are more than 29 million pairs of probability measures.

SVM results and discussions. The reported results for all datasets are with M = 104, except for MPEG7 with M = 103

due to the small size of this dataset. We illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on document
classification for graphs GLog and GSqrt in Figures 1 and 2 respectively. For TDA, we show the results for GLog and GSqrt in

10We review these graphs in Appendix §C.3.
11Note that kST1 = kŜ1

by Proposition 4.3.
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Figure 2: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices with graph GSqrt.

Table 1: The number of pairs of measures on datasets for SVM.

Datasets #pairs
TWITTER 4394432
RECIPE 8687560
CLASSIC 22890777
AMAZON 29117200
Orbit 11373250
MPEG7 18130

Figures 4 and 5 respectively.

The computation of regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝ is several-order faster than the traditional OT with ground cost dG.
Additionally, the computation of Ŝ is comparable to Sobolev transport ST , a.k.a., a scalable variant of OT on a graph.
Especially, for Orbit dataset, either with graph GLog or GSqrt, it took more than 39 hours to evaluate the kernel Gram
matrices for the OT kernel kOT , but less than 34 minutes for regularized Sobolev IPM kernels for all exponents p = 1, 1.5, 2.

The performances of regularized Sobolev IPM kernels compare favorably with those of ST, OT, TW kernels. Similar to
observations in Le et al. (2022), the infiniteness of kOT may become a hinder for its performances in certain applications.
For examples, the performances of kOT are affected in most of our experiments, except the ones in RECIPE with graph
GLog and in Orbit with graph GSqrt. Additionally, TW kernel kTW uses a partial graph information, but is positive definite
unlike its counterpart kOT . Performances of kTW are worse than its counterpart kOT in RECIPE, but are better than kOT in
CLASSIC, AMAZON for both graphs GLog and GSqrt, which agrees with observations in Le et al. (2022). For performances,
similar to Sobolev transport, one may turn the exponent p for the regularized Sobolev IPM in applications, e.g., via cross
validation.

Additionally, we illustrate performance of sliced variants with graph GLog in Figures 3 and 6 for document classification and
TDA respectively. When the number of slices increases, their performances are improved but it comes with a trade-off on
increasing the computational time linearly.

Further empirical results are placed in Appendix §C.2.

7. Conclusion
In this work, we propose a novel regularization for Sobolev IPM for probability measures on a graph. The regularized
Sobolev IPM admits a closed-form expression for fast computation. It paves the way for applying Sobolev IPM in
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Figure 3: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GLog.

applications, especially for large-scale settings. For future works, it is interesting to extend the approach to unbalanced
setting where input measures may have different total mass, and to go beyond the Sobolev geometric structure, e.g. tackling
more challenging geometric structure for IPM such as critic function within a unit ball defined by Besov norm, i.e., Besov
IPM, for practical applications.
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Figure 6: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with GLog.

Impact Statement
The paper proposes a novel regularization for Sobolev IPM for probability measures on a graph, which yields a closed
form expression for fast computation. Our work paves a way to use Sobolev IPM for practical applications, especially for
large-scale settings. To our knowledge, there are no foresee potential societal consequences of our work.
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Peyré, G. and Cuturi, M. Computational optimal transport. Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning, 11(5-6):
355–607, 2019.

Rieck, B., Bock, C., and Borgwardt, K. A persistent Weisfeiler-Lehman procedure for graph classification. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 5448–5458. PMLR, 2019.

Singh, S., Uppal, A., Li, B., Li, C.-L., Zaheer, M., and Póczos, B. Nonparametric density estimation under adversarial
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Supplement to “Scalable Sobolev IPM for Probability Measures on a Graph”

The supplementary is organized into three parts as follows:

• In Section A, we provide the proofs for the theoretical results in the main manuscript.

• In Section B, we briefly review related notions used in our work.

• In Section C, we provide further experimental results and discussions about our proposed approach.

Notations. Let 1X(x) be the indicator function, i.e.,

1X(x) =

{
1 if x ∈ X
0 otherwise.

For two points u, v ∈ Rn, let ⟨u, v⟩ be the line segment in Rn connecting the two points u, v, and denote (u, v) for the same
line segment but without its two end-points.

A. Proofs
In this section, we give the detailed proofs for the theoretical results in the main manuscript.

A.1. Proof for Theorem 3.2

Proof. Let f ∈ W 1,p
0 . We first derive an upper bound for ∥f∥pLp in terms of ∥f ′∥Lp

ŵp

. Since f(z0) = 0, we have

∥f∥pLp =

∫
G
|f(x)|p λ(dx)

=

∫
G

∣∣∣∣∣f(z0) +
∫
[z0,x]

f ′(y)λ(dy)

∣∣∣∣∣
p

λ(dx)

=

∫
G

∣∣∣∣∫
G
1[z0,x](y)f

′(y)λ(dy)

∣∣∣∣p λ(dx)
= λ(G)p

∫
G

∣∣∣∣ 1

λ(G)

∫
G
1[z0,x](y)f

′(y)λ(dy)

∣∣∣∣p λ(dx).
Therefore, by applying Jensen’s inequality, we obtain

∥f∥pLp ≤ λ(G)p
∫
G

(
1

λ(G)

∫
G

∣∣∣1[z0,x](y)f
′(y)

∣∣∣pλ(dy))λ(dx)

= λ(G)p−1

∫
G

∫
G

∣∣∣1[z0,x](y)f
′(y)

