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Abstract

Corporate fraud detection aims to automatically recognize companies that conduct wrongful activities such as fraud-
ulent financial statements or illegal insider trading. Previous learning-based methods fail to effectively integrate rich
interactions in the company network. To close this gap, we collect 18-year financial records in China to form three
graph datasets with fraud labels. We analyze the characteristics of the financial graphs, highlighting two pronounced
issues: (1) information overload: the dominance of (noisy) non-company nodes over company nodes hinders the
message-passing process in Graph Convolution Networks (GCN); and (2) hidden fraud: there exists a large percent-
age of possible undetected violations in the collected data. The hidden fraud problem will introduce noisy labels in
the training dataset and compromise fraud detection results. To handle such challenges, we propose a novel graph-
based method, namely, Knowledge-enhanced GCN with Robust Two-stage Learning (KeGCNR), which leverages
Knowledge Graph Embeddings to mitigate the information overload and effectively learns rich representations. The
proposed model adopts a two-stage learning method to enhance robustness against hidden frauds. Extensive experi-
mental results not only confirm the importance of interactions but also show the superiority of KeGCNR over a number
of strong baselines in terms of fraud detection effectiveness and robustness.
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1. Introduction

Corporate fraud refers to illegal schemes by listed
companies in the stock market, aiming at financial gains
through different means such as fraudulent financial
statements and illegal insider trading. This kind of fraud
bears systematic risks, which can potentially lead to fi-
nancial crises at the macro level [1]. Unfortunately, the
rapid growth of young capital markets has given rise
to an increasing number of fraudulent cases in recent
years, putting pressure on regulators and auditors. Since
the traditional human supervision solution is no longer
efficient, it is desirable to build an autonomous system
to assist regulators in this essential task.

Previous studies on machine learning for corporate
fraud detection focus mostly on traditional machine
learning (ML) methods such as linear regression [2, 3,
4], random forest [5, 4], and BP neural network [5, 4].
These machine-learning models are built to classify an-
nual financial statements as fraudulent or not, based on
expert-chosen feature sets. Unfortunately, the rich in-

teractions in the company network have not been effec-
tively integrated for corporate fraud detection. Financial
experts, on the other hand, have recognized the influ-
ence of “Directors/Supervisors/Executives (DSE)” and
“Related Party Transactions (RPT)” on corporate fraud
(see Figure 1). DSE refers to the members of the direc-
tor board of the company. Being the decision-making
body in a company, the director board is certainly the
agent behind most corporate frauds [6]. Connection via
DSE also helps companies lower the coordination cost
for illegal activities, thus significantly increasing the
likelihood of committing fraud [7]. RPT refers to deals
or arrangements between two companies that are joined
by a previous business association or share common
interests. RPTs, particularly those that go unchecked,
carry the risk of financial fraud by various means such
as illegal profit transmission [8, 9].

In order to better understand the role of rich relations
between companies in fraud detection, we first collect
18-year financial records of A-share listed companies
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with fraud labels from the Chinese stock market and
design our financial knowledge graph. The companies
are categorized by their board markets into “Main-
Board Market” (MBM), “Growth Enterprise Market”
(GEM), and “Small and Medium Enterprise Board
Market” (SME). Additionally, DSE and RPT instances
are collected and used to connect company instances
to form 3 financial graphs for MBM, GEM, and SME,
respectively. Thorough data analysis (see section 4) is
then conducted on the collected datasets, revealing two
main challenges that hinder effective data integration in
the financial graph.

Challenge I (Information Overload). Our objective
is to incorporate relational data on a financial graph
to help corporate fraud detection. The common ap-
proach is to make use of Graph Convolution Networks
[10, 11, 12, 13], which have shown great success in
dealing with relational data. Unfortunately, directly
applying GCN [10] on financial graphs is difficult.
This is because the number of DSE and RPT nodes in
our graph (referred to as support nodes) dominates the
number of company nodes (referred to as target nodes)
by around 20 times, hindering the message-passing
process between companies. In addition, many of the
support nodes lack attributes, making the problem more
serious. We refer to this as the information overload
problem, which is caused by the excessive number
of (noisy) support nodes. Unfortunately, existing
graph-based methods for other fraud detection tasks
[14, 15, 16, 17, 16] are not of help since they do not
face this problem. More specifically, these studies
target personal or transaction fraud detection, where
the number of these target nodes (persons, transac-
tions) is from 4 to 100 LARGER than the support
nodes. The closest one to ours is [18] which exploits
the hierarchical graph structure to carefully distill
information from the support nodes into the target
nodes, mitigating the information overload issue. This
method, however, is not general enough to be applied
to our task due to the strong graph structure assumption.

Challenge II (Hidden Fraud). In the real world, regu-
lators often discover a company’s fraud much later than
the time it occurred. According to our collected data
in the 18 recent years, only 30% of frauds were found
in the same year as the violation actually happens (see
Section 4), which implies a large percentage of “hid-
den fraud” that cannot be detected timely. Those hidden
frauds will result in noisy labels in the training dataset.
It has been proven that noisy labels can cause serious
bias in the GCN models and harm the classification re-
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Figure 1: Relations (e.g. illegal transactions) are essential for corpo-
rate fraud detection. When a violation goes undetected in the histori-
cal record, it is referred to as a hidden fraud case. Such cases become
label noises hindering the effectiveness of corporate fraud detection.

sults severely [19, 20]. However, the hidden fraud prob-
lem was rarely addressed in the literature and a robust
GCN model is desirable to deal with this issue.

In this paper, we propose a novel Knowledge-
enhanced GCN with a Robust two-stage Learning
framework, or KeGCNR, that systematically targets the
above challenges. Specifically, for the first challenge,
we leverage knowledge graph embeddings (KGE) meth-
ods [21, 22, 23] to distill useful information from sup-
port nodes to company nodes by exploiting (sample)
pairwise relations. For example, KGE could help bring
a company embedding closer to an RPT embedding if
there should be a link (a pairwise relation) between
them, or further away if there should not be any link.
These company embeddings are then considered as an-
other view besides financial attributes to be used for
learning with GCN on company sub-graphs, which con-
tain only company instances and are constructed with
meta-paths [24, 25]. Since KGE exploits contrastive
learning with sample links to predict pairwise seman-
tic relations instead of aggregating information from
the neighborhood like GCN, it is less likely to suffer
from the information overload issue. In addition, be-
cause a company subgraph contains only company in-
stances, the message-passing process between compa-
nies becomes more effective. Note that our solution is
highly adaptable to other tasks since we do not have any
assumption on the graph structure, and the selection of
meta-paths can be adapted to fit other requirements.

