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ABSTRACT
In the web era, graph machine learning has been widely used on
ubiquitous graph-structured data. As a pivotal component for bol-
stering web security and enhancing the robustness of graph-based
applications, the significance of graph anomaly detection is con-
tinually increasing. While Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have
demonstrated efficacy in supervised and semi-supervised graph
anomaly detection, their performance is contingent upon the avail-
ability of sufficient ground truth labels. The labor-intensive nature
of identifying anomalies from complex graph structures poses a
significant challenge in real-world applications. Despite that, the in-
direct supervision signals from other tasks (e.g., node classification)
are relatively abundant. In this paper, we propose a novelMultItask
acTIve Graph Anomaly deTEction framework, namely MITIGATE.
Firstly, by coupling node classification tasks, MITIGATE obtains
the capability to detect out-of-distribution nodes without known
anomalies. Secondly, MITIGATE quantifies the informativeness of
nodes by the confidence difference across tasks, allowing samples
with conflicting predictions to provide informative yet not exces-
sively challenging information for subsequent training. Finally, to
enhance the likelihood of selecting representative nodes that are dis-
tant from known patterns, MITIGATE adopts a masked aggregation
mechanism for distance measurement, considering both inherent
features of nodes and current labeled status. Empirical studies on
four datasets demonstrate that MITIGATE significantly outper-
forms the state-of-the-art methods for anomaly detection. Our code
is publicly available at: https://github.com/AhaChang/MITIGATE.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies → Active learning settings; •
Mathematics of computing→ Graph algorithms; • Security and
privacy→ Software and application security.
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1 INTRODUCTION
In light of the proliferation of theWorldWideWeb, graph-structured
data has become increasingly pervasive. Concurrently, graph ma-
chine learning techniques have been extensively employed in vari-
ous web mining tasks, such as recommendation systems [41], com-
munity detection [16], traffic forecasting [44], etc. To ensure the
robustness and security of such graph learning-based applications
in web environments, graph anomaly detection serves as an indis-
pensable component. Graph anomaly detection aims to identify ab-
normal substructures (e.g., nodes) in graphs that exhibit significant
deviations from established norms. It finds extensive applications
in capturing high-risk entities and behaviors, including but not
limited to spam detection [29], financial fraud detection [38], and
fake news detection [11].

In accordancewith the insights presented in [9, 22], unsupervised
methods heavily rely on the underlying data distribution to derive
outlier patterns. Consequently, these methods may exhibit unstable
performance when faced with data that contains specific domain
knowledge or deviates from the assumed distribution. However,
the intricate nature of graph structures, along with the high cost of
manual annotation for both normal and anomalous nodes, prevents
the collection of abundant ground truth labels, thereby limiting the
feasibility of applying fully supervised learning approaches. This
contradiction necessitates the exploration of alternative learning
paradigms that can efficiently leverage limited supervision signals
while also accommodating the complexities inherent in graph data.

Given the considerable expense of acquiring ground-truth labels
for anomaly detection, it is a judicious choice to leverage the exist-
ing relatively abundant availability of labels for other graph learn-
ing tasks. In the application of graph learning, anomaly detection
can enhance the stability of various tasks (e.g., node classification)
by filtering out anomalies. Conversely, these tasks can serve as
auxiliary tasks for anomaly detection and reciprocally provide ex-
ternal information (e.g., classification uncertainty) for augmenting
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the efficacy of anomaly detection. Besides, these auxiliary tasks
inherently contain general information that can be mutually lever-
aged, providing an indirect supervision signals when the anomaly
detection task is deficient in annotation [5, 46].

Furthermore, to effectively leverage limited direct supervision
signals for anomaly detection, some semi-supervised methods have
been proposed [10, 36, 38]. These methods aim to enhance the
learning of anomalous patterns based on the known anomalous
nodes. The underlying assumption of these methods is that a subset
of nodes including both normal and anomalous nodes have been
annotated for training, and the labeled data is overall balanced.
Nevertheless, it is non-trivial to acquire such an ideal training set
from an unlabeled graph, one that contains sufficient knowledge for
distinguishing normal and anomalous nodes, especially when con-
strained by a limited labeling budget. Active Learning (AL) paves a
promising way for addressing the labeling problem, as it enables
models to enhance their learning efficiency by actively requesting
the labels in training data [1, 3, 32, 45]. It has also been applied
in anomaly detection tasks [7, 13, 14], aiming at discovering more
anomalies based on heuristic query strategies, such as uncertainty-
based, diversity-based, and anomaly score-based strategies. In this
way, a selection of samples that is more likely to contain a rela-
tively higher proportion of anomalies can be used to fine-tune the
model iteratively. However, existing query strategies for anomaly
detection are primarily designed for independent and identically dis-
tributed data, which hardly consider relationships among samples
and may not be well-suited for graph-structured data. Therefore,
we urgently need a query strategy specifically for graph data to
provide powerful direct supervision signals for anomaly detection.

To leverage the direct and indirect supervision signals efficiently
and effectively, we propose a MultItask acTIve Graph Anomaly
deTEction framework (MITIGATE). It incorporates external su-
pervision signals from auxiliary tasks and productively exploits
direct supervision signals by actively labeling nodes for anomaly
detection. Specifically, we first consider a node classification task to-
gether with the anomaly detection task. We initialize the multitask
framework by node classification and detect out-of-distribution
samples (i.e., anomalies) with classification uncertainty. To query
more valuable nodes, we then introduce a dynamic informativeness
metric that relies on confidence difference and a representativeness
metric based on the masked aggregation mechanism. Initially, in
the absence of anomalies, we prioritize the informativeness metric
to focus more on the classification uncertainty for picking out-
of-distribution nodes to label. Afterward, in order to mitigate the
variation in predictions for the same node across the two tasks, we
consider nodes with greater confidence differences as being more
informative. Note that these nodes are not particularly challenging
samples, given that at least one of the tasks can correctly identify
them. To enhance the diversity of selected nodes and handle the
influence of neighbors that have already been labeled for selection,
we re-aggregate the intermediate embedding by masking the fea-
ture of labeled neighbors and keeping a count of them. The former
filters the previously labeled representative features, while the lat-
ter reduces the overall neighborhood information based on labeled
status, thereby emphasizing the feature of the central nodes. The
main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

• We proposeMITIGATE, a novel multitask active graph anom-
aly detection framework to detect anomalies within a limited
labeling budget, which actively queries nodes with the guid-
ance of external supervision signals.