∣∣∣pλ(dy)λ(dx).
By Fubini’s theorem, we can interchange the order of the integration. As a consequence, we obtain

∥f∥pLp ≤ λ(G)p−1

∫
G

∫
G

∣∣1[z0,x](y)f
′(y)

∣∣p λ(dx)λ(dy)
= λ(G)p−1

∫
G

(∫
G
1[z0,x](y)λ(dx)

)
|f ′(y)|pλ(dy)

= λ(G)p−1

∫
G
|f ′(y)|p λ(Λ(y))λ(dy), (16)
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where we recall that Λ(y) := {x ∈ G : y ∈ [z0, x]} (see Equation (1)). Due to estimate (16), we have

∥f∥W 1,p =
(
∥f∥pLp + ∥f ′∥pLp

) 1
p

≤
(
λ(G)p−1

∫
G
|f ′(x)|p λ(Λ(x))λ(dx) +

∫
G
|f ′(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

=

(∫
G

[
1 + λ(G)p−1λ(Λ(x))

]
|f ′(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

≤
(∫

G
max(1, λ(G)p−1)

[
1 + λ(Λ(x))

]
|f ′(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

= c2 ∥f ′∥Lp
ŵ
, (17)

where we recall that ŵ(x) := 1 + λ(Λ(x)),∀x ∈ G (see Equation (5)), and c2 =
[
max(1, λ(G)p−1)

] 1
p .

We next derive a lower bound for ∥f∥pLp in terms of ∥f ′∥Lp
ŵp

as follows

∥f∥W 1,p =
(
∥f∥pLp + ∥f ′∥pLp

) 1
p

≥ ∥f ′∥Lp (18)

=

(∫
G
|f ′(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

=

(∫
G

1

1 + λ(G)p

[
1 + λ(G)p

]
|f ′(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

≥
(∫

G

1

1 + λ(G)p

[
1 + λ(G)p−1λ(Λ(x))

]
|f ′(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

≥
(∫

G

min(1, λ(G)p−1)

1 + λ(G)p

[
1 + λ(Λ(x))

]
|f ′(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

= c1 ∥f ′∥Lp
ŵ
, (19)

where we have used the fact that ∥f∥Lp ≥ 0 to obtain the inequality (18), and recall that c1 =
[
min(1,λ(G)p−1)

1+λ(G)p

] 1
p

.

Thus, we conclude from Equations (17) and (19) that

c1 ∥f ′∥Lp
ŵ
≤ ∥f∥W 1,p ≤ c2 ∥f ′∥Lp

ŵ
.

The proof is completed.

A.2. Proof for Theorem 3.4

Proof. Consider a critic function f ∈ W 1,p′

0 (G, λ). Then by Definition 3.1, we have

f(x) = f(z0) +

∫
[z0,x]

f ′(y)λ(dy) for all x ∈ G. (20)

Using (20), leveraging the indicator function of the shortest path [z0, x], and notice that µ(G) = 1, we get∫
G
f(x)µ(dx) =

∫
G
f(z0)µ(dx) +

∫
G

∫
[z0,x]

f ′(y)λ(dy)µ(dx)

= f(z0) +

∫
G

∫
G
1[z0,x](y) f

′(y)λ(dy)µ(dx).
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Then, applying Fubini’s theorem to interchange the order of integration in the above last integral, we obtain∫
G
f(x)µ(dx) = f(z0) +

∫
G

∫
G
1[z0,x](y) f

′(y)µ(dx)λ(dy)

= f(z0) +

∫
G

(∫
G
1[z0,x](y)µ(dx)

)
f ′(y)λ(dy).

Using the definition of Λ(y) in Equation (1), we can rewrite it as∫
G
f(x)µ(dx) = f(z0) +

∫
G
f ′(y)µ(Λ(y))λ(dy).

By exactly the same arguments, we also have∫
G
f(x)ν(dx) = f(z0) +

∫
G
f ′(y)ν(Λ(y))λ(dy).

Consequently, the regularized Sobolev IPM in Equation (8) can be reformulated as

Ŝp(µ, ν) = sup
f∈B(p′,ŵ)

∣∣∣∣∫
G
f ′(x)

[
µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))

]
λ(dx)

∣∣∣∣ , (21)

where we recall that B(p′, ŵ) :=
{
f ∈ W 1,p′

0 : ∥f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1
}

(see Equation (7)).

Observe that, we have on one hand

{f ′ : f ∈ B(p′, ŵ)} ⊂ {g ∈ Lp′
(G, λ) : ∥g∥

Lp′
ŵ

≤ 1}.

On the other hand, for any g ∈ Lp′
(G, λ), we have g = f ′ with f(x) :=

∫
[z0,x]

g(y)λ(dy) ∈ Lp′
(G, λ).

Therefore, we conclude that
{f ′ : f ∈ B(p′, ŵ)} = {g ∈ Lp′

(G, λ) : ∥g∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1}. (22)

Consequently, if we let f̂(x) := µ(Λ(x))−ν(Λ(x))
ŵ(x) for x ∈ G, then Equation (21) can be recasted as

Ŝp(µ, ν) = sup
g∈Lp′ (G,λ): ∥g∥

L
p′
ŵ

≤1

∣∣∣∣∫
G
ŵ(x)f̂(x)g(x)λ(dx)

∣∣∣∣
=

(∫
G
ŵ(x)|f̂(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

(23)

=

(∫
G
ŵ(x)1−p|µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

,

where Equation (23) is followed by the dual norm of the weighted Lp′
(G, λ) with the weighting function ŵ.

