
SCALA: Sparsification-based Contrastive Learning for Anomaly Detection on
Attributed Networks

Enbo He1,∗ , Yitong Hao1,∗ , Yue Zhang1,† , Guisheng Yin1,† and Lina Yao2

1College of Computer Science and Technology, Harbin Engineering University
2School of Computer Science and Engineering, University of New South Wales

{enochhe, haoyitong}@hrbeu.edu.cn, zycg87@sina.com, yinguishengabc@163.com,
lina.yao@unsw.edu.au

Abstract
Anomaly detection on attributed networks aims to
find the nodes whose behaviors are significantly
different from other majority nodes. Generally,
network data contains information about relation-
ships between entities, and the condition of a re-
lationship can provide important hints for finding
node anomalies. Therefore, how to comprehen-
sively model complex interaction patterns in net-
works is still a major focus. It can be observed
that anomalies in networks violate the homophily
assumption. However, most existing studies only
consider this phenomenon obliquely rather than ex-
plicitly. Besides, the node representation of nor-
mal entities can be perturbed easily by the noise
relationships introduced by anomalous nodes. To
address the above issues, we present a novel con-
trastive learning framework for anomaly detection
on attributed networks, SCALA, aiming to improve
the embedding quality of the network and provide a
new measurement of qualifying the anomaly score
for each node by introducing sparsification into the
conventional contrastive method. Extensive experi-
ments are conducted on five real-world datasets and
the results show that SCALA consistently outper-
forms all baseline methods significantly.

1 Introduction
Tasks on networks have drawn much attention in recent years
[Tan et al., 2019], particularly for anomaly detection on the
network, because there are many complex interaction patterns
between entities hard to process [Kim et al., 2022]. Unlike in
other domains, the anomaly detection in networks requires
the identification of multiple anomaly types, including at-
tribute anomaly and structure anomaly [Ding et al., 2019].
The former describes the node with unusual condition of at-
tributes and the latter means the node that has the abnormal
situation of the network topology. How to simultaneously
identify these anomalies remains a major current focus.

There have been many studies on network anomaly detec-
tion. In the early research, many shallow methods were pro-
posed. Their main idea is largely about designing metrics that
evaluate the degree of abnormality. For instance, [Breunig et

al., 2000] design a metric that describes the isolation level
of nodes. [Xu et al., 2007] take the difficulty of clustering
a node into consideration. [Li et al., 2017] and [Peng et al.,
2018] deploy the residual analysis to measure the anomaly
score for each node. These methods heavily rely on human
experience in anomaly judgment and have limited ability to
utilize the complex relationships of the network. Hence their
actual capacity in anomaly detection is limited.

Thanks to the increasing development of GNN which pro-
vides a tool to extract the topology and attribute knowledge
at the same time [Wu et al., 2021]. Many researchers intro-
duced GNN into anomaly detection on attributed networks
[Kim et al., 2022]. In general, there are three main cat-
egories of GNN methods. First, the Auto-Encoder based
method assumes that the attribute and the topology pattern
of a normal node can be correctly reconstructed by the de-
coder while the abnormal nodes cannot [Ding et al., 2019].
Second, the One-Class SVM based method believes that all
the normal nodes can be mapped in the boundary of a hy-
persphere, while the abnormal node will be expelled out of
the boundary [Wang et al., 2021]. At last, the Contrastive
Learning based (CL-based) method determines the degree of
node anomaly by calculating the agreement score between the
target node and its surrounding neighbor nodes. For normal
nodes, their dense embeddings should maintain a matching
condition with their positive subgraph embeddings, while ab-
normal nodes do not retain such a condition [Liu et al., 2021].
A number of studies have shown that the CL-based method
is currently the best method of all, because it can compre-
hensively and intuitively leverage the matching relationship
between the target node and its neighbors [Liu et al., 2021;
Jin et al., 2021; Zheng et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2022;
Duan et al., 2023a].