• To query more valuable nodes, we devise a dynamic strategy
to measure the informativeness and representativeness of
nodes according to the training and labeling status.

• We conduct comprehensive experiments on four datasets to
verify the effectiveness of the proposed method.

2 PROBLEM DEFINITION
In this section, we formulate the problem of active learning for
graph anomaly detection.

Let G = (V,A,X) denotes an attributed graph, where V =

{𝑣1, 𝑣2, · · · , 𝑣𝑛} is the set of nodes, A ∈ {0, 1}𝑛×𝑛 is the adjacency
matrix and X ∈ R𝑛×𝑘 is the node attribute matrix. Note that anom-
aly labels are rare in the real world, but a portion of class labels
are readily accessible. We denote the set of nodes labeled for clas-
sification as V𝑁

𝐿
, and their corresponding labels are denoted by

Y𝑁
𝐿

∈ R𝑛×𝐶 , with 𝐶 representing the number of classes. y𝑁
𝑖

is the
one-hot label of 𝑣𝑖 . Y𝑡𝐿 ∈ {0, 1} is the labels for anomaly detection at
the 𝑡-th iteration, i.e., normal or anomalous.𝑦𝐴

𝑖
is the labels of 𝑣𝑖 for

anomaly detection. We initialize a set of nodes with classification
labels, i.e., V0

𝐿
= V𝑁

𝐿
, and regard them as normal nodes, Y0

𝐿
= {0}.

The key notations are summarized in Appendix A.
Given an attributed graph G, a query strategy Q, labeling budget

B, the goal of an AL-based anomaly detection algorithm is to select
a subset of nodes denoted as S𝑡 from the unlabeled node setV𝑡−1

𝑈
,

and label them in a way that minimizes the loss of the modelM:

min
V𝑡

𝐿

L(M,Q|G,Y𝑡𝐿,Y
𝑁
𝐿 ), (1)

whereV𝑡
𝐿
= V𝑡−1

𝐿
∪ S𝑡 andV𝑡

𝑈
= V𝑡−1

𝑈
\ S𝑡 are the labeled and

unlabeled sets after the 𝑡-th selection. 𝑡 ∈ {1, 2, ...,B/𝑏} and 𝑏 is the
budget in each iteration. Then, G, Y𝑁

𝐿
, and labels𝑦𝐴

𝑖
for 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V𝑡

𝐿
are

used to train the modelM. For convenience, we define the labeling
budget as the maximum number of nodes allowed to be labeled.

3 METHOD
In this section, we introduce the proposed MITIGATE framework.
Firstly, we give an overview of the whole framework. Then, we
elaborate on the selection strategy including the calculation of the
distance features for clustering and confidence difference across
tasks in Section 3.2. Finally, we introduce the training process of
MITIGATE in detail in Section 3.3.

3.1 Overview
Figure 1 illustrates the pipeline of MITIGATE. It utilizes a shared
encoder for node representation learning and two decoders for
node classification and anomaly score prediction, respectively. Con-
sidering the multitask structure, we devise a node informativeness
metric based on the confidence difference across tasks. To reduce
the initial performance gap, we incorporate classification uncer-
tainty into the informativeness score measurement. To promote
diversity in node selection at each step, we employ the K-Medoids
algorithm, which treats cluster centers as representative samples,
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Figure 1: An illustration of the proposed MITIGATE. For a graph G with partial classification labels, MITIGATE employs a
GNN encoder to generate node representations H, and then employs a node classifier and an anomaly score predictor. In each
selection iteration, MITIGATE assesses the representativeness and informativeness of nodes using a distance-based clustering
and confidence difference across tasks for anomaly detection, respectively. Then, it picks 𝑏 nodes from clustering centers with
high informative scores and queries an oracle to identify whether they are anomalies or not. Finally, the queried set will be
incorporated into the labeled set, and continue training of the model. (a) A 2-dimensional confidence difference space. (b) An
example of candidates’ confidence difference. We select the candidates with high confidence difference (i.e., in the upper left
corner and lower right corner).

with a novel distance measurement based on masked aggregation.
From these centers, we select 𝑏 nodes with the highest informa-
tiveness scores. We then provide the set of selected nodes to an
oracle and obtain their labels (e.g., normal or anomalous) for the
anomaly detection task. Finally, we combine the selected set with
the training set and continue training the model. The details of the
encoder, node classifier, and anomaly score predictor are as follows:

3.1.1 Encoder. Due to both the node classifier and anomaly score
predictor needing an encoder to reflect the graph topology and
node attributes into a latent space, we adopt graph convolutional
networks (GCNs) [17] to learn expressive node representations, and
the layer-wise propagation is defined as:

H(𝑙+1) = 𝜎 (D̃− 1
2 ÃD̃− 1

2H(𝑙 )W(𝑙 ) ), (2)

where Ã = A+ I and D̃𝑖𝑖 =
∑

𝑗 Ã𝑖 𝑗 , I is the identity matrix andW(𝑙 )

is the weight matrix at the 𝑙-layer.

3.1.2 Node classifier. We use a graph convolutional layer as the
node classifier to further preserve the structural information of
intermediate node representations as follows:

Z = 𝜎 (D̃− 1
2 ÃD̃− 1

2HW𝑁 ), (3)

where H is the final output of the encoder andW𝑁 is the weight
matrix for the node classifier. Due to anomalies being more likely
to be uncertain in classification, we use entropy as the measure
of anomaly probability, where a higher entropy score indicates a
greater probability of being anomalous. The anomaly score of 𝑣𝑖

from the node classifier is

𝑒𝑖 = −
𝐶∑︁
𝑗

z𝑖 𝑗 · log z𝑖 𝑗 . (4)

3.1.3 Anomaly score predictor. The anomaly score predictor is built
with a linear transformation along with a sigmoid function based
on shared node representations:

p = Sigmoid(W𝐴H + 𝑏𝐴), (5)

where p ∈ R𝑛 is the predicted anomaly scores,𝑊𝐴 ∈ R1×𝑛 is the
weight matrix, and 𝑏𝐴 ∈ R is corresponding bias term.