Hence, we have

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p =

∫
G
ŵ(x)1−p |µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))|p λ(dx).

The proof is completed.

A.3. Proof for Theorem 3.5

Proof. We consider the length measure on graph G for λ. Thus, we have λ({x}) = 0 for all x ∈ G.
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Consequently, we have

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p =

∑
e=⟨u,v⟩∈E

∫
(u,v)

ŵ(x)1−p |µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))|p λ(dx). (24)

Additionally, we consider input probability measures µ, ν supported on nodes in V of graph G. Thus, for all edge
e = ⟨u, v⟩ ∈ E, and any point x ∈ (u, v), we have

µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x)) = µ(Λ(x) \ (u, v))− ν(Λ(x) \ (u, v)).

Hence, we can rewrite Equation (24) as

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p =

∑
e=⟨u,v⟩∈E

∫
(u,v)

ŵ(x)1−p |µ(Λ(x) \ (u, v))− ν(Λ(x) \ (u, v))|p λ(dx). (25)

Let us consider edge e = ⟨u, v⟩ ∈ E. Then for any x ∈ (u, v), we have y ∈ G \ (u, v) belongs to Λ(x) if and only if y ∈ γe
where we recall that Λ(x) and γe are defined in Equation (1). Thus, we have

Λ(x) \ (u, v) = γe, ∀x ∈ (u, v).

Using this fact, we can rewrite Equation (25) as

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p =

∑
e=⟨u,v⟩∈E

|µ(γe)− ν(γe)|p
∫
(u,v)

ŵ(x)1−pλ(dx). (26)

We next want to compute the integral in (26) for each edge ⟨u, v⟩ ∈ E. For this, recall that ŵ(x) = 1 + λ(Λ(x)) (see
Equation (5)). Without loss of generality, assume that dG(z0, u) ≤ dG(z0, v), i.e., among two nodes u, v of the edge e, node
v is farther away from the root node z0 than node u.

Notice that for x ∈ (u, v), we can write x = v + t(u− v) for t ∈ (0, 1). With this change of variable, we have∫
(u,v)

[1 + λ(Λ(x))]
1−p

λ(dx) =

∫ 1

0

[1 + λ(Λ(v + t(u− v)))]
1−p

wedt

Moreover, we have
λ(Λ(v + t(u− v))) = λ(Λ(v)) + λ([v, v + t(u− v)]) = λ(γe) + wet.

Therefore, ∫
(u,v)

[1 + λ(Λ(x))]
1−p

λ(dx) =

∫ 1

0

[1 + λ(γe) + wet]
1−p

wedt.

The last integral can be computed easily depending on the case p = 2 or p ̸= 2. As a consequence, we obtain

∫
(u,v)

[1 + λ(Λ(x))]
1−p

λ(dx) =

 log
(
1 + we

1+λ(γe)

)
p = 2

(1+λ(γe)+we)
2−p−(1+λ(γe))

2−p

2−p otherwise.

Thus, we have
∫
(u,v)

[1 + λ(Λ(x))]
1−p

λ(dx) = βe (see Equation (11)). This together with Equation (26) yields

Ŝp(µ, ν) =

(∑
e∈E

βe|µ(γe)− ν(γe)|p
) 1

p

. (27)

Hence, the proof is completed.
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A.4. Proof for Theorem 4.1

Proof. For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, we will prove that the regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝp(·, ·) satisfies: (i) nonnegativity, (ii) indiscernibil-
ity, (iii) symmetry, and (iv) triangle inequality.

(i) Nonnegativity. By choosing f = 0 in Definition 3.3, we see that Ŝp(µ, ν) ≥ 0 for every measures (µ, ν) in P(G)×P(G).

Therefore, the regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝp is nonnegative.

(ii) Indiscernibility. Assume that Ŝp(µ, ν) = 0. Then we must have∫
G
f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G
f(x)ν(dx) = 0 (28)

for all f ∈ W 1,p′

0 (G, λ) satisfying the constraint ∥f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1. Indeed, if by contradiction that (28) is not true, then due

to Ŝp(µ, ν) = 0 there exists a function g ∈ W 1,p′

0 (G, λ) such that ∥g′∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1, and
∫
G g(x)µ(dx) −

∫
G g(x)ν(dx) < 0.

Then, by choosing critic function f = −g in Definition 3.3, we see that Ŝp(µ, ν) > 0. This contradicts the assumption
Ŝp(µ, ν) = 0.

Therefore, Equation (28) holds true. Consequently, we have∫
G
f(x)µ(dx) =

∫
G
f(x)ν(dx),

for every f ∈ W 1,p′

0 (G, λ) with ∥f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1. This gives µ = ν as desired.

(iii) Symmetry. Observe that if f ∈ W 1,p′

0 (G, λ) with ∥f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1, then we have (−f) ∈ W 1,p′

0 (G, λ) with ∥ − f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

=

∥f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1. As a consequence, we have

Ŝp(µ, ν) = Ŝp(ν, µ).

(iv) Triangle inequality. Let µ, ν, σ be probability measures in P(G). Then, for any critic function f ∈ W 1,p′

0 (G, λ)
satisfying ∥f ′∥

Lp′
ŵ

≤ 1, we have∣∣∣∣∫
G
f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G
f(x)ν(dx)

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣(∫
G
f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G
f(x)σ(dx)

)
+

(∫
G
f(x)σ(dx)−

∫
G
f(x)ν(dx)

)∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣∫

G
f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G
f(x)σ(dx)

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∫
G
f(x)σ(dx)−

∫
G
f(x)ν(dx)

∣∣∣∣
≤ Ŝp(µ, σ) + Ŝp(σ, ν).