For the second challenge, we design a novel robust
two-stage learning method based on learning Bayes op-
timal distribution [26]. The main idea is to estimate a
Bayes transition matrix, which encodes the probabili-
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ties of Bayes optimal labels (predicted labels of opti-
mal classifiers) to noisy labels for a company instance.
With the estimated transition matrix, one can perform
loss correction to learn a label noise robust model. Un-
like previous works [26, 27, 28, 29], however, hidden
fraud has two distinct characteristics: 1) It has an asym-
metric noise structure, which is based on the fact that
regulators prefer precision in declaring frauds with the
cost of letting some fraud cases go undetected (hidden
frauds); 2) It is instance and neighborhood dependence
(see Figure 1). By considering such issues, our method
is better designed to mitigate hidden fraud. All in all,
our work has the following contributions:

• We construct new financial graphs from 18-year
records of Chinese A-share companies datasets,
larger than previous datasets on corporate fraud de-
tection. Our dataset incorporates rich information
such as “Related Party Transaction” (RPT) and
“Director/Supervisors/Executives” (DSE) from the
company network for corporate fraud detection.
To facilitate further research in this field, we have
made all datasets and associated code publicly
available.1.

• We investigate two unexplored problems of hidden
frauds and information overload in corporate fraud
detection. Detailed analysis reveals that these two
problems exist in real datasets and have a strong
side effect to the goal of fraud detection.

• We propose a novel method, namely Knowledge-
Enhanced GCN with Robust Two-stage Learning
(KeGCNR), that is specifically designed to handle
the distinct characteristics of our problem. Our ex-
periments show that KeGCNR is more effective in
comparison to several contemporary graph-based
models and label-noise robust methods.

2. Related study

2.1. Graph neural networks.
GNN has received growing interest in recent years

thanks to its ability to handle relational data. Graph
convolutional neural networks (GCNNs) adapt con-
volutional neural networks to graph data, effectively
integrating node features and graph topology [30, 31].
[10] propose GCN, a simple version of GCNNs that
applies an efficient approximation for fast convolu-
tion layers. GraphSAGE [32] can be viewed as a

1https://github.com/wangskyGit/KeHGN-R

stochastic generalization of graph convolutions, and
it is especially useful for massive, dynamic graphs
that contain rich feature information. DAGNN [33]
is a deeper GNN model that decouples the transfor-
mation and aggregation of message passing. Graph
Relearn Network (GRN) [34] introduces a two-phase
approach to enhance prediction stability. In its initial
pre-predict phase, followed by a relearn phase, the
network progressively improves predictions for nodes
that show instability. GsCP [35] framework employs
strategic graph augmentation techniques to generate
multiple views of node embeddings. This method
simplifies the process by avoiding complex similarity
calculations while achieving superior performance
compared to other contrastive learning approaches
in capturing structural features that generalize well.
Recently, methods to handle heterogeneous information
on graphs have been proposed based on, e.g., meta-path
[25, 36, 12], relation embedding [37, 38, 39], edge
modeling [40, 41]. Unfortunately, these methods are
not designed to tackle the distinct challenges in our
problem.

This work focuses on the challenge of information
overload that can occur when using Graph Neural Net-
works (GNNs) on graphs with a specific characteristic.
This type of graph has a large number of noisy support
nodes, which outnumber the target nodes. This is com-
monly seen in real-world situations, such as the exam-
ples provided in two related works, Bi et al. [18], who
attempt to predict company financial risk using share-
holders as support nodes, and Liu et al. [42], who use
user behavior sequences of actions such as browsing,
clicking to detect fraudulent transactions. Our work dif-
fers from these studies in that we are the first to charac-
terize and empirically demonstrate the ineffectiveness
of GNNs on graphs with information overload. More-
over, we propose a simple-yet-effective method to han-
dle this issue by distilling information from support
nodes to target nodes and then sampling subgraphs of
target nodes for GNN. Our approach can be applied to a
wide range of graphs with information overload, while
previous methods [18, 42] have more restrictive graph
structure assumptions. Specifically, Bi et al. [18] as-
sume a hierarchical graph structure whereas Liu et al.
[42] suppose that support nodes (user behaviors) form a
sequence structure.

2.2. Corporate fraud detection.
Corporate fraud detection has been an important topic

in finance since the early days of capital markets. Lin-
ear methods such as the MScore model [43] and FScore
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model [2] are among the most widely adopted methods
early on. Recent studies [2, 3, 4, 33, 5] apply traditional
ML models with expert-chosen financial attributes and
achieve notable success. However, there has been lim-
ited work that studies the effectiveness of exploiting re-
lational indicators such as DSE [7] and RPT [8]. Only
Mao et al. [44] have considered RPT relations for cor-
porate fraud detection. Specifically, the authors rep-
resented companies and RPT relations in a knowledge
graph, similar to our approach. The authors, however,
manually extracted features from the knowledge graph
and then applied traditional machine-learning methods.
In particular, neither knowledge graph embeddings nor
graph neural networks have been used in their study
[44]. In recent years, some studies also considered using
GNN methods in financial fraud detection [45], how-
ever, most of them simply leverage modern GNN meth-
ods and didn’t consider the hidden-fraud or information-
overload problem which we focus on.

Also relevant to our work are cash-out fraud detec-
tion [14, 15, 46], consumer loan fraud detection [16]
and online fraud detection [47, 17, 16], where graph-
based methods have been successfully exploited. The
most essential difference lies in the fact that they do not
face the information overload problem as we do. In ad-
dition, the hidden fraud problem has not been addressed
in these studies.

2.3. Learning with label noise.

It is desirable to develop machine learning mod-
els to be robust against label noise in training data,
which is very common in practice. Based on the as-
sumption of the noise type, current methods can be
divided into models for random noise [48, 49], class-
dependent noise [50, 51, 52], or instance-dependent
noise [27, 28, 26, 53]. Few studies [28, 19] in recent
years have tried to address noise associated with rela-
tional data on graphs. Unfortunately, these solutions can
not fully handle our hidden fraud issue, of which noise
depends not only on class (asymmetric noise structure)
but also on the instance and its neighborhood.

In this study, we define and characterize the problem
of hidden fraud, a comparably unexplored class of la-
bel noise on graphs. Here, hidden fraud is a type of la-
bel noise that is asymmetric, instance-and-neighbor de-
pendence noise. This type of label noise is commonly
found in many fraud detection problems as it is difficult
for labelers to detect all the violations in a timely man-
ner. Despite the growing interest in label noise on graph
data [16, 19, 28], we are the first to provide a real-world
graph dataset with label noise.

3. Preliminary

Given all the important relations and properties, it is
crucial to consider how we can better use these various
types of data and build the financial knowledge graph.
This section introduces our knowledge graphs and the
concept of meta-path company subgraphs. These are
preliminary concepts that will be used to describe our
proposed model, KeGCNR.

3.1. Financial Knowledge Graph
A knowledge graph (KG) [54] is a multi-relational

graph that represents knowledge as a set of entities and
the relationships between them. The entities in a KG
are represented by vertices (V), and the relationships
between them are represented by edges (E). Each edge
is labeled with a relation type from a predefined set R.
Formally, a KG can be represented by a set of triples
{(hi, ri, ti)}, each of which is a tuple of three elements:
the head entity hi ∈ V, the relation ri ∈ R, and the tail
entity ti ∈ V.