3.1.4 Hybrid anomaly score. Given that both the node classifier
and anomaly score predictor possess the ability to detect anomalies,
we adopt a weighted score function to combine the standard scores
of two predictions as follows:

s = 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(e) + 𝜙 · 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(p), (6)

where s ∈ R𝑛 is the overall anomaly score, 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(e) = e−𝜇𝑒
𝜎𝑒

, 𝜇𝑒 is
the mean, 𝜎𝑒 is the standard deviation, and 𝜙 is a hyperparameter
to balance the importance of two predictions.

3.2 Node Selection
To benefit the overall performance for anomaly detection of the
unified framework, we measure the value of nodes in terms of rep-
resentativeness with distance-based clustering and informativeness
with confidence difference.

3.2.1 Distance-based Clustering. To discover representativeness
samples from the huge unlabeled data pool, we devise a masked
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aggregation mechanism for generating distance features that con-
sider representations in latent space and features in the previously
labeled set. Several methods [2, 12] adopt the Euclidean distance
to measure the distance between representations H when perform-
ing clustering. This approach treats information equally among
neighbors due to the mean aggregation mechanism in the GCN
layer. However, in the distance-based node selection, the distance
features should be impacted by the current labeled status in the
neighborhood. Specifically, the chosen nodes exhibit representa-
tional features. This is one key reason for their selection during
previous iterations. Thus, directly aggregating these features may
affect the representativeness of central nodes. Therefore, we de-
rive distance features through a masked aggregation mechanism,
which considers labeled status in the neighborhood. Initially, in
order to mitigate the impact of features pertaining to labeled neigh-
bors, their representations will be masked during the summation of
neighborhood information. Furthermore, to accentuate the distinc-
tive features inherent to unlabeled nodes, we calculate the mean
of neighborhood information according to the number of neigh-
bors rather than the number of unlabeled neighbors. It suggests
that in cases where more neighbors have been annotated, the in-
fluence of neighborhood information on the central node features
will be diminished. In the 𝑡-th selection, the distance features can
be formulated as follows:

ĥ𝑡𝑖 =
SUM(h𝑗 ,∀𝑣 𝑗 ∈ N (𝑣𝑖 ) ∩ V𝑡−1

𝑈
)

|N (𝑣𝑖 ) |
+ h𝑖 , (7)

where N(𝑣𝑖 ) is the neighborhood of 𝑣𝑖 . Therefore, the distance
between 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑗 can be calculated as follows:

𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡 (𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) = | |ĥ𝑡𝑖 − ĥ𝑡𝑗 | |2 . (8)

To this end, we combine the node features and labeled status of
neighbors in the distance function, which can decrease the selec-
tion probability due to the high representative of neighbors rather
than itself. After calculating the pairwise distance, we adopt K-
Medoids clustering as previous studies [21, 40], in which centers
chosen for the candidate set must be real nodes within the graph.
Additionally, the number of clusters is set to𝑚. We do not focus
on querying more anomalies but on learning a predictive model
to effectively distinguish normal and anomalous nodes from the
aspects of classification uncertainty and anomaly score.

3.2.2 Confidence Difference. As both the node classifier and anom-
aly score predictor can identify anomalies, we give a definition for
the model confidence in anomaly detection. For the node classifier,
the entropy of predictions is used to justify whether a sample is
anomalous as Eq. (4). The higher entropy score indicates a higher
confidence for a node to be classified as an anomaly. Also, for the
anomaly score predictor, the anomaly score is the indicator to de-
scribe the level of confidence. The confidence of the node classifier,
denoted as c𝑁 ∈ R𝑛 , and the anomaly score predictor, denoted as
c𝐴 ∈ R𝑛 , are described as follows:

c𝑁 ∝ e, c𝐴 ∝ p. (9)

Note that the node classifier and anomaly detector do not always
perform equally on the same nodes for anomaly detection at the
same stage. For example, a node may receive conflicting predic-
tive discrimination from the node classifier and anomaly detector.

Algorithm 1 MITIGATE

Input: Graph G = (V,A,X), query batch size 𝑏, total budget B,
labeled set for node classificationV𝐿

𝑁
, number of clusters𝑚

Output: Anomaly scores s
1: V0

𝐿
= V𝑁

𝐿
,V0

𝑈
= V \V𝑁

𝐿
;

2: for 𝑡 = 1, 2, ...,B/𝑏 do
3: M = train(G,V𝑡−1

𝐿
,V𝐿

𝑁
);

4: Calculate distance features Ĥ𝑡 with masked agg. by Eq. (7);
5: Calculate 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡 (𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) for each node in unlabeled setV𝑡−1

𝑈
;

6: Cluster V𝑡−1
𝑈

by K-Medoids algorithm with𝑚 clusters;
7: Calculate confidence difference d and informativeness scores

𝐼𝑛𝑓 𝑜 by Eq. (11) and Eq. (12);
8: Select the top 𝑏 clustering centers as S𝑡 by 𝐼𝑛𝑓 𝑜 ;
9: Query an Oracle to obtain labels for S𝑡 ;
10: V𝑡

𝐿
= V𝑡−1

𝐿
∪ S𝑡 , V𝑡

𝑈
= V𝑡−1

𝑈
\ S𝑡 ;

11: end for
12: M = train(G,VB/𝑏

𝐿
,V𝐿

𝑁
);

13: Calculate the overall anomaly scores s by Eq. (6);

Specifically, it has a lower value on classification entropy, which
indicates it is likely to be a normal node, while it has a higher
anomaly score, which means it is more likely to be anomalous. To
eliminate the influence of scale across different tasks, we normalize
the entropy of classification and the anomaly scores using Z-scores.
The confidence of the node classifier and anomaly score predictor
can be reformulated as:

c𝑁 = 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(e), c𝐴 = 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(p), (10)

where a higher value of 𝑐𝑁
𝑖

and 𝑐𝐴
𝑖
indicates a lower confidence

of 𝑣𝑖 being normal and a higher confidence of being anomalous.
Based on this, we can employ the Manhattan distance to quantify
the confidence difference as follows:

d = |c𝐴 − c𝑁 |. (11)

The high confidence difference d indicates the controversy between
two decoders. It’s important to note that these samples with con-
flicting predictions in binary classification are not challenging for
model training since one of the tasks can effectively handle them.
To align the decoders and facilitate consistent prediction, human
experts can provide coherent information by labeling the nodes
with high confidence differences. The visualization of confidence
differences is shown in Figure 1(a).