By taking the supremum over critic function f , this implies that

Ŝp(µ, ν) ≤ Ŝp(µ, σ) + Ŝp(σ, ν).

Hence, from these above properties, we conclude that the regularized Sobolev IPM Ŝp(µ, ν) is a metric for probability
measures on the space P(G).

The proof is completed.

A.5. Proof for Theorem 4.2

Proof. Given a positive number c > 0, let us consider B(p, ŵ, c) :=
{
f ∈ W 1,p

0 (G, λ) : ∥f ′∥Lp
ŵ
≤ 1

c

}
. We define the IPM

distance w.r.t. B(p, ŵ, c) as follows

S̄p,c(µ, ν) := sup
f∈B(p′,ŵ,c)

∣∣∣∣∫
G
f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G
f(y)ν(dy)

∣∣∣∣ . (29)
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By exploiting the graph structure for the IPM objective function and applying a similar reasoning as in the proof of identity
(21) in §A.2, we can rewrite Equation (29) as

S̄p,c(µ, ν) = sup
f∈B(p′,ŵ,c)

∣∣∣∣∫
G
f ′(x)

[
µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))

]
λ(dx)

∣∣∣∣ . (30)

Additionally, by using a similar reasoning as in the proof of (22) in §A.2, we have

{f ′ : f ∈ B(p′, ŵ, c)} =

{
g ∈ Lp′

(G, λ) : ∥g∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ 1

c

}
. (31)

Let f̄(x) := µ(Λ(x))−ν(Λ(x))
c ŵ(x) for x ∈ G. Then by using (31), Equation (30) can be recasted as

S̄p,c(µ, ν) = sup
g∈Lp′ (G,λ): ∥g∥

L
p′
ŵ

≤ 1
c

∣∣∣∣∫
G
ŵ(x)f̄(x)[c g(x)]λ(dx)

∣∣∣∣
= sup

ḡ∈Lp′ (G,λ): ∥ḡ∥
L
p′
ŵ

≤1

∣∣∣∣∫
G
ŵ(x)f̄(x)ḡ(x)λ(dx)

∣∣∣∣
=

(∫
G
ŵ(x)|f̄(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

(32)

=

(∫
G

1

cp
ŵ(x)1−p|µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

(33)

=
1

c
Ŝp(µ, ν). (34)

where the Equation (32) is followed by the dual norm of the weighted Lp′
(G, λ) with weighting function ŵ; and Equation (34)

is followed by the closed-form expression of the regularized Sobolev IPM in Theorem 3.4.

Notice that for 1 ≤ p < ∞, from Theorem 3.2, we have

c1 ∥f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

≤ ∥f∥W 1,p′ ≤ c2 ∥f ′∥
Lp′

ŵ

.

This implies that

B(p′, ŵ, c1) ⊇ B(p′) ⊇ B(p′, ŵ, c2).

Therefore, for probability measures µ, ν ∈ P(G), we have

S̄p,c1(µ, ν) ≥ Sp(µ, ν) ≥ S̄p,c2(µ, ν). (35)

It follows from Equations (34) and (35) that

1

c1
Ŝp(µ, ν) ≥ Sp(µ, ν) ≥

1

c2
Ŝp(µ, ν),

which gives

c1 Sp(µ, ν) ≤ Ŝp(µ, ν) ≤ c2 Sp(µ, ν).

The proof is complete.
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A.6. Proof for Proposition 4.3

Proof. Observe that 0 ≤ λ(Λ(x)) ≤ λ(G) for all x ∈ G. Consequently, we have

1

1 + λ(G)
(1 + λ(Λ(x))) ≤ 1 ≤ 1 + λ(Λ(x)), ∀x ∈ G.

Therefore, for 1 ≤ p < ∞, we have

(1 + λ(G))p−1ŵ(x)1−p ≥ 1 ≥ ŵ(x)1−p, ∀x ∈ G. (36)

Additionally, recall that the Sobolev transport STp for µ, ν ∈ P(G) admits a closed-form expression (Le et al., 2022,
Proposition 3.5)

STp(µ, ν) =

(∫
G
|µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))|p λ(dx)

) 1
p

. (37)

By combining the closed-form expression of the regularized Sobolev IPM (Equation (9) in Theorem 3.4) with Equations (36)
and (37), we obtain

Ŝp(µ, ν) ≤ STp(µ, ν) ≤ (1 + λ(G))
p−1
p Ŝp(µ, ν).

It follows that
(1 + λ(G))

1−p
p STp(µ, ν) ≤ Ŝp(µ, ν) ≤ STp(µ, ν). (38)

The proof is complete.

A.7. Proof for Proposition 4.4

Proof. For convenience, let h̄(x) := µ(Λ(x)) − ν(Λ(x)). Recall also that p′ = p
p−1 and q′ = q

q−1 are respectively the
conjugate of p and q. Then it follows from Theorem 3.4 that

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p =

∫
G
ŵ(x)1−p|h̄(x)|pλ(dx) =

∫
G

(
ŵ(x)

q−p
q

)(
ŵ(x)

p(1−q)
q |h̄(x)|p

)
λ(dx).