It is generally accepted that most nodes of the real-world
network satisfy the homophily assumption, which means that
connected nodes tend to have a high degree of similarity
[McPherson et al., 2001]. However, as shown in Figure 1(a),
the abnormal nodes don’t. Surprisingly, using this discipline
as the criteria for spotting anomalies has remained under-
explored in previous studies. Besides, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 1(b), the noise information of abnormal nodes will cause
divergence when obtaining the embedding of the subgraph
because most of the CL-based methods inevitably pick the
abnormal node during sampling the contrastive pair. There-
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(a) (b)
Figure 1: Illustration of the property and the impact of anomalies.
(a) The average similarity score of normal and abnormal nodes are
calculated by Eq.(1) respectively. We display their percentage dis-
tribution by using a histogram. It can be seen that abnormal nodes
are more concentrated in areas with low homogeneity. (b) The green
and red circle represent the correct and wrong subgraph sampling
respectively corresponding to the target node which is presented by
the blue dot. We can see that the abnormal node in the subgraph will
lead disagreement between the target node and the subgraph embed-
ding.

fore, the agreement calculation will have an under-best per-
formance.

The above-mentioned issues can be effectively eased by
conducting sparsification on networks which filters the abnor-
mal relationships based on the similarity between the nodes.
Because it can provide the prior knowledge of the network
interaction patterns, aiding the model in selecting the appro-
priate edges for message passing. Besides, if a node is con-
nected by more anomalous relationships, the more suspicious
for the node to be an anomaly. Motivated by such idea, a
new way of qualifying the anomaly of each node is proposed.
In this paper, we present an unsupervised multi-view con-
trastive learning framework, titled SCALA (Sparsification-
based ContrAstive Learning for Anomaly Detection on At-
tributed Networks). In SCALA, the introduced sparsification
method is seen as the view augmentation in the contrastive
learning framework. The contrastive anomaly detection is
conducted on both views with different readout strategies.
The modules on two views are then integrated to calculate the
final anomaly score. We summarize the main contributions of
this paper as follows:

• A novel contrastive learning anomaly detection scheme
for attributed networks is proposed. We first utilize spar-
sification as a method of view enhancement which effec-
tively reduces the divergence on graph-level embedding
caused by abnormal nodes.

• We creatively propose a new way to identify anomalies
which complement the structural information neglected
by the conventional CL-based method.

• Extensive experiments are conducted on five real-world
datasets, whose results show that SCALA consistently
outperforms all baseline methods significantly.

2 Related Work
2.1 Anomaly Detection on Attributed Network
In the early research, shallow methods were proposed to
tackle the anomaly detection task. [Li et al., 2017] and [Peng

et al., 2018] adopt matrix decomposition methods and an-
alyze the residual attributes to qualify the anomaly degree.
[Breunig et al., 2000] and [Perozzi and Akoglu, 2016] both
design novel metrics that measure the abnormality. [Xu et
al., 2007] uses the difficulty degree of clustering as the score
of judge anomalies. Despite their simplicity, these shallow
methods are incapable of modeling sophisticated network in-
teraction patterns.

With the rapid development of deep learning, researchers
also tried to adopt deep learning techniques to detect anoma-
lies in networks. For instance, [Ding et al., 2019] adopts an
autoencoder to spot anomalies by measuring the reconstruc-
tion errors of nodes. [Yuan et al., 2021] explicitly introduces
the high-order motif structure information into the autoen-
coder scheme. [Luo et al., 2022] considers the community
condition of a node with a tailored GCN. [Wang et al., 2021]
effectively combines the outliers detection ability of one-class
SVM and the representation capacity of GCN. [Zhou et al.,
2021] takes full advantage of the deviation of nodes from the
background community to induce the normal node embed-
dings. Moreover, [Liu et al., 2021] first adopted the con-
trastive approach to anomaly detection on the attributed net-
works. And many schemes based on CoLA are proposed. [Jin
et al., 2021] deploy both node-node and node-subgraph con-
trast pairs in the module. [Duan et al., 2023a] investigate the
efficiency of subgraph-subgraph contrast pairs. [Zheng et al.,
2021] and [Zhang et al., 2022] simultaneously involve infor-
mation reconstruction and contrastive learning in the training
phase and score inference phase. [Duan et al., 2023b] com-
bine the substructure anomaly discerning and the contrastive
method. [Duan et al., 2023c] take the reliability of the normal
node into consideration.