Definition 1. Financial Knowledge Graph (FKG) is a
knowledge graph obtained from the company network
using the following conventions (see FKG Schema in
Figure 2): 1) The entity set V contains company, DSE,
and RPT instances, as well as attributes of DSE such as
education, positions and RPT such as transaction type;
2) The relation set R contains relations defined for
companies such as (company, has, transaction), as well
as those defined for RPT or DSE such as (transaction
T1, type, commodity trading).

It is important to note that in a FKG, a company or
a DSE corresponds to multiple entities, each of which
represents the company or the company director in a
specific year. This is because the task of corporate
fraud detection is performed on annual company re-
ports, whereas companies (or directors (DSE)) in differ-
ent years have different attributes. To avoid information
loss, we connect company or DSE entities of different
years to a common meta or DSE-meta entity node.

3.2. Meta-path based Company Subgraphs
Meta-paths are commonly used in GNNs to help

in learning heterogeneous information [25, 36, 12].
Here, we adopt this popular idea and use company
meta-paths to represent different possible relations
between companies.

Definition 2. A Meta-Path[24] A1
R1
−→ A2 . . .

Rl
−→ Al+1

is defined as a composite relation from R1 to Rl. A
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Figure 2: The Schema of FKG and our predefined meta-paths.

Company Meta-path is a meta-path such that the
starting node (A1) and the ending node (Al+1) are both
company entities.

This paper considers three types of meta-paths: RPT
meta-path, SC meta-path and SDSE meta-path. Differ-
ent meta-paths reveal different relations existed among
companies. RPT meta-path, which corresponds to the
pattern company-transaction-company, captures the re-
lation that two companies “had a related party transac-
tion.” SC meta-path connects instances of “the same
company in different years.” Finally, the SDSE meta-
path conveys the semantic that two companies “share
the same DSE.”

Given a company meta-path, one can construct a new
subgraph, where an edge between two companies is
formed if there is a company meta-path leading from
one to the other. However, in FKG, there might be
multiple paths of the same meta-path type connecting
a pair of companies. For this reason, we define a
Multi-path Weight Matrix, which can be considered as
the edge weights of the subgraph.

Definition 3. A Multi-path Weight Matrix is con-
structed for each company meta-path ρk. It is a matrix
Wmp

k of size Nc × Nc where Nc is the number of compa-
nies in FKG. Each element (i, j) of Wmp

k is defined as
the number of possible paths between company nodes
i, j in FKG that match ρk.

Definition 4. A Meta-path based Company Subgraph
Gk = ⟨V

c,Ek,Wmp
k ⟩ is a graph with only company

nodes connected by a company meta-path ρk, where
Vc ⊂ V denotes the company nodes in FKG, Ek

denotes edges following the pattern in ρk, Wmp
k is the

multi-path weight matrix of ρk, which plays the role of
edge weights in Gk.

Here, we consider only company meta-paths, which
can avoid introducing an excessive number of support
nodes during message-passing in GNNs. It is notewor-
thy that we do not ignore the support nodes during train-
ing, the information will be exploited during the knowl-
edge embedding learning.

4. Data Collection and Analysis

This section describes our data collection process,
and provides more information on the inherent chal-
lenges of our problem.

4.1. Data Collection and Statistics
Since previous datasets are neither large enough nor

contain company relations [4, 33, 5], we collect our
data by combining relevant information from several
databases on CSMAR2. More specifically, we first ex-
tract all the annual financial records of listed companies
on two stock exchange markets (Shanghai and Shen-
zhen) during the period from 2003 to 2020. Data af-
ter 2020 might contain much noise due to the We then
combine the financial statements and the stock market
quotation data to extract 429 financial attributes for each
company in a specific year. The financial attribute set in-
cludes all kinds of financial ratios, the annual value, the
volatility of monthly value for turnover rates, and the
return of stock prices, to name a few. Finally, we map
RPT, and DSE records from the RPT and DSE databases
to the corresponding company instance, where each
RPT (DSE) record contains 12 (10) attributes.

Following financial studies [55, 56], we categorize
companies based on their board markets for research
and comparisons. We consider three main markets
which together account for the majority of listed com-
panies, including the “Main Board Market” (MBM),
“Small and Medium Enterprise” (SME) and “Growth
Enterprise Board Market” (GEM). We then build one
FKG for each market according to the procedure in Sec-
tion 3. The resulting FKGs with statistics are shown
in Table 1, from which several insights can be drawn.

2https://cn.gtadata.com/
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Table 1: Statistics for three collected datasets in the Chinese stock
market from the year 2003 to 2020.

MBM SME GEM

#Company nodes 23341 12651 9422
#DSE and RPT nodes 658702 220848 147061

# fraud activity 6351 3351 1640
#fraud: #non-fraud 1: 6.87 1: 5.25 1: 8.35

FKG: #entities 790374 295461 220060
FKG: #relations 41 41 41

FKG: #edges 5580916 2311465 1651936
Year range 2003-2020 2003-2020 2009-2020

Firstly, MBM is the biggest board market with more
than 0.66 million entities and more than 20 thousand
company instances. In reality, it is also the most im-
portant market in China, hence requiring higher stan-
dards in terms of capital stock size, and business terms,
to name a few. Secondly, GEM is the smallest one
with only 9422 company instances. In practice, GEM
also has more lenient listing requirements than the other
two. Note also that the difference in the year range of
GEM is due to the fact that it was officially established
in 2009. And finally, the number of supporting nodes
(DSE and RPT) is 28 times larger than the company
nodes in MBM, 18 times larger in SME, and 16 times
larger in GEM. Additionally, 94.71% of DSE instances
and 100% RPT instances contain at least one missing
attribute. The excessive number of noisy support nodes
causes the problem of information overload as stated in
the introduction.

4.2. Hidden Fraud Analysis

To study the impacts of hidden frauds, we collect two
date values associated with each company fraud case: 1)
the violation date which is the time when the fraud ac-
tivity actually happens; and 2) the declared date which
is when regulators declare the fraud and the detailed in-
formation to the public. We then define the year gap
as the difference in the year of these two values. The
distributions of year gaps in three datasets are plotted in
Figure 3 (a) and the percentages of different gap ranges
are shown in Figure 3 (b).

Figure 3 shows that the problem of hidden fraud is
serious, with only 30% of all the cases (in all datasets)
can be detected in the same year. The average year gap
in MBM is around 2 years, bigger than that of the other
two datasets (see Figure 3), showing that the problem
of hidden fraud is most serious in the MBM dataset. In
addition, 50% of violations have gone undetected for at
least 2 years in MBM and at least 1 year in SME and
GEM. Note that outliers with much longer delays are

(a) The year gap distributions in MBM, SME, and GEM;

(b) The percentages of year gap ranges calculated from all
three datasets.

Figure 3: Statistic of datasets

not shown in this figure, for which the delay in detection
could be 16 years in MBM, 11 years in SME and 10
years in GEM.