We can apply Hölder inequality with l = q
p > 1 and l′ = q

q−p to obtain

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p ≤

[∫
G

(
ŵ(x)

q−p
q

) q
q−p

λ(dx)

] q−p
q
[∫

G

(
ŵ(x)

p(1−q)
q |h̄(x)|p

) q
p

λ(dx)

] p
q

=

[∫
G
ŵ(x)λ(dx)

] q−p
q
[∫

G
ŵ(x)1−q|h̄(x)|qλ(dx)

] p
q

.

In addition, it follow directly from the definition in Equation (5) that

ŵ(x) ≤ 1 + λ(G).

for every x ∈ G. Therefore, we further deduce from above estimate and Theorem 3.4 that

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p ≤

[∫
G
(1 + λ(G))λ(dx)

] q−p
q
[∫

G
ŵ(x)1−q|h̄(x)|qλ(dx)

] p
q

= [λ(G) (1 + λ(G))]
q−p
q Ŝq(µ, ν)

p.

Hence, we obtain
Ŝp(µ, ν) ≤ [λ(G) (1 + λ(G))]

1
p−

1
q Ŝq(µ, ν).

This completes the proof of the proposition.
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A.8. Proof for Proposition 4.5

Proof. From Proposition 4.3, we have

Ŝ1(µ, ν) = ST1(µ, ν).

Additionally, following Le et al. (2022, Corollary 4.3), when graph G is a tree and λ is the length measure on G, we have

ST1(µ, ν) = W1(µ, ν),

where the 1-Wasserstein distance W1 is defined w.r.t. the ground cost dG.

Hence, we obtain

Ŝ1(µ, ν) = W1(µ, ν).

The proof is complete.

A.9. Proof for Proposition 4.6

Proof. From Proposition 4.5, we have

Ŝ1(µ, ν) = W1(µ, ν).

Additionally, Proposition 4.4 gives

Ŝ1(µ, ν) ≤ [λ(G)(1 + λ(G))]
p−1
p Ŝp(µ, ν).

Therefore, we obtain

W1(µ, ν) ≤ [λ(G)(1 + λ(G))]
p−1
p Ŝp(µ, ν).

It then follows that

Ŝp(µ, ν) ≥ [λ(G)(1 + λ(G))]
1−p
p W1(µ, ν).

The proof is complete.

A.10. Proof for Proposition 4.7

Proof. For x, z ∈ Rm, consider the following function

ℓp(x, z) = ∥x− z∥p =

(
m∑
i=1

∣∣x(i) − z(i)
∣∣p)1/p

,

where x(i) is the ith coordinate of x. We will prove that for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, the functions ℓp and ℓpp are negative definite.

For a, b ∈ R, it is obvious that the function (a, b) 7→ (a − b)2 is negative definite. For 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, following Berg et al.
(1984, Corollary 2.10, pp.78), the function (a, b) 7→ |a− b|p is also negative definite.

Consequently, the function ℓpp is negative definite since it is a sum of negative definite functions. Moreover, following Berg
et al. (1984, Corollary 2.10, pp.78), we also have that the function ℓp is negative definite.

Let m be the number of edges in the graph G, i.e., |E| = m. Following Theorem 3.5, we regard (βe)
1
pµ(γe) for each edge

e ∈ E of graph G as a feature map for probability measure µ onto Rm
+ . Therefore, Ŝp is equal to the function ℓp between

these feature maps.

Hence, Ŝp and Ŝp
p are negative definite for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2. The proof is complete.
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A.11. Proof for Proposition 4.8

Proof. For probability measures µ, ν supported on nodes in V of graph G, 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, and an integer τ ∈ N∗, we define the
following kernels

kτŜp
(µ, ν) := exp

(
−t

Ŝp(µ, ν)

τ

)
, (39)

kτŜp
p
(µ, ν) := exp

(
−t

Ŝp(µ, ν)
p

τ

)
. (40)

Observe that kτŜp
(µ, ν)τ = kŜp

(µ, ν) and kτŜp
p
(µ, ν)τ = kŜp

p
(µ, ν).

Furthermore, both kernels kτŜp
and kτŜp

p
are positive definite.

Hence, following Berg et al. (1984, §3, Definition 2.6, pp. 76), the kernels kŜp
and kŜp

p
are infinitely divisible. The proof is

complete.

B. Reviews
In this section, we give a review for related notions used in the development of our proposed approach.

B.1. A Review on Functional Spaces

We give a review on the Lp space, the weighted Lp space, and Sobolev norm including the case the exponent p = ∞.

Lp space. For a nonnegative Borel measure λ on G, denote Lp(G, λ) as the space of all Borel measurable functions
f : G → R such that

∫
G |f(y)|pλ(dy) < ∞. For p = ∞, we instead assume that f is bounded λ-a.e. Functions

f1, f2 ∈ Lp(G, λ) are considered to be the same if f1(x) = f2(x) for λ-a.e. x ∈ G.

Then, Lp(G, λ) is a normed space with the norm defined by

∥f∥Lp :=

(∫
G
|f(y)|pλ(dy)

) 1
p

for 1 ≤ p < ∞.

On the other hand, for p = ∞ we have

∥f∥L∞ := inf {t ∈ R : |f(x)| ≤ t for λ-a.e. x ∈ G} .

