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Abstract. Graph machine learning has been widely explored in var-
ious domains, such as community detection, transaction analysis, and
recommendation systems. In these applications, anomaly detection
plays an important role. Recently, studies have shown that anoma-
lies on graphs induce spectral shifts. Some supervised methods have
improved the utilization of such spectral domain information. How-
ever, they remain limited by the scarcity of labeled data due to the
nature of anomalies. On the other hand, existing unsupervised learn-
ing approaches predominantly rely on spatial information or only
employ low-pass filters, thereby losing the capacity for multi-band
analysis. In this paper, we propose Graph Autoencoder with Spectral
Encoder and Spectral Decoder (GRASPED) for node anomaly de-
tection. Our unsupervised learning model features an encoder based
on Graph Wavelet Convolution, along with structural and attribute
decoders. The Graph Wavelet Convolution-based encoder, combined
with a Wiener Graph Deconvolution-based decoder, exhibits band-
pass filter characteristics that capture global and local graph infor-
mation at multiple scales. This design allows for a learning-based re-
construction of node attributes, effectively capturing anomaly infor-
mation. Extensive experiments on several real-world graph anomaly
detection datasets demonstrate that GRASPED outperforms current
state-of-the-art models.

1 Introduction
Graph anomaly detection (GAD) refers to the process of identify-
ing unusual instances, whether nodes or edges, within a graph that
exhibit properties deviating significantly from the given notion of
normal. Given that graph structures can be frequently found in real-
world scenarios, GAD has a wide range of applications across var-
ious domains, including financial systems [39, 40], social networks
[11, 29], or network security [42].

Anomaly detection on graphs presents some unique challenges.
For example, graphs contain not only attribute information from the
nodes and edges but also topological information that describes the
relationship among nodes. Furthermore, there are diverse types of
graphs. Graphs can be classified as static or dynamic. They may
exhibit heterophilic or homophilic characteristics, depending on the
nature of the relationship between nodes. Hence, formulating a uni-
fied definition for graph anomalies is complex. For anomaly detec-
tion in static attributed graphs, [20] identified two groups of anoma-
lies: structural and contextual. They defined structural anomalies as
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densely connected nodes and contextual anomalies as nodes that ex-
hibit significantly different attributes compared to their neighboring
nodes. However, these definitions often do not apply in real-world
datasets, as anomalous samples could also be a mixture of structural
and contextual components. Hence, it is important that the anomaly-
detection model captures as much information as possible from the
graph during detection.

Graph neural networks (GNNs) are designed to extract complex
graph characteristics. Their ability to learn meaningful representa-
tions using structural and attribute information from graph nodes
leads them to outperform traditional anomaly detection approaches
[20]. GNNs can be grouped into two categories: spatial and spec-
tral GNNs. Spatial GNNs rely on the message-passing mechanism
to learn graph representations. The representation is learned by ag-
gregating information from the neighboring nodes. As the message-
passing mechanism is based on the homogeneity assumption of a
graph, they exhibit limitations when they are applied to graphs that
do not fulfill this assumption, e.g., a heterophilic graph. Existing
methods that aim to elevate this problem include applying an at-
tention mechanism [19, 33] or performing neighborhood resampling
[21, 22]. On the other hand, spectral GNNs tackle this problem by
leveraging specially designed filters that process the Laplacian ma-
trix of graphs. Anomaly detection on spectral graphs requires spec-
tral filters to provide a high learning capability. Previous work [31]
suggests that anomalies cause a “right-shift” phenomenon in the
spectral energy distribution, where the energy shifts to the higher
frequency regions. Hence, graph spectral filters that could not cap-
ture high-frequency components of the spectral graph, such as filters
with low polynomial bases, would fail to detect the anomalies that
induce the “right-shift” phenomenon. In our work, we leverage the
high learning capability of filters [35] to capture high-frequency sig-
nals on spectral graphs.

Autoencoders are widely used for anomaly detection [43, 27, 2].
They aim to learn the compressed representation of the input data,
and reconstruct the data based on the compressed representation with
minimal reconstruction loss. In anomaly detection, the reconstruction
loss is used as a metric to determine whether an input is an anomaly.
An input is considered anomalous when the reconstruction loss, or
the anomaly score, is higher than a predefined threshold. In GAD,
Graph Autoencoders (GAEs) leverage GNNs to extract attribute and
structural information from graphs to detect anomalies. For node
anomaly detection, each of the reconstructed nodes is assigned an
anomaly score. Nodes with a score higher than a predefined thresh-
old are considered anomalies. Most current GAEs for node anomaly
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detection use spatial GNNs as encoders [13, 14]. Furthermore, they
rely on Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP)-based [26] and/or inner prod-
uct decoders for graph reconstruction, which have lower expressive
power. In our work, we explore the usage of a spectral-based GNN
encoder and incorporate a graph deconvolutional network as our de-
coder. Our experiments on five different real-world datasets show
that GRASPED outperforms current state-of-the-art models in node
anomaly detection.