3.2.3 Selection. To judiciously select samples suitable for model
training and mitigate the influence of the absence of positive sam-
ples, we introduce a time-sensitive informativeness measurement.
Firstly, as each node can exclusively belong to either the normal or
anomalous category, the nodes predicted to have conflicting labels
are more likely to contain crucial information essential for one of
the tasks. Moreover, due to the scarcity of positive class samples
during the initial training stages, anomalous patterns serve as more
informative elements for the unified framework. Importantly, even
with a subset of class labels, the node classifier can provide an ini-
tial prediction for anomalies, which is essential for the anomaly
score predictor. We adopt an exponentially decaying parameter 𝜏
to dynamically combine the entropy scores of node classification
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and confidence difference across tasks during selection [21]. The
informativeness score 𝐼𝑛𝑓 𝑜 ∈ R𝑛 is defined as follows:

𝐼𝑛𝑓 𝑜 = 𝜏 |V
𝑡
𝐿
|𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(e) + (1 − 𝜏 |V

𝑡
𝐿
| )d, (12)

where |V𝑡
𝐿
| is the number of selected nodes in the 𝑡-th iteration,

and 𝜏 can be set as a number close to 1.0, e.g., 0.99. In all, the
informativeness score is initially influenced more by anomalies,
and as training progresses, it shifts the emphasis toward identifying
nodes with prediction conflicts from a model-centric perspective.

Recognizing that both the informativeness and representative-
ness indicate the value of a node, during each iteration, MITIGATE
first utilizes the aforementioned distance-based clustering algo-
rithm to choose a subset of high representative nodes, denoted as
the candidate set V𝑡

𝐶
. Subsequently, a set of 𝑏 nodes S𝑡 are chosen

from V𝑡
𝐶
according to their informativeness score. Algorithm 1

describes the selection process together with the model training.

3.3 Model Training
After each iteration of querying, MITIGATE is trained continually
by optimizing from three aspects. First, we calculate the cross-
entropy loss on the pre-labeled nodes V𝑁

𝐿
for node classification,

which will not be affected by selection.

L𝑛𝑐 = − 1
|V𝑁

𝐿
|

∑︁
𝑣𝑖 ∈V𝑁

𝐿

𝐶∑︁
𝑗=0

𝑦𝑁𝑖 𝑗 log 𝑧𝑖 𝑗 . (13)

where y𝑁
𝑖

is the one-hot label of node 𝑣𝑖 . Next, we employ a
weighted binary cross-entropy loss, the widely used supervised
loss for imbalanced data, on the labeled set V𝑡

𝐿
for anomaly detec-

tion at each iteration.

L𝑎𝑑 = − 1
|V𝑡

𝐿
|

∑︁
𝑣𝑖 ∈V𝑡

𝐿

(𝛾𝑡𝑦𝐴𝑖 log𝑝𝑖 + (1 − 𝑦𝐴𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑝𝑖 )), (14)

where 𝛾𝑡 is the ratio of anomaly to normal nodes inV𝑡
𝐿
.

Note that the node classifier and anomaly score predictor rely
on different types of annotations, i.e., the node classifier needs class
information while the anomaly score predictor only needs to know
whether a node is an anomaly or not. To leverage the information
for the classification task from the queried set, in which nodes are
only annotated as normal nodes or anomalies, we optimize the
uncertainty of classification predictions on the whole labeled set,
which can be formulated as:

L𝑢𝑛 = − 1
|V𝑡

𝐿𝑁
|

∑︁
𝑣𝑖 ∈V𝑡

𝐿𝑁

𝐶∑︁
𝑘

𝑧𝑖𝑘 log 𝑧𝑖𝑘+
1

|V𝑡
𝐿𝐴

|

∑︁
𝑣𝑗 ∈V𝑡

𝐿𝐴

𝐶∑︁
𝑘

𝑧 𝑗𝑘 log 𝑧 𝑗𝑘 ,

(15)
where V𝑡

𝐿𝑁
and V𝑡

𝐿𝐴
denotes the normal and anomalous node

set at the 𝑡-th iteration. In Eq. (15), we minimize the predicted
uncertainty for normal nodes (the first term), while maximizing
that for anomalies (the second term).

In all, the overall loss function of MITIGATE can be formulated
as Eq. (16), where 𝛼 and 𝛽 are weighting parameters.

L = 𝛼 · L𝑛𝑐 + 𝛽 · L𝑎𝑑 + L𝑢𝑛 . (16)

4 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we extensively compare MITIGATE with state-of-
the-art methods for anomaly detection.

4.1 Experiments Settings
4.1.1 Datasets. In our experiments, we adopt four widely used
datasets with ground-truth labels for node classification. As there
is no ground truth of anomaly detection, we inject contextual and
structural anomalies following the previous studies [8, 22, 27] to
evaluate the effectiveness for anomaly detection of our method. We
use two citation networks, Cora and Citeseer [31], and two social
networks, BlogCatalog and Flickr [37]. The details of the datasets
are described in Appendix B.1. For each dataset, we randomly sam-
ple 500 nodes as a validation set and 1000 nodes as a test set and
fix them for all methods for a fair comparison.

4.1.2 Baselines. We compare MITIGATE with three types of base-
lines, including (1) out-of-distribution (OOD) detection meth-
ods, including GCN-ENT [17], GKDE [47], OODGAT-ENT and
OODGAT-ATT [34], (2) semi-supervised anomaly detection
methods, including FdGars [39], GeniePath [25], BWGNN [36],
and DAGAD [20], and (3) active query strategy for anomaly de-
tection, including most positive query (GCN-Pos), positive diverse
query (GCN-PosD) and diverse query [18] (GCN-Div). The details
of these methods and their implementation are in Appendix B.2.

4.1.3 Implementation Detail. In our experiments, we set the max
budget B = 80, which means 80 nodes can be labeled, and we set
𝑏 = 4 at each iteration. We assume 20𝑘 nodes have been annotated
with classification labeled, where 𝑘 is the number of classes, and
no anomalies as initial. For MITIGATE, we adopt Adam optimizer
and the learning rate is set to 0.01. As to 𝛼 and 𝛽 in the overall loss
function (Eq. (16)), 𝜏 in the informativeness score function (Eq. (12)),
the number of clusters𝑚 in K-Medoids algorithm, we tune the hy-
perparameters and select the best-performing results according to
the validation set, the details are shown in Appendix B.3. We set
the maximum epochs of training in each iteration to 300 and per-
form early-stopping when (𝐴𝑈𝐶𝑅𝑂𝐶 +𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦) stops to increase
for 20 epochs. 𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦 is the accuracy of the node classifier on
in-distribution nodes and 𝐴𝑈𝐶𝑅𝑂𝐶 is the performance evaluation
of the anomaly score predictor. We implement two variants of MIT-
IGATE, namelyMITIGATE-A andMITIGATE-E. MITIGATE-A
uses predicted anomaly scores, while MITIGATE-E employs the
entropy of classification as the final score for anomaly detection.