In light of such observations, it is inevitable that
there are hidden frauds among those labeled as non-
fraudulent ones in the collected data. A general machine
learning model trained on such kind of noisy labeled
data is likely to fail to detect fraud in a timely man-
ner, possibly leading to unwanted consequences. Un-
fortunately, studying this problem is non-trivial due to
the lack of an evaluation benchmark. Previous studies
on noisy labeled data often follow two ways to create
benchmark datasets: 1) We can start with a clean dataset
and then actively introduce noises for research. Usu-
ally, researchers need to have some assumptions about
the noise distribution or the noise ratio. This method
cannot apply to our case since we neither have a clean
dataset nor know enough about the hidden fraud distri-
bution for a sufficiently good simulation. In addition,
actively corrupting fraud data points into hidden fraud
ones can cause the class imbalance problem to be more
serious, making it hard to control the actual effect of
label-noise robust methods; 2) We can ask humans to
check and verify wrongly labeled cases in a previously
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labeled dataset like the Clothing1M dataset [57]. This
is, however, also unrealistic in our case since examin-
ing corporate fraud requires much higher expertise than
other applications like fashion/animal image annotation.

To handle the aforementioned issue, we further study
the year gap distribution in Figure 3 (b), where we ob-
serve that only 2.2% fraud cases are undetected after 8
years. This leads us to an assumption that we can rea-
sonably trust a case that has been labeled as non-fraud
for at least 8 years and consider it as a clean non-fraud
data point. As a result, the procedure to construct our
hidden fraud benchmark is as follows: (1) The train-
ing sets for experiments are sampled from our datasets
without any filtering. This way, we do not change the
characteristics of the real-world data, and the objective
is to build a model that is robust to the existence of the
unknown noise in training; (2) For testing, however, we
filter non-fraud cases within 8 recent years, leaving us
with considerably clean test sets for evaluation. As far
as we know, these are also the first real-world graph-
based datasets with label noise.

5. The Base Model: Knowledge-enhanced GCN

The problem of corporate fraud detection is formal-
ized as a binary classification that aims to assign labels
y to company nodes in FKG with y = 1 being fraudu-
lent and 0 otherwise. More specifically, we are given
Gkg = ⟨V,R,E⟩, where the company nodes in Vc ⊂ V

are associated with financial attributes Xatt ∈ RNc×datt
,

and the objective is to generate the fraud possibility vec-
tor yv ∈ R

1×2 for each company node v ∈ Vc. The
elements of yv represent for the possibility of the node
being normal and fraud respectfully.

Our base model architecture is shown in Figure 4,
which consists of four phases: 1) Knowledge embed-
ding learning: this is the pretraining phase, where KGE
methods are used to learn company embeddings Xke

from FKG; 2) Multi-path weighted convolution lay-
ers: company meta-paths are exploited to draw meta-
path based company subgraphs {Gk |k ∈ [1,Nmp]}. For
each Gk, there are two ways to initialize node repre-
sentations, i.e. either Xatt or Xke. Subsequently, node
representations are then learned on different subgraphs
by using Multi-Path Weight Graph Convolutional Net-
works (MW-GCN); 3) Hierarchical attention-based
fusion: Two kinds of attention are exploited to com-
bine node representations from subgraphs, which take
into account the importance of different meta-paths and
different initialization strategies (Xatt or Xke); 4) Node
classification layer: The fraud probability yv ∈ R

1×2

(for v) is inferred by a single neural network layer.

5.1. Knowledge Embedding Pretraining

KGE learns to map entities and relations into continu-
ous vector space and facilitates the task of predicting un-
known triples in the knowledge graph. In other words,
it aims to learn entity and relation embeddings from
triples in our FKG E = {(hi, ri, ti)}. Unlike GNN, which
propagates and aggregates information from neighbors,
KGE methods focus on the interactions of entities via
pairwise relations. In general, many KGE methods can
be applied in our model, such as TransE [21], DistMult
[58], ComplEx [59], RotaTE [22]. For simplicity and
efficiency, we choose to use TransE in this paper.

The main idea of TransE is to map entities and rela-
tions to the same vector space, say Rdke

, so that we can
connect entities h and t via the relation r using h + r ≈ t
where (h, r, t) is an observed triple (or fact) in our KG.
For example, we can obtain embeddings for transaction
“T1”, the relation “type”, and the attribute entity “Com-
munity Trading” so that “T1” + “type” ≈ “Community
Trading”. Formally, TransE learns a scoring function f
as follows:

f (h, r, t) = −||h + r − t||1/2

where ||1/2 is either L1 or L2 norm. The scoring function
is larger if (h, r, t) is more likely to be a fact, i.e., h is
connected to t via r in KG. Contrastive learning [60] is
used to learn embeddings for all the entities and rela-
tions by enforcing the scores of true triples to be higher
than those of negative (distorted) triples.

After the pretraining phase, we extract embeddings
Xke ∈ RNc×dke

of all the company instances. The relation
constraints in FKG allow TransE to distill useful seman-
tic information from embeddings of connected nodes
and relations to company embeddings.

5.2. Multi-path Weighted Convolution Layers

This phase aims to learn representations from com-
pany subgraphs Gk = ⟨V

c,Wmp
k ,X

it⟩, each obtained
from a meta-path ρk and an initialization strategy (Xatt

or Xke). For simplicity, we drop k, it and show how
higher representations are learned from a single graph.

We develop MW-GCN, a new variant of GCN [10]
that takes into account the multi-path weights. Let the
representations from l-th layer be Hl ∈ RNc×dl (H0 = X),
where the v-th column vector is the representation of
v ∈ Vc at l-th layer and dl is the hidden size of the l-th
layer. For learning the representations of l+1 layer, row
normalization is first conducted on Wmp:

Ŵmp(i, j) =
Wmp(i, j)∑n
l=1 Wmp(i, l)

7
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Figure 4: The model (KeGCNR) architecture (best seen in colors). The base model KeGCN is shown in the right-upper corner. It contains two
branches with either knowledge embedding or financial attributes as initial node embedding. For simplicity and efficiency, we choose to use TransE
for knowledge embeddings. Embeddings from different meta-path subgraphs and different initial embedding types are then fused with the attention
mechanism. Steps for hidden-fraud robust two-stage learning are shown at the bottom of the image, where ỹ stands for the noisy labels in the
datasets, ŷ∗i denote the estimated Bayes optimal labels by an independent training base model. After getting ŷ∗i , it together with ỹ are then leveraged
to train the Bayes transition model. During stage II, the trained Bayes transition model is fixed and predicts hidden fraud rate γ̂ for F-correction.

Second, for the target node v, the v-th row of Ŵmp is
used to obtain an aggregated representation from the l-
th layer representations hl

u ∈ Rdl from the neighbors of
v:

al+1
v =

∑
u∈NG(v)

Ŵmp(v, u)hl
u

which is then combined with the hidden representation
of v:

hl+1
v = σ[Wl(al+1

v + hl
v)]

where σ is the nonlinear function, hl
v ∈ Rdl and hl+1

v ∈

Rdl+1 are the representations of v at layer l and l + 1,
NG(v) is the set of neighbours of v in a subgraph G and
Wl is the learning parameter.