In summary, we propose our anomaly detection approach called
GRASPED, which consists of a GRAph Autoencoder with a
SPectral Encoder and Decoder. Our approach is a GAE-based
anomaly detection model that captures multi-resolution spectral in-
formation and leverages graph deconvolution as a powerful de-
coder to complement GNN-based encoders. Inspired by advances
in temporal signal and image data processing, GRASPED adopts a
paradigm that first decomposes graph data using graph wavelet trans-
forms and subsequently reconstructs it from filtered latent embed-
dings. Specifically, GRASPED encodes vertex-domain information
into spectral-domain latent embeddings via a GWNN [35], enabling
multi-resolution spectral capture. These embeddings are then recon-
structed into the vertex domain through two decoders: a Graph De-
convolution Neural Network (GDN) [18] for attribute reconstruction
and an MLP-based structural decoder for adjacency matrix recon-
struction. The GWNN acts as a learnable band-pass filter, capturing
both low- and high-frequency spectral information at multiple scales.
Meanwhile, the GDN decoder ensures expressive reconstruction of
features, addressing the limitations of traditional inner-product or
MLP-based decoders. This complementary design bridges the gap by
leveraging information from the spectral domain for effective graph
anomaly detection.

2 Related Work

Graph Convolutional Networks (GCNs) [13] represent one of the ear-
liest instances of spectral domain GNNs, utilizing the graph Lapla-
cian matrix to process graph signals. However, due to their re-
liance on low-order polynomial approximations, GCNs inherently
behave as low-pass filters, limiting their ability to capture high-
frequency components in the spectral domain [24]. To address
this, Xu et al. [35] introduced the Graph Wavelet Neural Network
(GWNN) based on Hammond’s graph wavelet theory [9], employing
polynomial-based methods to capture multi-resolution spectral infor-
mation more effectively. In addition, Yang et al. [38] leveraged Multi-
Resolution Analysis (MRA) to better model graph signals, proposing
WaveNet — a GNN designed to more accurately capture the high-
frequency components. Tang et al. [31] observed that anomalies in-
duce a “right-shift” phenomenon in the spectral energy distribution,
where energy becomes more concentrated in higher frequencies and
diminished in lower frequencies. Since GNNs act as localized band-
pass filters [24], they are naturally better suited to handle these spec-
tral changes compared to conventional GNNs such as GCN [13] and
ChebyNet [6], which primarily function as low-pass filters [16]. To
address this challenge, Tang et al. proposed the Beta Wavelet Graph
Neural Network (BWGNN), a novel variant of GWNN specifically
tailored for detecting anomalies by effectively capturing the altered
spectral patterns [31].

Graph autoencoders (GAEs), introduced by Kipf and Welling [14],
combine GNNs with autoencoder architectures. These models en-
code graph data and aim to reconstruct it, leveraging reconstruction
errors as anomaly scores. Nodes with higher reconstruction errors
are considered more likely to be anomalous. AnomalyDAE, pro-

posed by Fan et al. [8], captures cross-modality interactions between
graph structures and node attributes. Using Graph Attention Net-
works (GAT) [32] and MLP as encoders, it reconstructs both the
adjacency matrix and the attribute matrix via structure and attribute
decoders. This dual-autoencoder design enhances anomaly detec-
tion from both structural and contextual perspectives. However, its
inner product-based decoders are not learnable, limiting their ex-
pressive power. GAD-NR employs GCN-like models as encoders
and MLP-based decoders to capture structural and contextual infor-
mation [26]. Its learning-based decoders outperform inner product-
based approaches in expressiveness, which contributed to its recogni-
tion as a prior state-of-the-art (SOTA) model. However, MLP-based
decoders fail to fully exploit graph spectral information, leaving
room for improvement in leveraging graph-rich structural and fea-
ture information. ADA-GAD (Anomaly-Denoised Autoencoders for
Graph Anomaly Detection), proposed by He et al. [10], is a two-
stage GAE framework inspired by the “right-shift” phenomenon. Its
first stage involves anomaly-denoised augmentation, followed by re-
training in the second stage using multi-level representations. How-
ever, similar to GAD-NR, it employs MLP-based decoders, which
limit its ability to symmetrically handle spectral information during
reconstruction.

3 Preliminaries
We consider the scenario of node-level anomaly detection on an undi-
rected graph G = (V, E ,X) with node set V and edge set E . In spec-
tral GNNs, the feature matrix X ∈ Rn×d is treated as graph signals,
where n = |V| and x(i) denotes the signal of dimension d from node
i. The structural information of a graph is denoted as an adjacency
matrix A, and D denotes the diagonal degree matrix. The normalized
adjacency matrix can be represented as Ã = D−1/2AD−1/2. With
that, we can derive the normalized Laplacian matrix as L = I − Ã,
with I representing the identity matrix. The eigenvalues λi of L lie in
the interval λi ∈ [0, 2]. Let L = UΛU⊤ denote the eigendecompo-
sition of a normalized Laplacian matrix, where U is the eigenvector
matrix, Λ = diag [λ1, . . . , λn] is the diagonal eigenvalue matrix.

