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Abstract

Semi-supervised anomaly detection (AD) has shown great promise
by effectively leveraging limited labeled data. However, existing
methods are typically structured around scoring individual points
or simple pairs. Such point- or pair-centric view not only over-
looks the contextual nature of anomalies, which are defined by
their deviation from a collective group, but also fails to exploit the
rich supervisory signals that can be generated from the combina-
torial composition of sets. Consequently, such models struggle to
exploit the high-order interactions within the data, which are crit-
ical for learning discriminative representations. To address these
limitations, we propose SetAD, a novel framework that reframes
semi-supervised AD as a Set-level Anomaly Detection task. SetAD
employs an attention-based set encoder trained via a graded learn-
ing objective, where the model learns to quantify the degree of
anomalousness within an entire set. This approach directly models
the complex group-level interactions that define anomalies. Fur-
thermore, to enhance robustness and score calibration, we propose
a context-calibrated anomaly scoring mechanism, which assesses
a point’s anomaly score by aggregating its normalized deviations
from peer behavior across multiple, diverse contextual sets. Exten-
sive experiments on 10 real-world datasets demonstrate that SetAD
significantly outperforms state-of-the-art models. Notably, we show
that our model’s performance consistently improves with increas-
ing set size, providing strong empirical support for the set-based
formulation of anomaly detection.
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1 Introduction

Anomaly detection, the task of identifying data instances that devi-
ate from a norm, is a critical problem with far-reaching applications
across diverse domains, including cybersecurity [11], financial fraud
prevention [6, 19], industrial monitoring [18], and medical diag-
nosis [8, 14]. The core challenge lies in computationally defining
and capturing this “deviation” As articulated in early foundational
work, an outlier is an observation that “appears to deviate markedly
from other members of the sample in which it occurs” [12]. This
definition establishes a fundamental principle: anomalousness is
not an intrinsic property of a point, but a relative concept defined
by its relationship to a collective context. Recently, the rapid growth
of data complexity and volume, coupled with growing demand for
automated and robust anomaly detection solutions, has spurred
significant research in this area, particularly leveraging deep learn-
ing to automatically learn representations that distinguish normal
patterns from anomalous ones.

Among different learning settings, the semi-supervised anomaly
detection (SSAD) approach has gained significant traction [2, 20, 22,
24, 28, 30, 35]. By leveraging a small number of labeled anomalies
alongside a large pool of unlabeled data, semi-supervised methods
offer a practical and effective compromise for real-world scenarios
where labeled data is scarce but not entirely absent. While existing
deep SSAD methods have achieved considerable success, a closer
examination reveals that many of them do not fully embrace this
foundational principle of context-dependency. A significant por-
tion of these approaches still evaluates the anomalousness of a
data point in a highly localized or isolated manner. For instance,
some methods focus on learning a scoring function that maps a
single point to an anomaly score, effectively treating each instance
independently without explicitly modeling its relationship to its
peers [23, 35]. This formulation inherently limits the diversity of
supervision, as each labeled anomaly contributes to only a nar-
row slice of the training signal. Other works have advanced to a
pairwise formulation, learning to discriminate between normal-
normal and normal-anomaly pairs [22] or measuring the distance
of each point to a learned data center [24]. Although these pairwise
comparisons introduce a basic form of context, a single reference
point or a center may provide a narrow and often insufficient view
for identifying complex anomalies. While a few methods, such as
REPEN [21], incorporate multiple points by independently encod-
ing them and computing the k-NN distance of a test point to this
reference set, their approach remains inherently point-centric. By
not explicitly modeling interactions between the test point and its
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context, it limits expressiveness and the ability to fully leverage
available data and discriminate subtle anomalies.

To address these challenges, we introduce SetAD, a novel frame-
work designed to explicitly operationalize the principle of context-
dependent anomaly detection. Instead of evaluating individual
points or pairs, SetAD reframes anomaly detection as a set-level
graded learning problem: it learns to quantify the collective degree
of anomalousness within a set of points. The core of our framework
is a purpose-built interaction-aware set encoder that leverages a
self-attention mechanism. This architecture symmetrically models
all pairwise and high-order dependencies among the points in a set,
allowing it to capture the complex structural distortions caused by
anomalies—a capability largely absent in prior work. We train this
encoder using a graded regression objective, tasking it to predict
the number of known anomalies within dynamically sampled sets.
This formulation transforms a small number of labeled anomalies
into a rich, combinatorially diverse training signal, significantly
amplifying supervision beyond traditional point-wise or pairwise
schemes. During inference, we employ a robust context-calibrated
anomaly scoring mechanism, which provides a stable and calibrated
score for any test point by evaluating it against its peers within
different contexts. More importantly, our extensive experiment
has shown that this holistic, set-based design allows our model’s
performance to consistently improve with increasing context size,
providing strong empirical validation for our central hypothesis.

To sum up, the main contributions of this work are as follows:

e We propose SetAD, a novel framework for semi-supervised
anomaly detection, which reframes the task from point-wise
evaluation to quantifying the collective anomalousness of a
set.

e We design a set-level graded learning framework that in-
corporates an attention-based encoder to model intra-set
dependencies and capture the context-sensitive nature of
anomalies.

e We present a context-calibrated anomaly scoring mecha-
nism that yields stable scores by normalizing each test point
against its contextual peers, mitigating biases from sampling
noise and data contamination.

e We conduct comprehensive experiments on 10 real-world
benchmark datasets, demonstrating that SetAD significantly
outperforms state-of-the-art methods. Furthermore, we pro-
vide the empirical evidence that a well-designed set-based
model’s performance consistently improves with increased
context size, validating our core hypothesis.