Lp
ŵ space. For a nonnegative Borel measure λ on G, and a positive weight function ŵ on G, i.e., ŵ(x) > 0,∀x ∈ G,

denote Lp
ŵ(G, λ) as the space of all Borel measurable functions f : G → R such that

∫
G ŵ(x)|f(x)|pλ(dx) < ∞. For

p = ∞, we instead assume that f is bounded ŵλ-a.e. Then, Lp
ŵ(G, λ) is a normed space with the norm defined by

∥f∥Lp
ŵ
:=

(∫
G
ŵ(x)|f(x)|pλ(dx)

) 1
p

for 1 ≤ p < ∞.

For the case p = ∞, as ŵ(x) > 0 for every x ∈ G we have

∥f∥L∞
ŵ

:= inf {t ∈ R : |f(x)| ≤ t for (ŵλ)-a.e. x ∈ G}
= inf {t ∈ R : |f(x)| ≤ t for λ-a.e. x ∈ G}
= ∥f∥L∞ .

Sobolev norm. For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and a function f ∈ W 1,p(G, λ), its Sobolev norm (Adams & Fournier, 2003, §3.1) is

∥f∥W 1,p =
(
∥f∥pp + ∥f ′∥pp

) 1
p

. (41)

When p = ∞, its norm is defined as follows:

∥f∥W 1,∞ = ∥f∥∞ + ∥f ′∥∞ . (42)
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B.2. A Review on Sobolev Transport

We give a review on the Sobolev transport for probability measures on a graph, and the length measure on a graph.

Sobolev transport. For µ, ν ∈ P(G), and 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, the p-order Sobolev transport (ST) (Le et al., 2022, Definition 3.2)
is defined as

ST p(µ, ν) :=

{
sup

[ ∫
G f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G f(x)ν(dx)

]
s.t. f ∈ W 1,p′

(G, λ), ∥f ′∥Lp′ (G,λ) ≤ 1,
(43)

where we write f ′ for the generalized graph derivative of f , and W 1,p′
(G, λ) for the graph-based Sobolev space on G.

Proposition B.1 (Closed-form expression of Sobolev transport (Le et al., 2022)). Let λ be any nonnegative Borel measure
on G, and let 1 ≤ p < ∞. Then, we have

ST p(µ, ν) =

(∫
G
|µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))|p λ(dx)

) 1
p

,

where Λ(x) is the subset of G defined by Equation (1).

Definition B.2 (Length measure (Le et al., 2022)). Let λ∗ be the unique Borel measure on G such that the restriction of λ∗

on any edge is the length measure of that edge. That is, λ∗ satisfies:

i) For any edge e connecting two nodes u and v, we have λ∗(⟨x, y⟩) = (t − s)we whenever x = (1 − s)u + sv and
y = (1− t)u+ tv for s, t ∈ [0, 1) with s ≤ t. Here, recall that ⟨x, y⟩ is the line segment in e connecting x and y.

ii) For any Borel set F ⊂ G, we have

λ∗(F ) =
∑
e∈E

λ∗(F ∩ e).

Lemma B.3 (λ∗ is the length measure on graph (Le et al., 2022)). Suppose that G has no short cuts, namely, any edge e is a
shortest path connecting its two end-points. Then, λ∗ is a length measure in the sense that

λ∗([x, y]) = dG(x, y)

for any shortest path [x, y] connecting x, y. Particularly, λ∗ has no atom in the sense that λ∗({x}) = 0 for every x ∈ G.

B.3. A Review on IPM and Wasserstein Distance

We give a review on IPM and Wasserstein distance for probability measures.

IPM. Integral probability metrics (IPM) for probability measures µ, ν are defined as follows:

γF (µ, ν) = sup
f∈F

∣∣∣∣∫
Ω

f(x)µ(dx)−
∫
Ω

f(y)ν(dy)
∣∣∣∣ . (44)

Special case: 1-Wasserstein distance (dual formulation). The 1-Wasserstein distance is a special case of IPM. In
particular, for F = FW := {f : |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ dG(x, y)} where recall that dG is the graph metric on graph G, then IPM
is equal to the 1-Wasserstein distance with ground cost dG

W(µ, ν) = sup
f∈FW

∣∣∣∣∫
G
f(x)µ(dx)−

∫
G
f(y)ν(dy)

∣∣∣∣ . (45)

Besides Sobolev IPM, and 1-Wasserstein distance, some other popular instances of IPM include: (i) Besov IPM, (ii) Dudley
metric, (iii) total variation metric, (iv) Kolmogorov metric, (v) maximum mean discrepancies (MMD) (Müller, 1997;
Sriperumbudur et al., 2009).
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p-Wasserstein distance (primal formulation). Let 1 ≤ p < ∞, suppose that µ and ν are two nonnegative Borel measures
on G satisfying µ(G) = ν(G) = 1. Then, the p-Wasserstein distance between µ and ν is defined as follows:

Wp(µ, ν)
p = inf

π∈Π(µ,ν)

∫
G×G

dG(x, y)
pπ(dx, dy),

where Π(µ, ν) :=
{
π ∈ P(G×G) : π1 = µ, π2 = ν

}
; π1, π2 are the first and second marginals of π respectively.

B.4. A Review on Kernels

We review definitions and theorems about kernels used in our work.

Positive Definite Kernels (Berg et al., 1984, pp. 66–67). A kernel function k : Ω × Ω → R is positive definite if for
every positive integer m ≥ 2 and every points x1, x2, ..., xm ∈ Ω, we have

m∑
i,j=1

cicjk(xi, xj) ≥ 0 ∀c1, ..., cm ∈ R.