3.1 Graph Convolution via Signal Filter and Spectral
GNNs

The graph Fourier transform of X is defined as X̂ = U⊤X, and the
inverse transform is X = UX̂ [30]. When filtering on spectral graph
signals, we utilize a filter function gc(·) on the Laplacian matrix.
This can be described as gc(L)X = Ugc(Λ)U⊤X. Details of gc(·)
is explained in Section 4.1.

3.2 Graph Deconvolution Using Inverse Function of
Signal Filter

Graph deconvolution operates as the inverse of graph convolution,
designed to recover original node attributes from their smoothed rep-
resentations. From a spectral perspective, this process reverses the
convolution filter’s effect in the graph Fourier domain [18]. Formally,
given a smoothed signal h ∈ RN and a deconvolution filter gd, the
operation is defined as x̂ = U gd(Λ)U⊤h. Equivalently, this can
be written as x̂ = gd(L)h using the Laplacian operator L. The de-
convolution filter gd is typically chosen as the inverse of the original
convolution filter gc. In this paper we use Heat kernel diffusion:
The deconvolution filter gd(λi) = eλi counteracts the smoothing
from gc(λi) = e−λi .



4 Methodology

Figure 1. Illustration of GRASPED

In this section, we present the details of our graph anomaly detec-
tion method called GRASPED. We divide the presentation into three
parts: First, we show the encoding part which consists of a graph en-
coder. Second, we describe the decoding part of our system. Finally,
we elaborate on the optimization objective of our anomaly detection
approach. An overview of our method is shown in Figure 1.

4.1 Graph Encoder

This section presents a multiscale spectral graph neural network
framework that integrates wavelet-based MRA with adaptive filter
learning. By hierarchically combining scaling functions and leverag-
ing refinement relations, our approach constructs interpretable graph
filters. We focus on the graph signal space L2(G)2, decomposed
into nested subspaces through MRA. The signal space decomposes
into a sequence of approximation spaces {Vj}j∈Z and detail spaces
{Wj}j∈Z. Vj captures low-frequency components at resolution j,
and Wj encodes high-frequency details. Then we have a father scal-
ing function ϕj,k and a mother wavelet function ψj,k. The father
scaling function ϕj,k spans Vj and satisfies the refinement relation:

ϕj,k(x) =
∑
m∈Z

hj,mϕj+1,2k+m(x), (1)

where hj,m are refinement coefficients. The mother wavelet function
ψj,k spans Wj and is derived from scaling functions:

ψj,k(x) =
∑
m∈Z

gj,mϕj+1,2k+m(x), (2)

where gj,m are wavelet coefficients. Based on the Mallat algorithm
[23], any signal f ∈ L2(G) admits:

f =
∑
k

α0,kϕ0,k︸ ︷︷ ︸
Coarse approximation

+

∞∑
j=1

∑
k

βj,kψj,k︸ ︷︷ ︸
Detail components

, (3)

where αj,k = ⟨f, ϕj,k⟩, βj,k = ⟨f, ψj,k⟩. As we discussed above,
lower-resolution bases can be constructed from higher-resolution
scaling functions through linear combinations. Combining Equation

2 The space L2(G), also known as the square-integrable function space, con-
sists of all functions f(t) defined on the real line such that the integral of
their squared magnitude is finite. Such functions are called finite-energy
functions. L2(G) is used to handle finite-energy signals and serves as the
foundational space for wavelet analysis and MRA.

2 and Equation 3, we obtain:

f =
∑
k

α0,k ϕ0,k +

∞∑
j=0

∑
k

βj,k

(∑
m∈Z

gj,m ϕj+1,2k+m

)

=
∑
k

α0,k ϕ0,k +

∞∑
j=0

∑
2k+m

⟨f, ϕj+1,2k+m⟩ϕj+1,2k+m

=
∑
k

α0,k ϕ0,k +

∞∑
j=1

∑
2k+m

γj,2k+m ϕj,2k+m , (4)

where γ·,· represents the inner product coefficient obtained by pro-
jecting the function f onto the finer-scale basis functions ϕ·,· and
m ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , Lf − 1} corresponds to the shift of the filter
coefficients, with Lf representing the filter length. In practice, for
real-world (finite) signals or when only a finite approximation accu-
racy is required, one truncates the infinite wavelet decomposition at
j = J − 1. This corresponds to performing J decomposition lev-
els in total. Consequently, at the finest (or highest-frequency) level
j = J − 1, the total number of shift positions is K = 2J−1.