2.2 Graph Contrastive Learning
Contrastive learning aims to learn networks that map rep-
resentation in positive pair instances similar to each other,
and that embeddings in positive pair instances disagree with
each other. [You et al., 2020; ?] systematically studies the
impact of many transformation methods applied in the con-
trastive learning, including node attribute masking, random
edge perturbation, random node dropping, and random walk-
based subgraph sampling. [Hassani and Khasahmadi, 2020]
proves the effectiveness of GDN (Graph diffusion networks)
as a view augmentation method. [Veličković et al., 2019],
[Sun et al., 2020], and [Hassani and Khasahmadi, 2020] vali-
date adequately the Ego-nets sampling as a favorable sample
method. By contrast, [Qiu et al., 2020] considered that ran-
dom walk sampling is a stronger method. Most CL-based
anomaly detection frameworks employ one or more above-
mentioned strategies such that the complicated patterns can
be fully modeled.

3 Problem Formulation
In this paper, the bold lowercase letter (e.g., x) and uppercase
letter (e.g., X) are used to indicate vectors and matrices, re-
spectively. The calligraphic fonts (e.g., V) are used to denote
sets. The ith row of a matrix X is denoted by xi and the
(i, j)

th element of X is denoted by Xi,j .



Figure 2: The framework of the SCALA.

Definition 1. Attributed Networks: Given a attributed
network G = (V, E ,X), where V = {v1, · · · , vn} is the
set of nodes, the number of nodes |V| is n, and the E =
{e1, · · · , em} is the set of edges and the number of edges |E|
is m. The topology information is presented by adjacent ma-
trix A ∈ Rn×n, if there is a edge connecting the ith and jth

node, Ai,j = 1. Otherwise, Ai,j = 0. The attribute matrix
is denoted by X ∈ Rn×f and the attribute of ith node is in-
dicated by xi ∈ Rf where f is the dimension of the attribute
vector.

Problem 1. Anomaly Detection on Attributed Networks:
For a attributed network G = (V, E ,X), our aim is to learn
a scoring function score (·) for qualifying the degree of ab-
normality. To be specific, the larger the anomaly score si
indicates the node vi is more likely to be an anomaly.

4 Methodology
In this section, we introduce the proposed method in detail.
The overall pipeline and algorithm are illustrated in Figure 2
and Algorithm 1. SCALA is mainly consists of four compo-
nents. To be specific, it first calculates the similarity matrix
of the node attribute, which is efficient in capturing the re-
lationship of the whole network and the sparsification is con-
ducted to obtain the spar-view (abbreviation for sparse-view),
while the origin network is called the dense-view. After that,
SCALA sample the subgraph around the target node for both
view. Then, the target node and its corresponding subgraph
are fed into contrastive modules of two views respectively to
calculate the discriminative scores. With the attention to ease
the negative impact on the quality of graph-level embedding,
different readout strategies are operated in two views. After
training, SCALA finally integrates scores of the sparsification
and the contrastive learning module to gain a final anomaly
score.

4.1 Graph Augmentation via graph sparsification
and Subgraph Sampling

In our approach, the graph sparsification is conducted to ob-
tain a new view due to such a method can improve the robust-

ness of embeddings. In order to acquire the node-subgraph
pair for contrastive learning, a random walk based sampling
method is adopted, which is proven to be effective [You et al.,
2020].

Graph Sparsification
In order to form the spar-view, we adopted the tailored ε-
threshold sparsification by calculating the similarity matrix
SG of the original attribute network [Lindgren et al., 2016;
Tian et al., 2023], which can be formulated as:

SG
i,j = sim (vi, vj) (1)

where sim (vi, vj) denotes the similarity score of two at-
tributes of nodes. In this paper, dot similarity is adopted
which means sim (vi, vj) = xi · xT

j . Then a row min-max
normalization is performed on the similarity matrix. Further-
more, based on the homophily assumption, if the similarity
between two connected nodes is small, such an edge is more
suspicious. So we delete the edge whose similarity score is
less than a threshold ε to gain the topology of the spar-view,
which can be formulated as:

Aspar
i,j =

{
1, SG

i,j > ε and Ai,j = 1
0, otherwise

(2)

As mentioned in the introduction section, a node connected
by more abnormal edges is more likely to be an anomaly,
which provides a new way of qualifying the degree of abnor-
mality. Based on such idea, we propose a new score calcu-
lation method by the process of sparsification, which can be
formulated as:

scorespar (vi) = ∥ai − aspari ∥F (3)

where ∥·∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of a vector.