Negative Definite Kernels (Berg et al., 1984, pp. 66–67). A kernel function k : Ω× Ω → R is negative definite if for
every integer m ≥ 2 and every points x1, x2, ..., xm ∈ Ω, we have

m∑
i,j=1

cicjk(xi, xj) ≤ 0, ∀c1, ..., cm ∈ R s.t.
m∑
i=1

ci = 0.

Theorem 3.2.2 in Berg et al. (1984, pp. 74). Let k̄ be a negative definite kernel function. Then, for every t > 0, the kernel

k(x, z) ≜ exp
(
−tk̄(x, z)

)
is positive definite.

Definition 2.6 in Berg et al. (1984, pp. 76). A positive definite kernel k̄ is infinitely divisible if for each n ∈ N∗, there
exists a positive definite kernel k̄n such that

k̄ = (k̄n)
n.

Corollary 2.10 in Berg et al. (1984, pp. 78). Let k̄ be a negative definite kernel function. Then, for 0 < t < 1, the kernel

k(x, z) ≜
[
k̄(x, z)

]t
is negative definite.

B.5. Persistence Diagrams

We refer the readers to Kusano et al. (2017, §2) for the review on mathematical framework for persistence diagrams (e.g.,
persistence diagrams, filtrations, persistent homology).

C. Further Results and Discussions
In this section, we give further experimental results and further discussions for the regularized Sobolev IPM.

C.1. Further Results

For the case p = ∞. The closed-form expression of regularized Sobolev IPM for p = ∞ is

Ŝ∞(µ, ν) = inf

{
t ∈ R :

∣∣∣∣µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))

ŵ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ t for (ŵλ)-a.e. x ∈ G
}
.
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Proof. We follow the same reasoning for the proof of Theorem 3.4. We recall Equation (??)

Ŝp(µ, ν) = sup
∥g∥

L
p′
ŵ

≤1

∫
G
ŵ(x)f̂(x)g(x)λ(dx). (46)

Therefore, for p = ∞, by using the dual norm, and let f̂(x) := µ(Λ(x))−ν(Λ(x))
ŵ(x) , for all x ∈ G, we have

Ŝ∞(µ, ν) =
∥∥∥f̂(x)∥∥∥

L∞
ŵ

, (47)

which is the weighted L∞(G, λ)-norm with the weighting function ŵ.

Hence, we obtain

Ŝ∞(µ, ν) = inf

{
t ∈ R :

∣∣∣∣µ(Λ(x))− ν(Λ(x))

ŵ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ t for (ŵλ)-a.e. x ∈ G
}
.

The proof is completed.

C.2. Further Experimental Results

We present further results for the regularized Sobolev IPM for document classification and TDA for both graphs GSqrt and
GLog with different numbers of nodes M .

+ For document classification.

• Figures 7 and 8 illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graphs GSqrt and GLog respectively
where the number of nodes M = 1000.

• Figures 9 and 10 illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graphs GSqrt and GLog respectively
where the number of nodes M = 100.

+ For TDA.

• Figures 11 and 12 illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graphs GSqrt and GLog respectively
where the number of nodes M = 1000.

• Figures 13 and 14 illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graphs GSqrt and GLog respectively
where the number of nodes M = 100.

We next provide further results for the regularized Sobolev IPM when varying the number of slices on both graphs GSqrt and
GLog for document classification and TDA.

+ For document classification.

• Figure 15 illustrates SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graph GSqrt where the number of nodes
M = 104.

• Figures 16 and 17 illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graphs GSqrt and GLog respectively
where the number of nodes M = 1000.

• Figures 18 and 19 illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graphs GSqrt and GLog respectively
where the number of nodes M = 100.
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+ For TDA.

• Figure 20 illustrates SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graph GSqrt where the number of nodes
M = 104 for Orbit and M = 103 for MPEG7.

• Figures 21a and 22a illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graphs GSqrt and GLog
respectively where the number of nodes M = 1000.

• Figures 21b and 22b illustrate SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices on graphs GSqrt and GLog
respectively where the number of nodes M = 100.
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Figure 7: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices in document classification with graph GSqrt where the
number of nodes M = 1000.
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Figure 8: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices in document classification with graph GLog where the
number of nodes M = 1000.

C.3. Further Discussions

For completeness, we recall important discussions on the underlying graph for Sobolev transport in Le et al. (2022), since
they are also applied or adapted for the (regularized) Sobolev IPM in our work.
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Figure 9: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices in document classification with graph GSqrt where the
number of nodes M = 100.
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Figure 10: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices in document classification with graph GLog where the
number of nodes M = 100.

Measures on a graph. In this work, we consider the (regularized) Sobolev IPM between two input probability measures
supported on the same graph, which has the same setting as the Sobolev transport (Le et al., 2022).

The proposed kernels upon regularized Sobolev IPM are for input probability measures, i.e., to compute similarity between
two probability measures, on the same graph. We distinguish our line of research to the following related problems:

• Compute distance between two (different) input graphs. For examples, Petric Maretic et al. (2019); Dong & Sawin
(2020); Tam & Dunson (2022) compute OT problem (i.e., a specific instance of IPM) between two (different) input graphs,
where their goals are to compute distance between two input graphs. They are essentially different to our considered problem
which computes distance (i.e., regularized Sobolev IPM) between two input probability measures supported on the same
graph.