Combining Equation 1 and Equation 4, the spectral filter gc(λ) is
parametrized as a linear combination of Haar scaling functions across
J decomposition layers:

gc(λ) =

J−1∑
j=0

2j−1∑
k=0

γj,k ϕHaar,j,k(λ) =

K−1∑
k=0

θJ,k ϕHaar,J,k(λ), (5)

where θJ,k ∈ R are learnable coefficients. We adopt Haar bases,
whose filter length Lf is 2, for their simplicity, orthogonality, and
computational efficiency. We substitute the spectral filter gc(λ) into
spectral convolution and get:

H = UGcU
⊤XW, (6)

with Gc = diag (gc(λ1), . . . , gc(λn)). We can encode the spatial
realization of gc(λ) in the Multiscale Diffusion Operator M by:

M = UGcU
⊤. (7)

Finally, the output of the (i)-th layer of Z-layer wavelet-based Graph
Encoder H(i)

u is equivalently expressed as:

H(i)
u = σ

(
MH(i−1)

u W(i−1)
)
, (8)

where H
(0)
u = X, and σ is the activation function such as ReLU.

4.2 Structural, Neighbor, and Attribute Decoders

As shown in Figure 1, our decoder consists of three components. We
follow the idea of neighborhood-based reconstruction from GAD-
NR [26]: a structure decoder ϕstr(·) and a neighbor decoder ϕnbh(·),
both utilizing the latent embedding h

(Z)
u from the final layer of the

wavelet-based GNN Encoder with Z layers. We use a powerful GDN
for attribute reconstruction. h(Z)

u serves as the latent representation
of node u in the following sections.

4.2.1 Structure Decoder

For node degree reconstruction, we design an MLP ϕstr(·) that maps
h
(Z)
u to the predicted degree d̂u:

d̂u = ϕstr

(
h(Z)
u

)
. (9)



The reconstruction loss for node u is computed via the L2-distance
between the predicted and ground-truth degrees:

Ld
u =

∥∥∥d̂u − du

∥∥∥2
2
, (10)

where du = |Nu| is the true degree of node u.

4.2.2 Neighbor Decoder

The deployed neighbor decoder ϕnbh(·) consists of two collaborative
components. To reconstruct the neighbors’ feature distribution, we
parameterize a multivariate Gaussian N (µ̂u, Σ̂u) using two MLPs
ϕµ(·) and ϕσ(·), both taking h

(Z)
u as input:

µ̂u = ϕµ

(
h(Z)
u

)
, Σ̂u = diag

(
exp

(
ϕσ

(
h(Z)
u

)))
. (11)

The empirical mean µu and covariance Σu of the neighbors’ features
are computed as:

µu =
1

du

∑
v∈Nu

h(0)
v (12)

Σu =
1

du − 1

∑
v∈Nu

(
h(0)
v − µu

)(
h(0)
v − µu

)⊤
+ ϵI , (13)

where ϵ > 0 ensures numerical stability, and h
(0)
v is the representa-

tion of the node v reside in one-hop neighborhood of node u, i.e.
v ∈ Nu. The reconstruction loss follows the KL-divergence for-
mula [26]:

Ln
u =

1

2

[
log

|Σ̂u|
|Σu|

− p+ tr
(
Σ̂

−1

u Σu

)
+(µu − µ̂u)

⊤ Σ̂
−1

u (µu − µ̂u)
]
, (14)

where p denotes dimension of node representations.

4.2.3 Attribute Decoder

We utilize a GDN, which offers greater expressive power and is better
suited to fully exploit the inherent structure and properties of graph
data [17, 18, 4]. Specifically, we borrow the idea from Wiener Graph
Deconvolutional Network [4].

Given an input signal x corrupted by additive latent augmentation
noise ϵ (assumed i.i.d. with E[ϵi] = 0 and VAR[ϵi] = σ2), the
Wiener filter minimizes the mean squared error (MSE) in the spectral
domain. The reconstruction MSE is formulated as:

MSE(x̂) =
N∑
i=1

((gd(λi)gc(λi)− 1)2 E[x∗2i ] + g2d(λi)σ
2, (15)

where x∗i = UTx represents the spectral projection of input fea-
tures, gc is the graph convolution filter, and gd denotes the decon-
volution filter to be optimized. By setting the derivative of the MSE
with respect to gd(λi) to zero, the optimal deconvolution filter in the
spectral domain is derived as:

gw(λi) =
gc(λi)

g2c (λi) + σ2/E[x∗2i ]
, (16)

where σ2/E[x∗2i ] is termed the Augmentation-to-Energy Ratio
(AER). This ratio dynamically balances noise suppression (domi-
nant in high-AER spectral components) and signal preservation (em-
phasized in low-AER components). To improve computational ef-
ficiency and facilitate deployment, we adopt Heat kernel diffusion,
defined as gc(λi) = e−λi .

To avoid computationally expensive eigendecomposition
(UΛUT ), the Wiener kernel is approximated using Remez
polynomials. For a continuous function ζ(λ) defined on λ ∈ [0, 2],
the K th-order Remez polynomial pK(λ) is constructed to minimize
the approximation error:

Dγ = U

(
K∑

k=0

ck,γλ
k

)
UT =

K∑
k=0

ck,γL
k, (17)

where coefficients ck,γ are optimized via interpolation at Cheby-
shev nodes. This approach reduces the computational complexity to
O(K|E|), making it scalable for large graphs.