Compared to GCN, WM-GCN introduces Wmp to
take into account the importance of meta-paths for ag-
gregating (meta-)neighbors. This resembles the idea of
attention in GAT [61] and HAN [25]. However, the
multi-path weights in WM-GCN are simply drawn from
the domain knowledge (FKG graph) instead of learning,
making WM-GCN comparably more efficient.

5.3. Hierarchical Attention-based Fusion Layer

The input for this phase is a set of representations
{HL

it,k ∈ RNc,dL } from the output layers of WM-
GCN trained on N sg = 2 × Nmp subgraphs; where
k ∈ [1, ...,Nmp] and it ∈ {ke, att}. For simplicity, all
WM-GCN are set to have the same number of layers
and the same output dimension dL. The objective of
this fusion step is to pool the input representations to
obtain Z ∈ RNc,dZ for prediction.

Relation Attention SubLayer. We pool the representa-
tions from different subgraphs with the same initializa-
tion strategy it, which is dropped from the notation for
simplicity. Inspired from HAN [25], for each HL

k , we
leverage a readout function to get the graph embedding
and the relation attention value as:

hGk =
1

Nc

Nc∑
i=1

hL
k,i

arel
k =

exp(σ(WrelhGk + brel))∑
k∈Nmp exp(σ(WrelhGk + brel))

8



where σ is the activation function, Wrel ∈ R1×dL , brel ∈

R are shared for all meta-path based subgraphs. We then
obtain the relation-aware representation for v as follows:

zrel
v =

∑
k∈Nmp

arel
k hL

k,v

Embedding Attention SubLayer. This layer calculates
Z from Zrel

ke and Zrel
att , the relation-aware representations

with ke and att initialization strategies. Using a simi-
lar mechanism as the relation attention layer, we learn
the attention weights, which are then used to calculate a
weighted sum of Zrel

ke and Zrel
att to obtain Z ∈ RNc×dZ .

5.4. Node Classification Layer

Given the fusion representation Z = [z1, ..., zNc ],
where zv is the representation of v ∈ Vc, a fully con-
nected layer is used to get the probability of node v to
be fraudulent:

ŷv = sigmoid(W predzv + bpred)

where ⟨W pred, bpred⟩ are the layer parameters.

6. Hidden-Fraud Robust Two-stage Learning

As we described before, hidden fraud issues are cru-
cial in corporate fraud detection. In this section, we de-
scribe how we handle this issue during the training
phase in a model-agnostic way.

Before introducing our method, we first formalize
our problem into the framework of learning Bayes
optimal distribution as follows:.

Hidden Fraud Robust Learning Problem. Con-
sidering a company node v with attributes xv and ỹv

being its (noisy) label in the dataset, we denote the
true (clean) label as yv, where yv = 1 corresponds to
the fraudulent label. The noise associated with hidden
fraud is asymmetric, i.e., only if yv = 1 then ỹv might
be different from yv. When there is a difference (yv = 1
and ỹv = 0), we say v is a hidden fraud case. Our task is
to train our base model to be robust given training data
with possible hidden frauds.

Learning Bayes Optimal Distribution. A Bayes opti-
mal label is defined as y∗v = arg maxy P(y|xv), (xv, y) ∼
D. The Bayes optimal label can be seen as the pre-
diction label of an optimal classifier learned from the
clean distribution D. The distribution of (x, y∗) is the
Bayes optimal distribution, denoted by D∗. Based on

these concepts, [26] proposes that the label noise prob-
lem can be mitigated if we are able to infer the Bayes
optimal distribution statistically.

The center of such a Bayes optimal distribution infer-
ence process [26] is the Bayes-label transition matrix,
which denotes probabilities P(ỹv|y∗v, xv) that Bayes op-
timal labels flip to noisy labels for a given instance. A
Bayes label transition model can be trained to generate
the transition matrix associated with each xv. Once we
know the Bayes-label transition matrix of training in-
stances, forward loss correction [51] can be used to train
a label-noise robust prediction model. We develop our
training method based on this framework, taking into
account the characteristics of our problem as follows:

• Asymmetric Noise Structure: The Bayes-label
transition matrix should have P(ỹv = 1|y∗v =
0, xv) = 0 and P(ỹv = 0|y∗v = 0, xv) = 1. Intu-
itively, these two equations imply that if a company
does not commit fraud, it will never be reported as
fraudulent by regulators. As a result, we only need
to model the probability γv = P(ỹv = 0|y∗v = 1, xv)
in the Bayes-label transition matrix. We refer to γv

as the hidden fraud rate associated with node v.

• Instance and Neighborhood Dependent Noise
(IND): Hidden fraud is not only instance-
dependent noise but also neighbor-dependent as
a fraudulent company may be influenced by the
neighbor company. In other words, the Bayes la-
bel transition model should model P(ỹv|y∗v, xv,Nv),
i.e. it depends on the neighbor Nv (on FKG) be-
sides xv.

6.1. Training Bayes Label Transition Model

6.1.1. Collecting Bayes Optimal Labels
To train the transition model, we need to estimate

Bayes optimal labels for company instances in our
dataset. The procedure in [27, 28] is adopted to collect
such labels as it has been proven effective with non-iid
data likes ours. The main idea is to define a confidence
regularizer to train a reference model, which is used to
assign estimated optimal labels to company instances
using confidence scores. During this process, some in-
stances can be dropped if the reference model is not
confident enough. Here, we train our base model with
cross-entropy loss and confidence regularizer [27, 28]
to obtain the reference model. Note that this model is
not used in the later stage, only for collecting the Bayes
optimal labels. Please refer to [27, 28] for more details.
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6.1.2. Training Bayes Label Transition Model
After collecting the Bayes optimal labels, we attain a

set of filtered examples as {(xi, ỹ, ŷ∗i )} where ŷ∗i denote
the estimated Bayes optimal labels. Although we can
directly use these samples for training a detection model
that is robust to some extent [28, 29], making use of the
Bayes-label transition matrix helps us better bridge the
Bayes optimal distribution and the noise distribution, re-
sulting in a more robust model [26].

To better model hidden fraud, which is instance and
neighbor dependent noise, we leverage GCN as our
transition model due to its ability to incorporate neigh-
bor information for prediction. Specifically, we use a
single layer of MW-GCN to estimate γv,

γ̂v = P̂(ỹi = 0|y∗i , X
att
v ,Ni) = MW-GCN(Xatt,Gsum; θ)

where θ is the parameters of MW-GCN. For simplicity,
we do not introduce knowledge embedding and atten-
tion fusion at this stage, instead, we use MW-GCN on
the sum-up graph Gsum, which is obtained by summing
all meta-path sub-graphs adjacency matrices.

Training. we use the following empirical risk to train
our transition model on {(xi, ỹ, ŷ∗i )}:

LIDN =
1
m

m∑
i=1

ỹi log(ŷ∗i ∗ γ̂i) ∗ I(ỹi = 0)

where γ̂v is the predicted hidden fraud rate associated
with node v, I is the indicator function, and m is the
number of all filtered examples. Here, different from
[26], I is used to introduce the asymmetric noise struc-
ture into learning the transition model. After training,
we can use the transition model to predict γ̂i for all in-
stances in the training dataset. Note that, the transition
model is fixed, i.e., it is not trained along with the fraud
detection model in the next stage.