• Graph kernels between two (different) input graphs. Graph kernels are kernel functions between two input graphs
to assess their similarity. A comprehensive review on graph kernels can be found in Borgwardt et al. (2020); Kriege et al.
(2020); Nikolentzos et al. (2021). Essentially, this line of research is different to our proposed kernels, i.e., regularized
Sobolev IPM kernels to measures similarity between two input probability measures on the same graph.
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Figure 11: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices in TDA with graph GSqrt where the number of nodes
M = 1000.
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Figure 12: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices in TDA with graph GLog where the number of nodes
M = 1000.

Path length for points in graph G (Le et al., 2022). We can canonically measure a path length connecting any two points
x, y ∈ G where these two points x, y are not necessary to be nodes in V of graph G.

Consider the edge e = ⟨u, v⟩ connecting two nodes u, v ∈ V , for x, y ∈ Rn and x, y ∈ e, we have

x = (1− s)u+ sv,

y = (1− t)u+ tv,

for some scalars t, s ∈ [0, 1]. Thus, the length of the path connecting x, y along the edge e (i.e., the line segment ⟨x, y⟩) is
equal to |t− s|we. Consequently, the length for an arbitrary path in G can be similarly defined by breaking down into pieces
over edges and summing over their corresponding lengths (Le et al., 2022).

Extension to measures supported on G. Much as Sobolev transport (Le et al., 2022), the discrete case of the regularzed
Sobolev IPM in Equation (10) can be easily extended for measures with finite supports on G (i.e., supports of the input
measures may not be nodes in V , but possibly points on edges in E) by using the same strategy to measure a path length for
support data points in graph G. More precisely, we break down edges containing supports into pieces and sum over their
corresponding values instead of the sum over edges.
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Figure 13: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices in TDA with graph GSqrt where the number of nodes
M = 100.
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Figure 14: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices in TDA with graph GLog where the number of nodes
M = 100.

About the assumption of uniqueness property of the shortest paths on G. As discussed in Le et al. (2022) for Sobolev
transport, note that we ∈ R+ for any edge e ∈ E in graph G., it is almost surely that every node in V can be regarded as
unique-path root node since with a high probability, lengths of paths connecting any two nodes in graph G are different.

Additionally, for some special graph, e.g., a grid of nodes, there is no unique-path root node for such graph. However, by
perturbing each node, and/or perturbing lengths of edges if G is a non-physical graph, with a small deviation, we can obtain
a graph satisfying the unique-path root node assumption.

Besides that, for input probability measures with full supports in graph G, or at least full supports in any cycle in graph G,
then it exists a special support data point where there are multiple shortest paths from the root node to it. In this case, we
simply choose one fixed shortest path among them for this support data point (or we can add a virtual edge from the root
node to this support data point where the edge length is deducted by a small deviation). In many practical applications (e.g.,
document classification and TDA in our experiments), one can neglect this special case since input probability measures
have a finite number of supports.

About the regularized Sobolev IPM. Much as Sobolev transport (Le et al., 2022), we assume that the graph metric space
(i.e., the graph structure) is given. We leave the question to learn an optimal graph metric structure adaptively from data for
future work.
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Figure 15: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GSqrt where the number of
nodes M = 104.

About the graphs GLog and GSqrt (Le et al., 2022). For a fast computation, we use the farthest-point clustering method
to partition supports of measures into at most M clusters.12 Then, let the set of vertices V be the set of centroids of these
clusters, i.e., graph vertices. For edges, in graph GLog, we randomly choose (M logM) edges; and M3/2 edges for graph
GSqrt. We further denote the set of those randomly sampled edges as Ẽ.

For each edge e, its corresponding edge length (i.e., edge weight) we is computed by the Euclidean distance between the two
corresponding nodes of edge e. Let nc be the number of connected components in the graph G̃(V, Ẽ). Then, we randomly
add (nc − 1) more edges between these nc connected components to construct a connected graph G from G̃. Let Ec be the
set of these (nc − 1) added edges and denote set E = Ẽ ∪ Ec, then G(V,E) is the constructed graph.

Datasets and Computational Devices. For the datasets in our experiments (i.e., TWITTER, RECIPE, CLASSIC,
AMAZON for document datasets, and Orbit, MPEG7 for TDA), one can contact the authors of Sobolev transport (Le et al.,
2022) to access to them. For computational devices, we run all of our experiments on commodity hardware.

Hyperparamter validation. For validation, we further randomly split the training set into 70%/30% for validation-
training and validation with 10 repeats to choose hyper-parameters in our experiments.

The number of pairs in training and test for kernel SVM. Let Ntr, Nte be the number of measures used for training
and test respectively. For the kernel SVM training, the number of pairs which we compute the distances is (Ntr − 1)× Ntr

2 .
For the test phase, the number of pairs which we compute the distances is Ntr ×Nte. Therefore, for each run, the number
of pairs which we compute the distances for both training and test is totally Ntr × (Ntr−1

2 +Nte). For examples, in Table 1,
we list these number of pairs for kernel SVM for all datasets used in our experiments.

12M is the input number of clusters used for the clustering method. Thus, we obtain at most M clusters, depending on input data points.
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Figure 16: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GSqrt where the number of
nodes M = 1000.
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Figure 17: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GLog where the number of
nodes M = 1000.
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Figure 18: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GSqrt where the number of
nodes M = 100.
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Figure 19: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GLog where the number of
nodes M = 100.
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Figure 20: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GSqrt where the number of
nodes M = 104 for Orbit, and M = 103 for MPEG7.
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Figure 21: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GSqrt.
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Figure 22: SVM results and time consumption for kernel matrices of slice variants with graph GLog.
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