We adopt two widely used complementary measures in previous
studies, including the Area Under Receiver Operating Characteristic
Curve (AUC-ROC) and Area Under Precision-Recall Curve (AUC-
PR). To mitigate results randomness, we run the proposed method
and baselines 5 times with different random seeds and record the
average scores and standard deviation.

4.2 Evaluation Results
We evaluate the anomaly detection performance of MITIGATE
and all compared methods mentioned in Section 4.1.2 on the four
datasets. The results are shown in Table 1 and Figure 2.
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Table 1: Overall performance comparison in AUC-ROC(%) and AUC-PR(%) on four datasets. The best results are highlighted in
bold, and the second best is underlined.

Cora Citeseer BlogCatalog Flickr
Method AUC-ROC AUC-PR AUC-ROC AUC-PR AUC-ROC AUC-PR AUC-ROC AUC-PR

GCN-ENT 64.82±1.07 10.48±0.51 69.36±0.92 9.30±0.98 62.57±0.91 11.70±1.99 64.62±0.77 9.51±1.03
GKDE 72.25±0.85 15.21±1.79 74.87±0.61 17.07±1.55 44.56±0.07 5.29±0.02 44.81±0.09 5.05±0.03

OODGAT-ENT 69.70±3.50 15.11±6.65 70.01±4.45 12.22±9.96 56.52±2.24 8.94±1.55 53.52±1.83 7.60±0.63
OODGAT-ATT 50.76±4.71 5.33±0.73 55.33±4.95 6.71±1.63 49.51±4.18 6.13±1.17 51.17±1.24 6.46±0.93

FdGars 58.55±6.22 6.51±1.22 54.61±9.09 5.12±1.55 51.99±3.38 6.01±0.24 57.95±6.61 13.97±8.81
GeniePath 54.42±6.41 6.41±0.35 48.89±4.94 4.94±0.32 50.25±1.81 5.80±0.20 50.26±1.21 5.97±0.14
BWGNN 64.77±0.20 9.44±0.16 64.42±0.60 6.36±0.10 60.18±1.25 8.94±0.23 52.22±1.14 5.96±0.12
DAGAD 58.30±0.30 19.17±4.83 61.52±3.21 14.10±1.82 56.52±2.89 9.03±0.92 63.22±0.33 11.66±4.40
GCN-Pos 57.22±3.54 9.90±0.83 59.78±4.78 8.09±1.37 62.52±2.70 9.96±1.93 55.56±2.78 7.03±1.93
GCN-PosD 62.24±2.07 12.00±1.11 61.54±0.68 7.54±0.21 62.42±1.63 9.79±1.77 57.24±4.85 10.39±4.86
GCN-Div 61.23±2.88 9.05±1.00 56.54±7.19 10.55±3.42 65.51±3.86 11.45±1.50 66.89±2.02 10.44±1.76

MITIGATE-A 73.59±3.53 17.00±2.55 71.25±3.00 20.21±6.48 63.94±3.08 12.40±2.50 68.89±3.37 15.69±1.72
MITIGATE-E 72.81±1.52 15.98±1.95 74.12±1.53 14.60±1.97 63.00±2.10 12.09±2.67 68.26±3.01 14.18±3.83
MITIGATE 75.45±2.27 18.80±2.46 78.03±0.94 23.32±6.63 66.20±3.04 13.60±2.74 70.16±3.00 17.33±1.95

(c) BlogCatalog

0 20 40 60 80
56

58

60

62

64

66

68

Number of selected nodes

A
U

C
-R

O
C

(%
)

0 20 40 60 80
4

6

8

10

12

14

16

Number of selected nodes

A
U

C
-P

R
(%

)

(d) Flickr

0 20 40 60 80
42

47

52

57

62

67

72

Number of selected nodes

A
U

C
-R

O
C

(%
)

0 20 40 60 80
0

3

6

9

12

15

18

Number of selected nodes

A
U

C
-P

R
(%

)

(b) Citeseer

0 20 40 60 80
22

32

42

52

62

72

82

Number of selected nodes

A
U

C
-R

O
C

(%
)

0 20 40 60 80
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

Number of selected nodes

A
U

C
-P

R
(%

)

(a) Cora

0 20 40 60 80
42

48

54

60

66

72

78

Number of selected nodes

A
U

C
-R

O
C

(%
)

0 20 40 60 80
2

5

8

11

14

17

20

Number of selected nodes

A
U

C
-P

R
(%

)

Figure 2: Performance over different numbers of labeled nodes in selection averaged from 5 runs on four datasets.

4.2.1 Overall Comparison. We evaluate the overall performance
when the labeling budget B is set to 80 (i.e., a maximum of 80
nodes can be labeled). The corresponding AUC-ROC and AUC-PR
are reported in Table 1. We observe that MITIGATE significantly
outperforms other methods under most metrics. (1) Comparison
with classification methods. GKDE and OODGAT are two state-
of-the-art methods for OOD detection, which only utilize a portion
of labeled in-distribution nodes for training. Different from them,
our MITIGATE adopts anomalies (i.e., out-of-distribution nodes)
in the training process to better learn a decision boundary for
anomaly detection. Experimental results demonstrate that MITI-
GATE outperforms these two methods, with at least 3.2% and 3.6%
improvement in AUC-ROC and AUC-PR, respectively. (2) Com-
parison with semi-supervised anomaly detection methods.
FdGars, GeniePath, BWGNN, and DAGAD are superior methods

for node anomaly detection. However, these methods heavily rely
on labeled data. When the labeling budget is low, which may lead
to the absence of anomalies, these methods become frangible. It is
evident that MITIGATE outperforms them, particularly in terms of
AUC-ROC. (3) Comparison with query strategies for anomaly
detection. These query strategies focus on selecting anomalies or
high-uncertainty samples in anomaly detection. Though they may
choose more anomalies, their performance remains suboptimal due
to anomalies not always contributing significantly to the model and
the potential challenges posed by uncertain nodes. More specifically,
an anomalous sample, sharing similarities with known anomalous
patterns, can yield a high anomaly score but may not provide sub-
stantially novel information to the model. Besides, hard samples
that contain noisy information for model training also exhibit high
uncertainty, and selecting such samples potentially hinders the
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(a) AUC-ROC (b) AUC-PR