6.2. Training Hidden Fraud Robust Detection Model
Given the estimated hidden fraud rate γ̂v predicted by

the Bayes Label Transition Model trained in the previ-
ous subsection, we can get the estimated transition ma-
trix T̂ ∗(v) for each v in the training setVc

t :

T̂ ∗(v) =
(

1 0
γ̂v 1 − γ̂v

)
where each cell (i, j) corresponds to the transition prob-
ability P(ỹv = i|y∗v = j). The transition matrices are then
fixed and used to perform forward loss correction [51]
to train our model KeGCNR as follows:

L = −
1∣∣∣Vc

t

∣∣∣ ∑
v∈Vc

t

ỹv log(ŷv · T̂ (v)∗)

where ŷv ∈ R
1×2 is the predicted output of our base

model (see Section 5), ỹv is the one-hot vector encod-
ing of the noisy label ỹv,

∣∣∣Vc
t

∣∣∣ stands for the number of
training examples. Note that such loss correction will
only take effect when ỹv = 1 due to the special form of
our Bayes-label transition matrix.

7. Experiments

This section examines the performance of KeGCNR

on our collected datasets (MBM, SME, GEM). Our ex-
periments are designed to answer the following ques-
tions:

• Q1: Does KeGCNR outperform other possible ap-
proaches on the real-world corporate fraud detec-
tion datasets?

• Q2: Is the knowledge embedding in KeGCNR es-
sential in dealing with the information overload
problem caused by the excessive number of sup-
port nodes?

• Q3: Is the hidden fraud robust learning in
KeGCNR effective in dealing with the hidden fraud
issue compared to other label-noise robust training
methods?

General Experimental Settings. We exploit AUC as
the evaluation metric following the common practice in
fraud detection studies [18, 17]. We randomly split each
of our datasets into train/valid/test following the propor-
tion of 6:2:2 with the additional constraint that the test
set contains no hidden fraud. Specifically, we include
only the non-fraud company instances labeled at least
8 years ago in the test set (see Section 4), while trying
to keep train/valid/test in proportion. For data prepro-
cessing, we do min-max normalization on the financial
attributes and replace a missing value with the attribute
mean. Such a process is common for all the compared
methods. We run all experiments 5 times with different
random seeds and report the average results.

7.1. Comparisons with Baselines (Q1)
7.1.1. Experimental Design

Three groups of possible baseline methods are con-
sidered as follows (see Appendix for more details):

• Traditional methods. XGBoost [62] and Deep
Neural Network (DNN) are the commonly used
traditional methods for fraud detection. These
methods use only financial attributes without rela-
tional (graph) information.
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Table 2: Main experiment results. We compare our method and its
variants with various strong baselines in related problems. The mean
(standard error) of AUC is reported.

MBM SME GEM

XGboost 0.706 (0.003) 0.829 (0.012) 0.766 (0.024)
DNN 0.665 (0.009) 0.798 (0.034) 0.799 (0.012)

GCN 0.662 (0.018) 0.850 (0.003) 0.805 (0.016)
MW-GCN 0.674 (0.015) 0.856 (0.007) 0.823 (0.011)
DAGNN 0.695 (0.009) 0.855(0.004) 0.816 (0.014)
MHGCN 0.694 (0.017) 0.863 (0.018) 0.800 (0.045)
Tribe-GNN 0.674 (0.012) 0.868 (0.005) 0.813 (0.007)
CSGNN 0.646 (0.014) 0.828 (0.012) 0.795 (0.002)
FastGTN 0.725 (0.007) 0.875 (0.009) 0.845 (0.014)

KeGCNR 0.782 (0.022) 0.882 (0.014) 0.868 (0.015)
w/o atten 0.783 (0.011) 0.875 (0.013) 0.841 (0.019)
w/o KE 0.733 (0.028) 0.876 (0.011) 0.828 (0.004)
w/o attr 0.728 (0.019) 0.709 (0.035) 0.637 (0.060)
w/o robust 0.743 (0.029) 0.880 (0.012) 0.850 (0.009)

• GNN-based baselines. We include six GNN
(Graph Neural Network) baselines in our study -
three homogeneous methods namely GCN, MW-
GCN, DAGNN [33] and four heterogeneous meth-
ods including FastGTN [12], MHGCN [13], Tribe-
GNN [18]cand one cost-sensitive baseline CSGNN
[63]. Here, MW-GCN is a GCN variant where we
introduce Multi-path Weights Matrix into the GNN
as described in Section 5. Additionally, all the
homogeneous methods were used on the sum-up
graph, which is essentially the company subgraphs
combined together. Tribe-GNN, on the other hand,
considers a hierarchical structure to learn company
representations for risk assessment. We adopt the
Tribe-GNN model to our study by forming tribes
of companies with support nodes and connecting
tribes with meta-paths. In all GNN models, we
exploit financial attributes for initializing the com-
pany nodes.

• KeGCNR and its variants. Several variants of our
method are considered for comparisons: (1) “w/o
attn” means we replace the hierarchical attention
fusion with a simple sum; (2) “w/o KE” indicates
that we use only financial attributes; (3) “w/o attr”
means we exploit only the knowledge embeddings;
(4) “w/o robust” means we do not exploit our ro-
bust two-stage training, instead just train our model
with Cross-Entropy loss on noisy data.

7.1.2. Experimental Results
The average AUC results can be seen from table 2.

We can draw several conclusions from the main results:

Overall. our method outperforms all baselines and
achieves the best AUC across all the datasets, suggest-
ing that our model can better handle the challenges
of corporate fraud detection. Particularly, our method
outperforms other methods by a large margin in the
MBM dataset, which is the one with the most serious
hidden fraud problem (see section 4). Note also that,
MBM represents the biggest and the most important
market in China A-share market.

Regarding Relational Information. GNN-based
methods generally perform better than DNN, showing
that relational information between companies can
help improve detection results. MW-GCN is better
than GCN, suggesting that despite its simplicity, our
multi-path weighted matrix is effective for our problem.
Overall, KeGCNR outperforms even the strongest base-
line (FastGTN) by a large margin in all three datasets,
thanks to its ability the handle the information overload
and the hidden fraud problems. Compared to GCN,
Tribe-GNN has a higher AUC score, showing that
vanilla GNN is not as effective. However, Tribe-GNN’s
assumption about the graph structure may lead to
information loss. Our approach produces better results
on three datasets even without two-stage training.