To enhance robustness against perturbations, Gaussian noise E
is injected into the latent embeddings H(Z)Ĥ(Z) = H(Z) +
βE, E ∼ N (0, σ2

P I), where σ2
P = VAR[H(Z)] is the vari-

ance of the latent representations, and β controls the noise magni-
tude. This augmentation implicitly models joint perturbations in both
graph topology and features [4]. The decoder employs a multi-layer
deconvolution architecture with Z layers, matching the number of
layers in the encoder, and Q Wiener kernel channels per layer. For
layer i = 1, . . . , Z and channel q = 1, . . . , Q:

Z(i−1)
q = ϕ

(
D(i)

γq
Ĥ(i)W(i)

q

)
,

Ĥ(i−1) = AGG
(
[Z

(i−1)
1 , . . . ,Z

(i−1)
Q ]

)
,

(18)

where D(i)
γq indicates adaptive Wiener kernel at layer i, approximated

via Remez polynomials, AGG(·) denotes aggregation operator, such
as summation, and ϕ is non-linear activation functions. The final re-
constructed attributes Ĥ(0) are obtained by progressively reversing
the encoder’s operations. The model is trained by minimizing the
sum of L2-distance between the original attribute h(0)

u and its recon-
struction representation ĥ

(0)
u across the node set V:

Lx
u = ∥h(0)

u − ĥ(0)
u ∥2 , (19)

where ĥ
(0)
u is the reconstructed attribute of the node u by Wiener

Graph Decoder. This loss function ensures stable training by penaliz-
ing deviations in both low- and high-frequency spectral components,
guided by the Wiener filter’s theoretical guarantees on MSE mini-
mization [4].

4.3 Optimization Objective

The overall reconstruction loss is a combination of the losses to re-
construct the node degree in Eq. 10, the neighbors’ representation
distributions in Eq. 14, and the node self attributes in Eq. 19:

L =
∑
u∈V

L′
u, where L′

u = λdLd
u + λnLn

u + λxLx
u . (20)

Here, λx, λd, and λn are the hyperparameters that control the
weights of different types of reconstruction losses.



5 Experiments and Result Analysis
The experiments we conduct aim to answer the following research
questions:

Question 1 (Q1): How does our approach perform against care-
fully selected baseline models? (see Section 5.2)
Question 2 (Q2): How do different model components and their
specific realization affect the performance of our approach? (see
Section 5.3)
Question 3 (Q3): How do the hyperparameters affect the perfor-
mance of our model? (see Section 5.4)

5.1 Experimental Setup

5.1.1 Dataset

We conduct our experiments on five real-world datasets that con-
tain only organic anomalies: Weibo [41], Reddit [15, 34], Dis-
ney [28], Books [28], and Enron [28]. These datasets differ in size
and anomaly ratios. A summary is shown in Table 1.

To better understand the characteristics of the datasets regarding
contextual and structural node anomalies, we calculate the neigh-
borhood similarity Nsim and the average degree deg for both nor-
mal and anomalous nodes. Nsim quantifies the average similarity
between a node and its neighbors by computing the average mean
square error of their node feature vectors. deg calculates the mean
number of connections within a given set of nodes, representing the
average number of connections per node. We summarize these char-
acteristics of each dataset in Table 2. The detailed formulations of
Nsim and deg can be found in Appendix A. ∆ represents the differ-
ence between normal and anomaly relative to normal 3.

Table 1. Dataset summary with outlier statistics.

Dataset #Nodes #Edges #Feat deg #Anomaly Ratio (%)

weibo 8,405 407,963 400 48.5 868 10.3
reddit 10,984 168,016 64 15.3 366 3.3
disney 124 335 28 2.7 6 4.8
books 1,418 3,695 21 2.6 28 2.0
enron 13,533 176,987 18 13.1 5 0.04

Table 2. Statistical summary of the datasets after the graphs are converted
to undirected form. A sign is added to ∆ to indicate the direction of change

of the anomaly metrics relative to the normal metrics.

Nsim deg
Dataset Normal Anomaly ∆(%) Normal Anomaly ∆(%)

weibo 0.6143 1.5181 +147.14 91.71 44.72 -51.24
reddit 0.0011 0.0012 +3.83 15.40 12.38 -19.61
disney 452.7107 433.9868 -4.14 5.53 2.83 -48.80
books 0.0946 0.0827 -12.58 5.24 3.86 -26.37
enron 0.0418 0.0281 -32.83 26.15 38.60 +47.60

5.1.2 Training Details

The model for each dataset was trained for 200 epochs with a fixed
learning rate of 0.005 using the Adam optimizer [12]. To have re-
sults comparable with those of [10], we perform 10 experiments for

3 ∆ is calculated using the formula: (xa − xn)/xn where xa is Anomaly
and xn is Normal.

each dataset using different seeds and use the experiment results to
compute the mean and STD. We fix a two-layer wavelet-based graph
encoder, each with a hidden dimension of 32. We employed a grid
search to find the optimal combination of hyperparameters λd, λn,
λx,K, β and S. The details of the hyperparameters and the hyperpa-
rameter space can be found in Appendix B. We use the Area Under
the Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve (AUC-ROC) [5] as the
primary evaluation metric. All experiments are performed on a Linux
server with a 3.39 GHz AMD EPYC 7742 64-core Processor and 1
NVIDIA A100 GPU with 80GB memory.