Figure 3: Weight analysis for the node classifier and anomaly
score predictor with various values of 𝛼 and 𝛽 on Citeseer.

model performance. Unlike them, MITIGATE selects samples based
on the confidence difference across tasks. This implies that the
chosen samples are informative for at least one task and are not
excessively challenging, as one of the tasks can accurately identify
them. (4) Comparison with MITIGATE varients. MITIGATE-A,
MITIGATE-E, and MITIGATE differ in their final score for anomaly
detection. It is observed that the results of using a single indicator
do not differ significantly in identifying anomalies in most cases,
whereas the weighted sum of these two components consistently
offers discernible advantages. This is because MITIGATE-A and
MITIGATE-E detect anomalies from a single aspect, namely the
uncertainty of classification and the learnable anomaly scores, re-
spectively, without incorporating external information from other
facets. Moreover, this observation highlights the effectiveness of
integrating classification tasks and anomaly detection tasks in the
process of identifying anomalies.

4.2.2 Performance under Different Budget. We evaluate the per-
formance of our proposed MITIGATE and several active query
strategies for anomaly detection over the different numbers of
labeled nodes for training. The results are shown in Figure 2. Com-
pared with the other baselines, we can observe that MITIGATE
achieves the best performance in AUC-ROC under each labeling
budget in most of the compared settings. In particular, to achieve
the AUC-ROC of 66.8% on Flickr, GCN-Div labels 80 nodes while
MITIGATE only labels 16 nodes. We contribute the effectiveness
of MITIGATE at a low labeling budget with the classification task,
which can provide initial discrimination for anomalies and alleviate
the absence of anomalies problem.

4.3 Parameter Analysis
We further analyze the majority of parameters in MITIGATE on
Citeseer. The results are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4.

4.3.1 Impacts of𝛼 and 𝛽 . Weanalyze the impact of varyingweights
in the overall loss function as shown in Eq. (16). These weights
are crucial in achieving a balance among the three components
of the loss, namely the node classification loss, anomaly detec-
tion loss, and uncertainty loss. We evaluate MITIGATE for 𝛼 ∈
{0.4, 0.5, 0.8, 1.0, 1.25, 2, 2.5} and 𝛽 ∈ {0.4, 0.5, 0.8, 1.0, 1.25, 2, 2.5}
and report the average results of 5 runs in Figure 3. We can observe

(a) 𝜙 (b) 𝑚

Figure 4: Sensitivity analysis on Citeseer for (a) overall anom-
aly scores weight term 𝜙 , and (b) number of cluster𝑚.

Table 2: Ablation study on Citeseer and Flickr. The best re-
sults are highlighted in bold.

Dataset Variants AUC-ROC AUC-PR

Citeseer

w/o uncertainty loss 72.33±1.55 10.80±1.71
w/o entropy score 76.35±3.77 15.75±4.77
w/o confidence difference 73.62±1.77 14.79±3.85
w/o masked aggregation 71.95±4.94 11.81±2.94
w/o clustering 69.33±1.87 21.22±1.69
MITIGATE 78.03±0.94 23.32±6.63

Flickr

w/o uncertainty loss 66.13±0.95 10.43±1.45
w/o entropy score 65.51±3.12 10.06±1.82
w/o confidence difference 64.85±1.62 12.76±1.63
w/o masked aggregation 67.57±3.58 12.62±2.44
w/o clustering 68.48±2.04 12.45±3.01
MITIGATE 70.16±3.00 17.33±1.95

that lower values of 𝛼 and higher values of 𝛽 lead to better perfor-
mances. One possible reason is that the category characteristics in
Citeseer are easy to differentiate. It further suggests that adjusting 𝛼
and 𝛽 properly can bring more benefits to the overall performance.

4.3.2 Impacts of𝜙 . Theweight term𝜙 is essential in calculating the
final anomaly scores by balancing the importance of classification
uncertainty and learnable anomaly scores in Eq. (6). Figure 4(a)
presents the AUC-ROC and AUC-PR of MITIGATE when varying
𝜙 ∈ {1.6, 1.8, 2, 2.2, 2.4}. It is evident that although both terms are
capable of identifying anomalies, their contributions are not equal.
The optimal weight ratio between classification uncertainty and
learnable anomaly score for the final anomaly score is 1:2 (i.e.,
𝜙 = 2), indicating the anomaly predictor exerts a more pronounced
influence in identifying anomalies.

4.3.3 Impacts of𝑚. As clustering plays a pivotal role in choosing
representative nodes from the unlabeled set, we investigate the
performance of MITIGATE by varying the number of clusters𝑚
from 1 to 6 times the class number. As shown in Figure 4(b), we
can observe that the optimal value of𝑚 tends to be near 4𝑘 , which
leads to the optimal AUC-ROC and AUC-PR.

4.4 Ablation Study
We conduct an ablation study to examine the contribution of each
key component in the proposed framework on Citeseer and Flickr.
The results are shown in Table 2.
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• w/o uncertainty loss: it removes the uncertainty loss on selected
nodes in Eq. (16).

• w/o entropy score: it removes the classification uncertainty
score in informativeness measurement in Eq. (12).

• w/o confidence difference: it removes the confidence difference
between tasks in informativeness measurement in Eq. (12).

• w/o masked aggregation: it replaces distance features calcu-
lated through masked aggregation as Eq. (7) with the representa-
tion in latent space obtained from Eq. (2).

• w/o clustering: it removes the distance-based clustering, which
aims to discover representative nodes.

4.4.1 Uncertainty Loss. As shown in Table 2, we see that MITI-
GATE notably outperforms MITIGATE w/o uncertainty loss, ex-
hibiting improvements of 5.7% and 12.5% in terms of AUC-ROC
and AUC-PR, respectively. It indicates that incorporating the un-
certainty loss from the classification perspective on selected nodes,
which are exclusively labeled as normal or anomalous, can substan-
tially improve the anomaly detection performance of MITIGATE.