Ablation Study. The ablation study results in Table 2
reveal several observations. First, both the knowledge
embedding and the hidden-fraud robust learning play
essential roles in our model as the performance drops
without either of them (“w/o KE” and “w/o robust”),
particularly on the MBM dataset. Second, financial at-
tributes still are the most essential features for corpo-
rate fraud detection because the performance drops the
most with “w/o attr”. Third, the attention fusion layer
in KeGCNR does not show its advantages on the MBM
dataset. It might be because the dataset is big enough to
learn good knowledge embeddings, and thus a simple
summation can work well for MBM. This is supported
by the fact that, in comparison with SME and GEM, the
roles of KE and attributes are more balanced on MBM
(the performance of “w/o KE” is closer to “w/o attr”
on MBM). However, it is recommended to include the
attention fusion layer as it generally performs well on
SME and GEM, and comparably on MBM.

7.2. Impacts of Knowledge Embedding (Q2)

7.2.1. Experimental Design
This section aims to shed light on the challenge

caused by the excessive number of support nodes, the
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Figure 5: Knowledge embedding (KE) effect on GEM; “FastGTN”,
“MW-GCN”, “KeGCNRw/o ke” do NOT encode support node infor-
mation and are run on the company subgraphs; “FastGTN full”, “MW-
GCN full” are run on the full graph with all support nodes; “KeGCNR”
is the proposed model which uses KE to distill support node informa-
tion.

information overload problem. We would like to show
that (1) the problem is real, and (2) knowledge embed-
ding pretraining allows us to avoid information overload
and better distill knowledge from the support nodes to
the company nodes. Towards this goal, we compare
KeGCNR and KeGCNR (w/o KE), MW-GCN and Fast-
GTN with a number of additional baselines as follows:

• FastGTNfull. We apply FastGTN to the full graph
with all the support nodes (the FKG) of the GEM
dataset. FastGTN is chosen because it is the
strongest baseline in the main experiment. At-
tributes of the support nodes are processed by one-
hot encoding and then used as node initialization.

• MW-GCNfull. We use MW-GCN as the base
method but apply the sampling method like Graph-
SAGE [32]. The resultant model is also tested on
the FKG of GEM. Because the model can not pro-
cess heterogeneous information, we consider that
all edges are of the same type, and the support
nodes are initialized with zero vectors of the same
dimension with company node initial representa-
tions.

Note that we picked the GEM dataset because Fast-
GTN can not be applied directly to very large datasets
such as the FKGs of the MBM and SME datasets.

7.2.2. Experimental Results
The results are shown in Figure 5, where two ob-

servations can be made. First, the existence of sup-
port nodes on the full graph worsens the performance
of both MW-GCN and FastGTN. This provides pieces
of evidence for our intuition that directly applying GNN

on the full graph is not effective due to the informa-
tion overload problem. Second, KeGCNR, which incor-
porates information from the neighbor (support) nodes
via knowledge embeddings, is significantly better than
KeGCNR(w/o KE). This suggests that only our method
can effectively distill knowledge from support nodes to
help improve fraud detection results.

7.3. Impacts of Robust Training (Q3)
7.3.1. Experimental Design

The ablation study has shown that hidden-fraud ro-
bust learning is essential for corporate fraud detection,
particularly on the MBM dataset where the problem is
most serious. This section aims to evaluate our method
against other noise-robust learning methods:

• Label-noise robust GNN methods. NRGNN
[20], RTGNN [19] are the recently proposed meth-
ods for handling label noise on graph data with
GCN as the base method. We apply them on our
sum-up graph like other homogeneous GCN meth-
ods.

• CORES [28]. We use KeGCNR as the base model
and incorporate CORES [28] for loss correction.
Specifically, after Bayes optimal label collection,
we train KeGCNR with confidence regularization.
The model does not use the Bayes label transition
model.

• BLTM [26]. This is the method that uses the
Bayes-label transition matrix for loss correction.
This method differs from ours in two points: 1) for
Bayes optimal label collection, it does not exploit
a method that can handle non-idd data; 2) it uses
DNN for transition model, which can not handle
the neighbor-dependent issue.

For both CORES and BLTM, we also modify the loss
function to handle the asymmetric noise structure in our
problem. The results of GCN and KeGCNR (w/o robust)
are reported for reference.

7.3.2. Experimental Results
Comparisons with Label-Noise Robust GNN. A

direct comparison with NRGNN and RTGNN is unfair
since they are not designed to handle heterogeneous
data like KeGCNR, however, we can compare their
performance with the base model (GCN). Experiments
show that NRGNN and RTGNN, despite being better
than GCN on MBM, are inferior to GCN on SME and
GEM. The reasons are two folds: 1) the methods are
proposed to handle noises in sparsely labeled graphs,
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Table 3: Comparisons of our robust-learning methods and other al-
ternatives. Those with † are base models without label noise robust
learning.

MBM SME GEM

NRGNN 0.688 (0.008) 0.752 (0.011) 0.765 (0.012)
RTGNN 0.696 (0.007) 0.743 (0.008) 0.760 (0.009)
GCN † 0.662 (0.018) 0.850 (0.003) 0.805 (0.016)

KeGCNR 0.782 (0.022) 0.882 (0.014) 0.868 (0.015)
- w/ BLTM 0.745 (0.069) 0.873 (0.006) 0.847 (0.010)
- w/ CORES 0.770 (0.005) 0.879 (0.015) 0.855 (0.016)
- w/o robust† 0.743 (0.029) 0.880 (0.012) 0.850 (0.009)

which is not the case with our data; 2) they are unaware
of the asymmetric noise structure in our data. Without
this consideration, a model that corrects hidden fraud
could easily fail to handle the class imbalance problem,
resulting in a worse AUC.

Comparison with other loss correction methods. Our
methods outperform all baselines on three datasets.
BLTM is better than the base model KeGCNR (w/o ro-
bust) on MBM but fails to do so on SME and GEM. This
shows the importance of exploiting a non-idd method
for collecting Bayes optimal labels, and explicitly han-
dling IND noise. CORES performs quite well compared
to BLTM since it is able to handle non-idd data in col-
lecting Bayes optimal labels. However, CORES fails to
perform better than our method, showing that estimat-
ing the Bayes-label transition matrix is necessary for
bridging the Bayes optimal distribution and the noise
distribution.

8. Conclusion

This paper studies the problem of corporate fraud de-
tection. The problem has gained significant attention
from regulators and investors in recent years, yet cur-
rent solutions are still far from sufficient. We collect
real-world datasets, which contain a large number of
company instances and relations from the Chinese stock
markets. Our data analysis reveals two main challenges
associated with our data and problem: the information
overload issue and the hidden fraud issue. We then
propose a novel Knowledge-enhanced GCN model with
Robust two-stage learning, KeGCNR, to systematically
handle the issues. Numerous experiments show that
KeGCNR is better than contemporary graph-based solu-
tions thanks to its ability to handle the information over-
load issue using knowledge graph embeddings and the
hidden fraud issue using our robust training method. In

addition, by considering the distinct characteristics as-
sociated with hidden fraud, i.e. asymmetric noise struc-
ture and Instance and Neighbor Dependence (IND), our
robust training solution is shown to perform better than
recent methods for handling label noise, including those
designed for graph data and instance-dependent noise.