5.1.3 Baseline Methods

We choose various graph anomaly detection models from recent re-
search publications as baseline methods for a comprehensive com-
parison with GRASPED. We include three non-deep learning meth-
ods: SCAN [36], Radar [16] and ANOMALOUS [25]. SCAN is
a structure-based AD model, while ANOMALOUS and Radar are
residual reconstruction-based models that consider both structural
and attribute features. For deep learning based methods, we chose
an adversarial learning-based method GAAN [3] as well as a variety
of popular graph autoencoder-based methods, such as MLPAE [14],
GCNAE [14], DOMINANT [7], DONE [1], AdONE [1], Anomaly-
DAE [8], CONAD [37] and the more recent methods like GAD-NR
[26] as well as ADA-GAD [10].

5.2 Experiment 1: Performance comparison (Q1)

In Table3, we show the results of GRASPED on the benchmark
anomaly detection with baseline models, including prior SOTA mod-
els. We reported the baseline results following [10], presenting the
average performance with its standard deviation (STD). Since the re-
sults reported by GAD-NR are based on only five experimental runs,
we reran the experiments using our setting in Section 5.1.2 with their
code4 and the hyperparameters provided in their paper [26] to ob-
tain results. From the results, we can observe that GRASPED outper-
forms the baseline models on most datasets in detecting benchmark
anomaly labels.

In Table 4 we present the optimal parameters for each dataset
identified using grid search. We observe that, except for the Books
dataset, the contribution of the degree loss to the performance is min-
imal. A possible explanation for this is that the structural information
was already incorporated during the computation of the Laplacian.

5.3 Experiment 2: Ablation Study (Q2)

To understand and evaluate the contributions of different components
of the GAE to GRASPED’s performance, we conduct a series of
experiments to compare the performance of different combinations
of the encoder and feature decoder, while keeping the structure de-
coder constant. In this study, we explore three different variants of
GRASPED, as shown in Table 5.

The results of the experiments are presented in Table 6, with
GRASPED’s performance appended to the last row. From the results,
we observe the following:

• GRASPED consistently outperforms all variants across most
datasets, while being lower than the best-performing variant on
the Weibo dataset. This confirms the effectiveness of using Graph
Encoder and GDN as the attribute decoder regardless of the nature
of the datasets.

4 https://github.com/Graph-COM/GAD-NR



Table 3. Performance (ROC-AUC) (mean ± STD) comparison across
datasets for various methods. The first 3 methods are non-deep learning
models. The best result is highlighted in bold, while the second best is

underlined.

Algorithm Weibo Reddit Disney Books Enron

SCAN 70.6±0.0 49.6±0.0 50.8±0.0 52.4±0.0 53.7±0.0
Radar 98.2±0.0 56.6±0.0 50.1±0.0 56.2±0.0 64.1±0.0
ANOMALOUS 98.2±0.0 51.5±8.6 50.1±0.0 52.5±0.0 63.6±0.3

MLPAE 90.0±0.4 49.7±1.7 48.0±0.0 51.2±5.3 41.5±2.5
GCNAE 88.9±0.3 50.7±0.4 47.3±1.3 54.8±1.5 66.8±0.5
DOMINANT 92.1±0.4 56.2±0.0 52.9±3.0 40.1±2.6 54.9±0.6
DONE 86.8±0.3 51.4±2.2 48.4±4.2 54.0±1.6 61.0±3.1
AdONE 82.9±0.6 51.5±1.3 50.9±2.3 54.1±1.6 58.3±7.3
AnomalyDAE 92.9±0.4 52.2±2.0 48.2±4.1 59.8±4.8 45.8±13.1
GAAN 92.5±0.0 51.2±1.1 48.0±0.0 53.3±2.1 56.5±11.6
CONAD 90.8±0.5 56.0±0.0 45.3±4.6 40.8±1.1 54.6±0.4
GAD-NR 78.6±2.8 58.9±2.5 63.8±6.7 76.5±1.7 75.3±4.3
ADA-GAD 98.4±0.3 56.8±0.0 70.0±3.0 65.2±3.1 72.8±0.8

GRASPED 82.1±1.3 59.9±0.2 83.0±3.6 69.1±2.6 83.3±3.9

Table 4. The optimal hyperparameter for each dataset.