4.4.2 Strategy of Node Selection. To verify the effectiveness of
the proposed selection strategy, we conduct ablation tests on four
variants. First, compared with MITIGATE w/o entropy score and
MITIGATE w/o confidence difference, which remove partial of the
informativeness score respectively, MITIGATE achieves the best
performance. It indicates that both the classification uncertainty
and confidence difference contribute to the node informativeness,
and the dynamic combination of them is also effective. This is ex-
pected since the uncertainty loss is not a direct supervision for the
node classifier and the performance of the anomaly score predictor
performs worse at the beginning without anomalous samples. Be-
sides, the comparison between MITIGATE w/o masked aggregation
and MITIGATE w/o clustering indicates that the clustering makes
a minimal or even negative contribution without efficient distance
measurement. For instance, MITIGATE w/o clustering surpasses
MITIGATE w/o masked aggregation by approximately 10% in terms
of AUC-PR on Citeseer. Furthermore, when comparing MITIGATE
and MITIGATE w/o masked aggregation, it is obvious that the pro-
posed masked aggregation effectively improves the discriminative
capability in anomaly detection. We argue that by masking repre-
sentations for previously labeled nodes within the neighborhood,
more representative nodes are selected in relation to both labeled
and unlabeled sets.

5 RELATEDWORK
5.1 Active Learning for Anomaly Detection
Active learning aims to interactively select samples from unlabeled
data to maximize model performance within limited labeling bud-
gets. It has been extensively studied in the field of anomaly detec-
tion [7, 13, 14, 43]. In contrast to traditional active learning, active
anomaly detection focuses on discovering more anomalous samples.
Several methods incorporate active queried data with the unsuper-
vised learning paradigm in the training process. For instance, [14]
suggests querying samples close to the decision boundary, which
means more uncertainty. [13] suggests querying samples based on
density to ensure a diverse distribution of predicted anomalous data
for querying. Devising an effective query strategy to discover more

anomalies becomes an important problem. [7, 28] aim to query the
most anomalous sample according to predicted scores, while [6]
incorporates the density information with anomaly score. How-
ever, these greedy strategies prioritize short-term gains and may
yield suboptimal results. To address this issue, deep reinforcement
learning has been introduced to the design of query strategies. For
example, Meta-AAD [43] trains a meta-policy using auxiliary la-
beled datasets so that it can be directly applied to new unlabeled
datasets without further tuning. In our work, we focus on improv-
ing the predictive performance for graph anomaly detection by
leveraging corresponding auxiliary tasks to help the model training
and sample querying processes.

5.2 Graph Anomaly Detection
Graph anomaly detection methods [4, 36, 38, 39] have been exten-
sively studied in recent years, which assumes that a set of nodes
have been labeled. Motivated by general GNN algorithms, several
graph anomaly detection methods based on redesigned message
passing and aggregation mechanisms have been proposed. For ex-
ample, FdGars [39] utilizes GCN to combine the characteristics of
reviewers and their relationships. Semi-GNN [38] employs hierar-
chical attention to model the multi-view graph for fraud detection.
GraphConsis [26] proposes to filter inconsistent neighbors in ag-
gregation to maintain the unique semantic characteristics of the
target node. Moreover, the imbalance between the majority and
minority classes is another essential problem in anomaly detec-
tion. To alleviate this problem, PC-GNN [23] incorporates label
distribution information to sample neighbors in the aggregation
process, while DAGAD [20] devises a graph data augmentation
module to fertilize training set with generated samples. Different
from the aforementioned spatial methods, BWGNN [36] leverages
spectral distribution information to capture graph anomalies with
high-frequency and AMNet [4] adaptively combines signals of low-
frequency and high-frequency to learn the node embedding for
distinguishing the anomalous nodes. However, these methods may
not work well when the labeling budget is relatively low since they
highly rely on the initial labeled set, i.e., at least one negative sam-
ple needs to be labeled. Whereas, we focus on actively selecting
nodes for annotation during the training process, which means the
selected labeled nodes can bring more benefits to the target model.

5.3 Out-of-distribution Detection
Out-of-distribution (OOD) detection aims to distinguish samples
drawn from a distribution different from the labeled in-distribution
samples [49]. Extensive studies [19, 30, 42, 48] have been proposed
for OOD detection on structured data, such as text and images. How-
ever, graph data contains not only structured attributes but also
non-Euclidean topology structures. Consequently, several graph-
specific OOD detection methods have been proposed, including
uncertainty-based methods [35, 47] and graph learning-based meth-
ods [15, 34]. Uncertainty-based methods aim to use the confidence
of a well-trained model on partial ID samples. GKDE [47] adopts
several uncertainty estimates-based metrics for OOD detection
and finds the vacuity-based model has optimal performance, while
GPN [35] devises an input-independent Bayesian update rule to
model uncertainty on predicted categorical distribution. Besides,
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graph learning-based methods argue that the OOD samples can
affect ID samples under the message-passing mechanism. For ex-
ample, OODGAT [34] explicitly models the interaction between
inliners and outliers, while LMN [15] learns to mix neighbors to mit-
igate the influence from OOD nodes. However, these methods have
a limitation in that they cannot effectively utilize the supervision
information from OOD samples.

6 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we proposed MITIGATE, a novel multitask active
learning framework for graph anomaly detection within a limited
labeling budget. MITIGATE comprises a node classifier and an
anomaly score predictor, with the primary goal of enhancing the
overall performance of anomaly detection through the selection of
the queried set. Besides, the masked aggregation mechanism for dis-
tance features proves instrumental in selecting representative nodes.
Additionally, node informativeness is dynamically measured by the
confidence difference across tasks and classification uncertainty.
Experimental results on four datasets demonstrate the effectiveness
of MITIGATE compared with the state-of-the-art methods.
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A NOTATIONS
Here we list the key notations in our paper in Table 3.

Table 3: Summary of notations.