Random Walk with Restart
The Contrastive Learning-based method mainly calculates
the agreement between the target node and its surrounding
community. Therefore, we adopt the RWR (Random Walk
with Restart) to sample the local subgraph with the size of
P for each node. The subgraph sampled from target node



Algorithm 1 Proposed model SCALA
Input: Attributed network G = (V, E ,X); Number of train-
ing epoch T; Batch size B; Number of sampling rounds R.
Output: Anomaly score mapping function:score(·).

1: Calculate the similarity matrix and leverage the sparisifi-
cation via Eq.(1) and (2).

2: // Training phase.
3: for t ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,T} do
4: B ← Randomly split V into batches of size B.
5: for b ∈ B do
6: Sample the positive and negative pairs of target

nodes in b from both dense-view and spar-view.
7: Calculate the discriminative score in both view via

Eq.(4)-(13).
8: Calculate the L via Eq.(14) and (15).
9: Execute back propagation and update the parame-

ters of contrastive learning model.
10: end for
11: end for
12: // Inference phase.
13: for vi ∈ V do
14: Sample R positive and negative pairs of target nodes

from both dense-view and spar-view, respectively.
15: Calculate the anomaly score score(vi) via Eq.(16)-

(19).
16: end for

viis regarded as the positive pair, which is denoted as Gdensei
or Gspari depending on sampled from which view. By con-
trast, the subgraph sampled from the other node is regarded
as the negative pair, the same, it is denoted by G̃densei or
G̃spari . Furthermore, in order to facilitate the following nar-
rative, the similarity information vector of node vi is defined
as si ∈ RP . Each element of the vector corresponds to the
similarity score between the target node and each node in the
subgraph respectively.

4.2 Contrastive Learning Module
In this section, we introduce the contrastive module of
SCALA. The contrastive module contains two views. The
node-graph contrast method is employed on both views which
aims to calculate the discriminative score. The main differ-
ence between the two views is that different readout strategies
are adopted. Furthermore, in order to prevent the influence on
the discrimination from target node information in the sub-
graph, the anonymization is conducted on the attribute of the
node in the subgraph corresponding to the target node.

Dense-View Contrastive Learning
The overall framework in both views is similar in general.
First, for the subgraph Gdensei of the target node vi we apply
a GCN mapping the attribute to the low dimensional embed-
ding, which can be formulated as:

Hl
i = ϕ

(
D̃

− 1
2

i ÃiD̃
− 1

2
i H

(l−1)
i W(l−1)

)
(4)

where Hl
i and H

(l−1)
i means the lth and the (l − 1)

th layer
embeddings of subgraph, D̃i is the degree matrix of Ãi =

Ai + IP , the W(l−1) is the learnable parameter of the net-
work and the ϕ (·) is the PReLU activation function. Then
we employ an MLP that shares the same parameter with the
above GCN. This can be formulated as:

hl
i = ϕ

(
h
(l−1)
i W(l−1)

)
(5)

where hl
i and h

(l−1)
i is the lth and (l − 1)

th layer embed-
ding of target node vi, respectively. In order to obtain the
latent representation of the subgraph, we leverage an Average
Readout function which can fully exploit all the embeddings
of the subgraph:

edi =

P∑
k=1

(Hi)k
P

(6)

where the Hi ∈ RP×d is the output of the GCN, edi ∈ Rd

represents the graph-level embedding of Gdensei and d is the
dimension of the final embedding. Similarly, the embedding
of negative pair subgraph ẽdi can obtained by the same proce-
dure. The agreement score between the target node and the
subgraph is calculated by a Bilinear Discriminator:

sdi = Discrimintor
(
hi, e

d
i

)
= σ

(
hiWd

(
edi
)T)

s̃di = σ
(
hiWd

(
ẽdi
)T) (7)

where Wd ∈ Rd×d is the parameter of the discriminator and
the σ (·) is the sigmoid activation function that maps the score
into range [0, 1]. Following the CoLA, the discriminative
score of positive pair sdi is supposed to close to 1, by con-
trast, the discriminative score of negative pair s̃di is supposed
to close to 0. Thus, the BCE (Binary Cross Entropy) loss
function is employed to train the module, the loss function of
dense-view can be :