Dataset K β S λn λx λd

weibo 8 0.5 45 0 4 0
reddit 16 0.5 35 0.2 6 0
disney 8 1.2 20 0.6 3 0
books 128 1.5 20 3 6 0.05
enron 16 0.5 20 0.4 3 0

Table 5. Different encoder-decoder combinations for the ablation study.
Decoder A is the attribute decoder, Decoder S is the structure decoder, and

Decoder N is the neighbor decoder.

Variant Encoder Decoder A Decoder S Decoder N

1 Wavelet-based MLP-based MLP-based MLP-based
2 GAT-based GDN-based MLP-based MLP-based
3 GCN-based GDN-based MLP-based MLP-based

Ours Wavelet-based GDN-based MLP-based MLP-based

• All three variants exhibit degraded performance in different cases,
whereas GRASPED achieves the best results on 4 out of the 5
datasets. This indicates the vital role of both the Graph Encoder
and the GDN decoder in effectively capturing multi-resolution
spectral information and reconstructing graph features consis-
tently over different datasets.

• Despite the reduced performance in all three variants, their re-
sults outperform the baseline SOTA models from Table 3 in most
datasets. This demonstrates the robustness and general effective-
ness of GRASPED’s architecture, even in less optimized configu-
rations.

• Table 2 shows that the differences between anomaly and normal
nodes in the Weibo dataset are more pronounced compared to the
other datasets. This distinction suggests that employing relatively
complex models may cause the overlearning of underlying pat-
terns, leading to suboptimal performance. As shown in Table 6,
the performance of Variants 1, 2, and 3 consistently surpasses that
of GRASPED on the Weibo dataset. This observation is further
supported by the results in Table 3, where most non-deep learn-
ing models, which consider both contextual and structural infor-
mation, perform better than most deep learning models - includ-
ing specialized graph-based deep learning models - on the Weibo
dataset. In contrast, more complex models perform better on com-
plex datasets, such as the Reddit dataset, where the contextual and

structural differences between normal and anomaly nodes are rel-
atively small.

These findings validate the design choices of GRASPED and demon-
strate the effectiveness of its Graph Encoder and GDN-based at-
tribute decoder in capturing and utilizing graph structural and spec-
tral information. The ablation study further reinforces the rationality
and effectiveness of GRASPED’s architecture.

Table 6. Performance (ROC-AUC) (mean ± STD) comparison of
GRASPED variants in the ablation study. The best result is highlighted in

bold, while the second best is underlined.

Variant Weibo Reddit Disney Books Enron

1 86.9±0.8 54.5±1.7 80.7±2.3 68.8±1.1 81.4±3.6
2 90.4±0.2 59.9±0.5 82.7±4.2 65.4±4.0 78.8±3.5
3 87.7±0.83 59.0±0.03 80.5±2.7 66.1±2.6 81.6±4.8

Ours 82.1±1.3 59.9±0.2 83.0±3.6 69.1±2.6 83.3±3.9

5.4 Experiment 3: Hyperparameter Analysis (Q3)

To analyze the sensitivity of GRASPED to its hyperparameters, we
conduct experiments on three key parameters: the maximum dilation
parameter K, the augmentation magnitude β, and the sample size
S. For each experiment, we vary the parameter under analysis while
keeping the other hyperparameters fixed. Each experiment is con-
ducted 10 times using different seeds to account for the variability of
the results. We present the mean results along with the corresponding
STD in Figures 2, 3, and 4. The standard deviations are omitted from
the plots for better visualization. Due to time constraints, the results
on the Weibo dataset are excluded from this analysis. Nevertheless,
analyzing the remaining four datasets is particularly interesting, as
our method performs better on these datasets.

5.4.1 Analysis on K

The maximum dilation parameter K is defined as K = 2J , where J
is the total number of decomposition levels. At the j-th decomposi-
tion level, the dilation parameter is k = 2j .K determines the number
of spectral domain levels explored during the decomposition. The re-
sults are presented in Figure 2, where the y-axis represents the ROC-
AUC and the x-axis represents log2K. Each data point indicates the
mean ROC-AUC, while the shaded region indicates the STD.

The results suggest that the best performance is generally achieved
for intermediate values of K. For small K, the encoder fails to ade-
quately decompose spectral domain information, resulting in limited
expressiveness. In this case, the graph convolution becomes compa-
rable to a standard GCN, which affects anomaly detection perfor-
mance. For large K, the recursive nature of the wavelet transform
excessively splits the low-frequency components, offering diminish-
ing benefits for capturing high-frequency anomalies. This can lead
to overfitting, causing ROC-AUC to plateau or even decrease. This
phenomenon is particularly evident in the experiments on the Reddit
dataset, where log2(K) > 6 leads to a significant drop in perfor-
mance.

5.4.2 Analysis on β

The parameter β controls the magnitude of the augmentations ap-
plied during training, which influences the robustness of GRASPED.
The results of the experiments are shown in Figure 3. The results



indicate that varying β does not significantly affect GRASPED’s
ability to detect anomalous nodes. This robustness highlights the
model’s reliability and effectiveness, as it can maintain consistent
performance irrespective of the specific augmentation magnitude.