In the future, more investigations are needed to im-
prove the effectiveness of corporate fraud detection.
These include but are not limited to the investigation of
hidden fraud robust solutions with class imbalance con-
sideration or the study of effective methods to handle
IND noise. Our datasets, which are also the first real-
world graph dataset with label noise, will be public to
foster future research on these important issues 3.
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Appendix A. Detailed experiment settings

Appendix A.1. Experimental Settings for Section 7.1

For all compared methods, the following settings re-
main the same for all of them:

Trian/valid/test split 6:2:2
loss function weighted cross-entropy

hidden layer number 2
hidden units number 1000

initial embedding financial attributes

Table A.4: Common setting for all compared methods to ensure fair-
ness

For the homogeneous GNN model, we also leverage
the sum-up company graph, which is the sum-up of all
adjacency matrices of different company sub-graphs, as
the input of them. For heterogeneous GNN methods, we
also leverage the same meta-paths as their input. And
detail setting for different baselines are as follows:

• XGBoost [62]: XGBoost is an algorithm based on
GBDT (Gradient Boosted Decision Tree), and one
of the most successful methods in many data min-
ing competitions. Here, we used the xgboost pack-
age4, where lambda and gamma are set to 10 and
0.1.

• DNN: For node classification with GCN, neural
network (NN) is often used as the prediction model
on top of convolution layers. To study the effec-
tiveness of convolution layers, i.e. the role of struc-
tural information, we include a NN with 2 fully
connected layers as one of our baselines. We set
the learning rate as 0.0001, the activation func-
tion as the sigmoid function and the early-stopping
epoch as 300.

• GCN: GCN is the common baseline for GNN-
based works, and we set the learning rate as 0.001
and the early-stopping epoch as 300 for it. All the
settings are exactly the same with MW-GCN to en-
sure fairness.

4https://xgboost.readthedocs.io/en/stable/

15



• MW-GCN: MW-GCN is our proposed method
with simple modifications to the vanilla GCN.
It’s also an important component in our proposed
methods, so we leverage it as one of our baselines.
We set the learning rate as 0.001 and the early-
stopping epoch as 300.

• DAGNN[11]: DAGNN is a strong homogeneous
GNN method that learns node representations by
adaptively incorporating information from large
receptive fields. It’s the recent SOTA GNN meth-
ods so we use it as the baseline to better show our
model’s superiority. We adopt the code in github.
The final parameters after tuning are K=2, learning
rate=0.0001 and early-stopping epoch as 300.

• MHGCN[13]: MHGCN is a recent heterogeneous
graph convolutional network that effectively inte-
grates both multi-relation structural signals and at-
tributes semantics into the learned node embed-
dings. We adopt the code in github. The final
parameters after tuning are learning rate=0.001,
epochs=500, degree=2, and per=1.

• FastGTN [12]: FastGTN is the improved version
of GTN and has the ability to find new meta-
paths. It achieved SOTA results on both homoge-
neous and heterogeneous graph benchmarks. We
adopt the code in github. The final parameters af-
ter tuning are learning rate=0.0001, epochs=2000,
channels number=2, K=1 and early-stopping
epoch=300.

• CSGNN [63]: CSGNN introduces a cost-sensitive
graph neural network that employs reinforcement
learning to adaptively determine an optimal sam-
pling threshold. By conducting neighbor sampling
based on node similarity, the approach effectively
mitigates graph imbalance challenges. We lever-
age code in official github. The final parameters
after tuning are learning rate=0.002, λ in loss func-
tion is 0.2 and early-stopping epoch as 100.

Implementation Details. For KeGCNR, knowledge
graph pretraining was conducted by using [23], where
we set the embedding dimension of 500, the learning
rate of 0.25, and the maximum number of epochs of
80000. For the Bayes transition model learning stage,
we set the hidden unit number as 500 for the MW-GCN
layer during the hidden-fraud probability learning. For
the final end-to-end node classification learning stage
with loss correction, we use MW-GCN with L = 2 lay-
ers, the ReLu activation function, and the hidden layer

sizes of Nl = 1000. As an imbalance classification prob-
lem, we apply weighted cross-entropy loss for our meth-
ods. We tuned hyper-parameters and do early stopping
according to the result on the validation set. The source
code for KeGCNR can be found in GitHub5.

For other baselines, we followed the standard prac-
tice to tune hyper-parameters on the validation set. Note
that, during training, we also apply weighted cross en-
tropy loss to handle the class imbalance issue.

Appendix A.2. Experimental Settings for Section 7.2
For the experiment in section 6.2, the common set-

tings are the same as in table A.4. The implementing
and setting details are as follows:

• FastGTNfull: Categorical support node attributes
are processed by one-hot encoding and then used
as the initial feature of support nodes. Codes of
FastGTN cannot handle nodes with attributes in
different feature spaces and we add another lin-
ear layer before the FastGTN forward function to
make them into the same vector space. We keep all
other settings the same as FastGTN in section 6.1
for a fair comparison.

• MW-GCNfull: We apply GraphSAGE as the
sampling layer with MW-GCN as the aggre-
gation method to the full graph. Because
the model can not process heterogeneous in-
formation, we initialize support node attributes
as zero vectors in the same feature space
as financial attributes and consider all edge
types the same. We leverage graphsage code
in https://github.com/twjiang/graphSAGE-pytorch
and remain the model setting of MW-GCN as the
same in section 6.1 for a fair comparison.

Appendix A.3. Experimental Settings for Section 7.3
We replace our two-stage hidden fraud robust train-

ing (HFRT) with two related label noise-robust meth-
ods while remaining the backbone node classification
method the same. And we also compare with two other
noise-resistant GNNs. The detailed experimental set-
tings of them are as follows:

• NRGNN [20]: NRGNN is a novel method of learn-
ing noise-resistant GNNs on graphs with noisy
and limited labels; It links the unlabeled nodes
with labeled nodes of high feature similarity to
bring more clean label information. We adopt the

5https://github.com/wangskyGit/KeHGN-R
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code in github. The final parameters after tun-
ing are: edge hidden=50, learning rate=0.001, al-
pha=0.001, beta=0.001, n p=5, n n=5.

• RTGNN[19]: Similar to NRGNN, RTGNN is also
a model for graphs with noisy and scarce la-
bels. It introduces self-reinforcement and con-
sistency regularization as supplemental supervi-
sion and achieves SOTA results on simulated noisy
datasets. We leverage the code in github. The fi-
nal parameters after tuning are: edge hidden=50,
learning rate=0.001, alpha=0.1, K=20, n neg=5,
decay w=0.8, co lambda=0.1.

• CORES[28]: To ensure fairness, we leverage the
same hyper-parameter setting of sample sieve in
CORES as the HFRT in our model KeGCNR. And
settings for the backbone fraud detection model are
also the same.

• BLTM[26]: The raw method uses ResNet as the
backbone model because they run experiments
on computer vision benchmarks. We leverage
KeGCN as the backbone model and change the
Bayes-layer transition matrix learning model to a
two-layer DNN with 500 hidden units and the sig-
moid activation function. And settings for the
backbone fraud detection model are the same for
fairness.
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