Ldense = −1

2

(
log

(
sdi
)
+ log

(
1− s̃di

))
(8)

Spar-View Contrastive Learning
To mitigate the effect of anomalous relations on obtaining
graph embeddings, we creatively introduce the spar-view to
SCALA. As in the dense-view, we likewise employ a GCN in
order to obtain the embedding Ĥl

i of subgraph Gspari . Simi-
larly, to access the embedding ĥl

i of the target node, we em-
ploy an MLP with the same learnable weight of the GCN:

Ĥl
i = ϕ

(
D̃∗

i

− 1
2 Ã∗

i D̃
∗
i

− 1
2 Ĥ

(l−1)
i Ŵ(l−1)

)
(9)

ĥl
i = ϕ

(
ĥ
(l−1)
i Ŵ(l−1)

)
(10)

where D̃∗
i is the degree matrix of Ã∗

i = Aspar+ IP . To min-
imize the influence on graph-level embedding by noise in-
formation, we no longer use the unselected Average Readout
and propose a simple yet effective similarity-based attention
mechanism in spar-view, which can adaptively select useful
embedding of the subgraph. Intuitively, if the node in the
subgraph is more similar to the target node, the more weight



(a) Cora (b) CiteSeer (c) PubMed

(d) ACM (e) DBLP

Figure 3: ROC curves on five benchmark datasets.

it should have in the process of pooling and vice versa. In
order to allow the module to adaptively utilize the similarity
information, an MLP is leveraged to apply a homogeneous
dimensional mapping to similarity vector si, which can be
formulated as:

sattri = σ (siWs + b) (11)

where Ws ∈ RP×P is the learnable parameter of the MLP.
sattri is obtained as attention mechanism factor from the simi-
larity vectors si and applied to the process of obtaining graph
embedding:

esi = sattri Ĥi (12)
As mentioned before, both views adopt a node-subgraph

contrastive method. Therefore, both views will use the same
discriminator together. The additional advantage is that the
information interaction between the two views is effectively
enhanced:

ssi = σ
(
hiWd (e

s
i )

T
)

s̃si = σ
(
hiWd (ẽ

s
i )

T
) (13)

As with dense-view, the BCE is employed as the loss func-
tion:

Lspar = −1

2
(log (ssi ) + log (1− s̃si )) (14)

Ultimately, to train the contrastive learning module for both
views simultaneously, the final loss function is defined as:

L = (1− γ)Ldense + γLspar (15)

Dataset Nodes Edges Attributes Anomalies

Cora 2708 5429 1433 150
Citeseer 3327 4732 3703 150
PubMed 19717 44338 500 600

ACM 16484 71980 8337 600
DBLP 5484 8117 6775 300

Table 1: The statistics of the datasets.

where γ is the factor to balance the importance between two
views.

4.3 Anomaly Score Inference
After training the contrastive learning network, the goal now
is to compute the anomaly score for each node. Compared
with the normal nodes, it’s harder for the model to distinguish
the discriminative scores between positive pair and negative
pair of the anomaly node. In accordance with CoLA, the
score measured by two contrastive modules can be formu-
lated as:

scorecon−d (vi) = s̃di − sdi (16)

scorecon−s (vi) = s̃si − ssi (17)

The anomaly scores of the two views are then unified by the
coefficient γ:

scorecon (vi) = (1− γ) scorecon−d + γscorecon−s (18)



Method Cora CiteSeer PubMed ACM DBLP

Radar[2017] 0.5906 0.5580 0.5813 0.4848 0.5411
ANOMALOUS[2018] 0.6279 0.4336 0.4624 0.4967 0.4508
DOMINANT[2019] 0.8639 0.9112 0.7709 0.8009 0.6780