5.4.3 Analysis on S

The sample size S refers to the number of nodes sampled within a
neighborhood to compute distributions. In our experiments, we vary
the sample size across [5, 10, 15, 20, 25]. The results are summarized
in Figure 4. The findings show no clear trend in performance across
four different datasets. However, a larger S can increase computa-
tional overhead, especially for larger datasets, suggesting a trade-off
between computational cost and model performance. This empha-
sizes the need for practical experimentation to balance efficiency and
effectiveness in real-world applications.

Figure 2. Experiment results of the hyperparameter K for all datasets.

Figure 3. Experiment results of the hyperparameter β for all datasets.

Figure 4. Experiment results of the hyperparameter S for all datasets.

5.5 Analysis on Cora with Synthetic Anomalies

To assess our model’s performance on different types of anomalies,
we perform additional experiments using the Cora dataset, which is
injected with two types of anomalies: contextual anomalies (ctx) and
structural anomalies (str) as defined in [20]. The anomalies are in-
jected into the dataset at different anomaly rates (1%, 5% and 10%)
to evaluate how varying anomaly frequencies affect the performance
of our model. The results are illustrated in Figure 5, while the optimal
parameters obtained by grid search for each experiment are shown in
Figure 7.

In Figure 5, we observe that the anomaly rate does not signifi-
cantly impact the overall performance of our model. The ROC-AUC
remains stable from 1% to 10%, with a slight decrease observed at
5% for both types of anomalies. This indicates the robustness of our
model against different anomaly rates. Furthermore, when compar-
ing the detection capabilities for contextual and structural anomalies,
our model performs better in detecting contextual anomalies, which
highlights the ability of the model to capture contextual information
in graphs.

Figure 5. Results on the Cora dataset with different anomaly types and
injection rates.

Table 7. The optimal hyperparameter for Cora with different anomaly
types and injection rates.

Type Rate (%) K β S λn λx λd

ctx 1 16 1.5 70 0.2 10 0
ctx 5 16 0.7 70 0.2 10 0
ctx 10 16 0.7 70 0.2 10 0
str 1 128 0 35 0.6 10 0
str 5 128 1.0 35 0.6 3 0
str 10 128 1.5 45 0.4 4 0

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce GRASPED, a GAE-based unsuper-
vised anomaly detection model. GRASPED utilizes an encoder to
capture spectral information at multiple resolutions and a graph
deconvolution-based decoder to effectively reconstruct graph embed-
dings. Experimental results on real-world datasets for node anomaly
detection demonstrate that our model achieved state-of-the-art per-
formance on several benchmarks. Further experiments highlight the
effectiveness of our model in capturing and utilizing graph struc-
tural and spectral information, as well as its stability in performance
across different hyperparameters. For future work, we plan to extend
GRASPED for direct application on directed graphs, eliminating the
need for prior conversion of the graphs to an undirected form.
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A Property of datasets
Neighborhood Similarity Neighborhood similarity Nsim quanti-
fies how similar a node is to its neighbors on average. For a given
node v, its neighborhood similarity is defined as:

Nsim(v) =
1

|N(v)|
∑

u∈N(v)

MAE(v, u), (21)

where:

• N(v) is the set of first-order neighbors of node v.
• |N(v)| is the number of neighbors of v.
• MAE(v, u) represents the similarity between nodes v and u,

which is calculated using the mean absolute error.

The mean absolute error between two node feature vectors is calcu-
lated by:

MAE(v, u) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

|vi − ui|. (22)

Our calculation of Nsim is performed without normalizing the node
feature vectors.

Average Degree The average degree deg measures the mean num-
ber of connections in a given set of nodes. For a set of nodes V , the
average degree is computed as:

deg(V) = 1

|V|
∑
v∈V

degree(v), (23)

where:

• V represents the set of nodes (which can be all nodes, normal
nodes, or anomalous nodes).

• |V| is the number of nodes in the set.
• degree(V) represents the degree of node v, i.e., the number of

connections it has.

B Hyperparameters for Grid Search
Specifically, the parameters were explored over the following ranges:

• λn ∈ {0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 2.0, 3.0, 8.0, 9.0}
• λa ∈ {0.3, 0.4, 0.6, 1.0, 3.0, 4.0, 6.0, 10.0}
• λd ∈ {0, 0.05, 0.15, 0.25}

For the sample size S, values of {5, 6, 8, 10, 15, 20, 25}
were applied for most datasets, while a broader range
of {20, 35, 40, 45, 60, 70, 80} was considered when nec-
essary. The number of neighbors K was varied over
{2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256} and the parameter β was set within
{0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 1.0, 1.5}. In constructing our attribute decoder based
on the Wiener GDN framework [4], we adhered to the default
settings provided by Wiener GDN except for the β parameter, which
was fine-tuned during training.