Notation Description
G,A,X,V Graph, adjacency matrix, attribute matrix, node set.
B, 𝑏 The total budget, query batch size.
V𝑁
𝐿

The set of nodes labeled for classification.
V𝑡
𝐿

The set of labeled nodes at the 𝑡-th iteration.
V𝑡
𝑈

The set of unlabeled nodes at the 𝑡-th iteration.
S𝑡 The set of selected nodes at the 𝑡-th iteration.
e The entropy of predictions from node classifier.
p The anomaly score from anomaly score predictor.
s The overall anomaly score.
h𝑡
𝑖

The latent embedding of 𝑣𝑖 at the 𝑡-th iteration.
ĥ𝑡
𝑖

The distance feature of 𝑣𝑖 at the 𝑡-th iteration.
𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡 (𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) The masked distance between 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑗 .
c𝑁 , c𝐴 The confidence of node classifier and anomaly score

predictor in identifying anomalies.
d The confidence difference.
𝐼𝑛𝑓 𝑜 The informativeness score.
𝜏 The decaying parameter in informativeness score.
𝜙 The weight term in overall anomaly score.
𝛼 , 𝛽 Weight of classification and anomaly detection loss.
𝑚 The number of clusters.

B DETAILS OF EXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS
B.1 Datasets
We employ four datasets to evaluate the performance of MITIGATE.
Cora and Citeseer [31] are two citation networks, in which nodes
represent papers while edges represent citation relationships among
papers. The class labels denote corresponding academic fields. Blog-
Catalog and Flickr [37] are two social networks, in which nodes
represent users while edges represent social relationships between
users. The class labels denote the interests of users. The dataset
statistics are shown in Table 4.

Following the previous studies [8, 20, 22, 24], we inject contex-
tual and structural anomalies into four widely used datasets: Cora,
CiteSeer, Flickr, and BlogCatalog. (1) Structural anomalies. The
idea behind synthetic structural anomalies is that anomalies can
manifest as densely connected nodes within small cliques [33]. For
every clique, 𝑝 nodes are randomly selected and interconnected
completely. Repeating this step 𝑞 times to generate 𝑞 cliques, ulti-
mately injecting 𝑝 ×𝑞 structural anomalies. In our experiments, we
fix 𝑝 = 15 and set 𝑞 to 10, 15, 5, 5 for BlogCatalog, Flickr, Cora, and
CiteSeer, respectively. (2) Contextual anomalies. The contextual
anomalies are injected by perturbing the attributes of nodes. Ini-
tially, a node 𝑣𝑖 is randomly selected from the vertex set 𝑉 . Then,
𝑘 additional nodes are sampled from 𝑉 \ 𝑣𝑖 , forming a subset 𝑉𝑐 .
For each node 𝑣𝑐 ∈ 𝑉𝑐 , we measure the Euclidean distance to 𝑣𝑖
and subsequently adjust the attributes of 𝑣𝑖 to be the same as 𝑣𝑐
with the largest distance. In our experiments, we set 𝑘 = 50 and
the number of contextual anomalies as 𝑝 × 𝑞, following previous
studies to ensure an adequately large disturbance magnitude and
to balance the proportions of different anomaly types [24].

Table 4: Dataset Analysis

Dataset #Nodes #Edges #Attributes #Class #Anomalies
Cora 2,708 5,429 1,433 7 150

CiteSeer 3,327 4,732 3,703 6 150
BlogCatalog 5,196 171,743 8,189 6 300

Flickr 7,575 239,738 12,047 9 450

B.2 Baselines
In our experiments, the compared methods include (1) OOD de-
tection methods (GCN-ENT, GKDE, OODGAT-ENT and OODGAT-
ATT), (2) semi-supervised anomaly detection methods (FdGars,
GeniePath, BWGNN and DAGAD), (3) active query strategy for
anomaly detection (most positive query, positive diverse query, and
diverse query). The details of the baselines are as follows:
• GCN-ENT [17] is a vanilla GCN method that identifies anoma-
lous nodes by uncertainty measured based on the entropy of
node classification.

• GKDE [47] is a Graph-based Kernel Dirichlet GCN method for
semi-supervised node classification and OOD detection.

• OODGAT [34] is a graph learning method with OOD nodes
to distinguish inliers from outliers during feature propagation.
In particular, OODGAT-ENT uses the entropy of the predicted
distribution as an indicator of outliers, while OODGAT-ATT
relies on the score provided by a binary classifier.

• FdGars [39] is an anomaly detection method based on GCN
that expresses the characteristics of reviewers and relationships
between reviewers.

• GeniePath [25] proposes to adaptively select receptive paths for
different nodes in aggregation for anomaly detection.

• BWGNN [36] analyzes graph anomalies in the spectral domain
and leverages Beta graph wavelet to better capture anomaly
information on graphs.

• DAGAD [20] devises an augmentation module that fertilizes the
training set with generated samples to alleviate the scarcity of
anomalous samples.
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• Most positive query selects the top-k samples ordered by their
anomaly scores.

• Positive diverse query combines anomaly scores with distance-
based diversification into querying.

• Diverse query [18] utilizes k-means++ to initialize diverse clus-
ters. The probability of another query from the unlabeled set is
proportional to its distance to the closest sample already in the
query set.
We implement GKDE 1, OODGAT 2, BWGNN 3 and DAGAD 4

using the code published by their authors. For FdGars and Ge-
niePath, we use the code provided by an open-source library 5 for
graph anomaly detection. Regarding other active query strategies,
we adopt the code 6 provided by [18], and use the same network
structure as the encoder and anomaly score predictor in MITIGATE.

B.3 Implementation Notes
We conduct all experiments on a Linux server with 64G RAM,
and 2 NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080TI with 11GB GPU memory. We

implement MITIGATE with Python 3.8.1 and PyTorch 2.0.1. We
report our hyperparameter settings that are tuned on the validation
set with 5 runs in Table 5.

Table 5: Hyperparameter settings of MITIGATE.

Cora Citeseer BlogCatalog Flickr
𝜏 0.95 0.90 0.98 0.98
𝛼 1.25 0.50 1.25 1.25
𝛽 0.50 2.00 1.00 0.50
𝜙 1.25 2.00 1.00 0.50
𝑚 24 24 18 27

1https://github.com/zxj32/uncertainty-GNN
2https://github.com/SongYYYY/KDD22-OODGAT
3https://github.com/squareRoot3/Rethinking-Anomaly-Detection
4https://github.com/FanzhenLiu/DAGAD
5https://github.com/safe-graph/DGFraud
6https://github.com/aodongli/Active-SOEL

https://github.com/zxj32/uncertainty-GNN
https://github.com/SongYYYY/KDD22-OODGAT
https://github.com/squareRoot3/Rethinking-Anomaly-Detection
https://github.com/FanzhenLiu/DAGAD
https://github.com/safe-graph/DGFraud
https://github.com/aodongli/Active-SOEL
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