CoLA[2021] 0.8910 0.8982 0.9532 0.7957 0.7291
ANEMONE[2021] 0.9096 0.8356 0.9527 0.8226 0.7474

SL-GAD[2021] 0.9080 0.9243 0.9662 0.8156 0.8170
Sub-CR[2022] 0.9018 0.9385 0.9687 0.8051 0.8224

GRADATE[2023] 0.9053 0.8978 0.9547 0.8881 0.7482
NLGAD[2023] 0.9173 0.9446 0.9538 0.8977 0.7762
ARISE[2023] 0.9226 0.8966 0.9664 0.9217 0.8278

SCALA 0.9492 0.9710 0.9847 0.9442 0.8849

Table 2: Performance comparison for AUC. The bold and underlined values indicates the best and the under-best results, respectively

Notice that it is difficult to adequately capture the context
with respect to the target node with only one conduction of
sampling. Therefore, multiple samples were taken during
the anomaly score inference process and the average of these
scores was used as the final score for the whole contrastive
module:

scorecon (vi) =
1

R

R∑
r=1

scoreconr (vi) (19)

where R is the total number of sampling rounds. Ultimately,
the scores from graph sparsification module and contrastive
learning module are aggregated as the final score of SCALA:

score (vi) = (1− λ) scorecon (vi) + λscorespar (vi) (20)

where λ is the trade-off parameter of valuing the percentage
of each of the two component scores.

5 Experiment
In this section, we conduct extensive experiments on five net-
work benchmark datasets that are widely used in anomaly de-
tection on attributed networks to verify the performance of
SCALA.

5.1 Experiment Setting
Datasets
To comprehensively evaluate the proposed model, we choose
five benchmark datasets including Cora, Citeseer, PubMed
[Sen et al., 2008], ACM, and DBLP [Tang et al., 2008]. Due
to the shortage of ground truth anomalies in these datasets,
we refer to the perturbation scheme following DOMINANT
to inject structural anomalies and attribute anomalies for each
dataset [Ding et al., 2019; Skillicorn, 2007; Song et al.,
2007]. The statistics of the datasets are shown in Table 1.

Baselines and Evaluation Metrics
In this subsection, we compare SCALA with ten well-known
baseline methods. The first two models (Radar and ANOMA-
LOUS [Li et al., 2017; Peng et al., 2018]) are shallow algo-
rithms, and the rest are based on graph neural networks, in-
cluding a Auto-Encoder based method (DOMINANT [Ding
et al., 2019]), five CL-based methods (CoLA, ANEMONE,
GRADATE, NLGAD, and ARISE [Liu et al., 2021; Jin et

al., 2021; Duan et al., 2023a; Duan et al., 2023c; Duan et al.,
2023b]), and two hybrid methods that combine Auto-Encoder
and CL based learning (SL-GAD and Sub-CR [Zheng et al.,
2021; Zhang et al., 2022]). ROC-AUC is utilized to measure
the performance which is a widely-used anomaly detection
metric.

Implementation Details
In our experiments, the size of subgraph P in the network
is set to 4 for all datasets by considering both efficiency and
performance. The one-layer GCN is employed as the encoder
on both views and the embedding dimension is set to 64. The
model is optimized with the Adam optimizer during training.
The batch size is set to 300 for all datasets. The learning rate
is set to 0.001 for Cora, Citeseer, and PubMed, set to 0.0005
for ACM, and set to 0.003 for DBLP. We train the model 100
epochs for Cora, Citeseer and PubMed, and 400 epochs for
ACM and DBLP. In the inference phase, we set the number
of rounds R to 256 to get the final anomaly score for each
node.

5.2 Result Analysis
In this subsection, we compare SCALA with ten baseline
methods. Figure 3 demonstrates the ROC curves for 11 mod-
els in five datasets. The AUC of SCALA and baselines are
summarized in Table 2. For the results, we have the follow-
ing conclusions.

We can intuitively find that our proposed model is supe-
rior to its competitors on these five datasets. To be spe-
cific, SCALA achieves notable AUC gains of 2.66%, 2.64%,
1.60%, 2.25%, and 5.71% on Cora, Citeseer, PubMed, ACM,
and DBLP, respectively. As shown in Figure 3, the AUC of
SCALA is significantly larger than others.

Shallow methods perform worse than other models due to
their limited capability to discriminate anomalies from graphs
with high-dimensional features and complex structures. The
DOMINANT also does not show competitive performance
because it aims to recover attribute and structural information
rather than directly capture the anomaly information. Com-
pared with previous CL-based methods, CoLA, ANEMONE,
GRADATE, NLGAD, and ARISE, SCALA has significant
improvements on five datasets. It indicates that the sparsifica-
tion and the attention mechanism can effectively improve the
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Figure 4: Performance with different parameters.

Cora Citeseer PubMed ACM DBLP

SCALA 0.9492 0.9710 0.9847 0.9442 0.8849
w/o Spar 0.9012 0.9245 0.9479 0.8667 0.7554
w/o Con 0.9117 0.9504 0.9438 0.9112 0.8596

w/o spar-view 0.9397 0.9679 0.9832 0.9421 0.8832
w/o weight 0.9357 0.9677 0.9781 0.9253 0.8729

Table 3: The AUC values of ablation study.

quality of graph-level embedding. Compared with two hybrid
methods that combine reconstruction-based and contrastive-
based modules (Sub-CR and SL-GAD), SCALA performs
better in anomaly detection. This shows that the support of
anomaly measurement by sparsification is stronger than at-
tribute reconstruction based on neighbors.

5.3 Ablation Study
In order to confirm the effectiveness of each component in
SCALA, a series of ablation studies are conducted. The re-
sults are presented in Table 3. The w/o Spar and w/o Con de-
note the model without sparsification and contrastive module,
respectively. The w/o spar-view denotes the model without
spar-view. The w/o weight represents removing the trade-off
parameter λ.

It can be seen that the full SCALA achieves the best perfor-
mance, which validates the effectiveness of combining graph
sparsification and contrastive learning in a joint learning man-
ner for graph anomaly detection. Especially, SCALA outper-
forms w/o Spar by 4.80%, 4.65%, 3.68%, 7.75%, and 12.95%
on five datasets, respectively, which indicates the graph spar-
sification module provides strong support to the model. Con-
sidering the result of w/o Con, it will be found that the spar-
sification module itself can play a good role in detection. The
result of w/o spar-view shows that high-quality embedding
will enhance the results of anomaly detection. Due to the
different nature of the dataset, the degree of enhancement is
also different. At last, the result of w/o weight shows that the
scores of the two sections do not provide the same level of
support and need to be adjusted according to the actual situa-
tion

5.4 Sensitivity Analysis
We finally conduct the model sensitivity analysis on criti-
cal hyper-parameters in SCALA, which are the balance fac-
tor γ between dense-view and spar-view, the coefficient λ
of anomaly score from two modules, and the threshold ε of
graph sparsification.

Figure 4 shows the effect of different γ and λ values on the
model performance. We perform a grid search with stride 0.1

for γ and λ. In practice, we set γ to 0.9, 0.8, 0.1, 0.1, 0.6 on
Cora, Citeseer, PubMed, ACM, and DBLP. Meanwhile, we
set λ to 0.1 for DBLP, and the remaining four datasets are all
set to 0.2.

From the results, we can gain two inspirations. On one
hand, the values of λ on the five datasets indicate that differ-
ent datasets focus on different views based on their charac-
teristics. On the other hand, graph sparsification can provide
a favorable supplement to anomaly detection based on con-
trastive learning in anomaly inference.

Figure 5: Performance with different ε.

Figure 5 illustrates the performance variation of SCALA
when the threshold ε varies from 0.0 to 1.0. It was observed
that the reasonable threshold range is between 0 and 0.1,
which means that appropriate graph sparsification based on
similarity can effectively filter out some abnormal signals. In
practice, the ε is set to 0.1 for Cora and Citeseer, 0.05 for
PubMed and DBLP, and 0.01 for ACM.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a novel sparsification-based con-
trastive learning model for anomaly detection on attributed
networks. It creatively introduces the sparsification into the
procedure, which is not only used as a view augmentation
method but also provides a new way of measuring the abnor-
mal. On the new view, we crafted a attention-based readout
approach to enhance the quality of graph-level embedding.
Extensive experiments have been conducted, demonstrating
that the proposed method outperforms its competitors, which
convincingly validates the effectiveness of SCALA.
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