2 Related Works

2.1 Unsupervised Anomaly Detection

Unsupervised anomaly detection has been extensively studied,
driven by the scarcity of labeled data in many real-world applica-
tions. These methods operate under the assumption that anomalies
are rare and structurally different from the majority of normal data.
Classical methods often define anomalies based on statistical or
distance-based heuristics. For example, the widely-used Local Out-
lier Factor (LOF)[4] identifies points in sparse neighborhoods as
anomalies by comparing local densities. Isolation Forest (IF)[17]

identifies anomalies as points that are more susceptible to isola-
tion through random feature partitioning. One-class classification
methods, including One-Class SVM [27] and its deep variant Deep
SVDD [24] attempt to enclose normal data within a compact bound-
ary and treat deviations as outliers. Distribution-based approaches
like ECOD [16] and COPOD [15] estimate the distribution of data
and identify anomalies via statistical extremities.

Deep learning-based methods further extend these paradigms.
Autoencoders [5, 34] reconstruct inputs and consider high recon-
struction error as indicative of anomalies. Generative Adversarial
Networks (GANs)[26, 32] learn to generate data and use a discrimi-
nator to flag data that do not align with learned distributions. Recent
advancements have focused on learning the intricate structure of
normal data through representation learning. Deep Isolation For-
est [31] improves IF by replacing data vector with deep feature rep-
resentations, which enables better partitioning in complex spaces.
DPAD [9] proposes learning dense, locally compact embeddings
for normal data, and evaluates anomalies by measuring sparsity
in the learned space using kNN. Unlike traditional dimensionality
reduction techniques, DPAD explicitly optimizes for compactness
rather than reconstruction or visualization quality. These meth-
ods reflect a growing trend toward learning representation spaces
where anomalies become easier to separate.

Despite these significant advancements, unsupervised methods
face a fundamental challenge: without any labeled guidance, they
rely on strong, often implicit assumptions about the nature of
anomalies (e.g., low density, high reconstruction error). These as-
sumptions may not hold true for all types of anomalies, leading
to performance limitations. This limitation highlights the need for
supervision to learn more nuanced and context-aware anomaly
definitions, which is the focus of semi-supervised approaches.

2.2 Semi-supervised Anomaly Detection

The limitations of unsupervised methods have spurred the develop-
ment of semi-supervised anomaly detection, which aims to improve
performance by leveraging a small number of labeled anomalies. A
typical way in SSAD is to intergrade supervision signal to guide the
learning process in unsupervised method. DevNet[23] exemplifies
the point-wise approach, training an end-to-end network to directly
output an anomaly score for each instance, guided by a prior on
the score distribution. Similarly, FEAWAD(35] uses labeled data to
guide the feature extraction of an autoencoder, thereby improving
its point-wise scoring capability. GANomaly [2] takes a generative
approach by combining adversarial learning with reconstruction-
based detection, using an encoder—decoder—encoder architecture
to reconstruct normal data and identify anomalies via reconstruc-
tion and latent inconsistencies. Moving to pairwise relationships,
DeepSAD[25] extends the unsupervised Deep SVDD by using la-
beled anomalies to enforce a clearer separation, pushing normal
data towards a learned hypersphere center while repelling anom-
alies. PReNet[22] further formalizes this by learning a dedicated
relation network to explicitly score the similarity of data pairs.
SSIF[28] adapts the classic Isolation Forest by using labeled in-
stances to probabilistically guide the tree-building process, biasing
splits to more effectively isolate anomalies. REPEN [21] scores a
point based on its k-nearest neighbor distance to a reference set of
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Figure 1: The proposed SetAD framework. The framework operates in two phases. (Left) A set scoring model is trained via
graded regression to predict the number of anomalies in dynamically sampled sets. (Right) During inference, the trained model
scores a test point by normalizing its score within shared contexts against the expected score of reference points.

normal samples. While it considers a “set”, the underlying mech-
anism is an aggregation of simple pairwise Euclidean distances,
which does not capture the complex, high-order interactions within
the combined group of the target point and its context. Other inno-
vative approaches, such as SSRDT [30], operate on a higher level
by learning a transformation that projects the entire distribution
of normal and anomalous data into two distinct, well-separated
target distributions in a latent space. Several newer works tackle
more specialized challenges in SSAD. For example, TargAD [20]
focuses on identifying user-defined or domain-specific anomalies,
while CAD [10] proposes a denoising framework tailored for highly
contaminated training data. NNG-Mix [7] augments training with
synthetic anomalies to enrich supervision, and KDAlign [33] lever-
ages external knowledge to improve detection accuracy.

While these methods offer diverse perspectives, most still operate
on point-level or pair-level comparisons. This paradigm may have
two limitations. First, it fails to model the holistic, internal structure
of the context, which is often what truly defines a sophisticated
anomaly. An anomaly’s nature may not be revealed by its distance
to a center or its relationship with a single peer, but by how it
disrupts the collective geometry of a group. Second, this paradigm
underutilizes the available supervision. By focusing on individual
points, it misses the opportunity for rich combinatorial supervision
that arises from sets. A handful of labeled anomalies can generate a
vast number of unique sets with varying anomaly grades, providing
a much denser and more nuanced training signal.

3 Methodology
3.1 Problem Statement

Let X = {x1, ... X, Xnt1, s Xn+m } C R? be a dataset drawn from an
unknown data distribution p(x), where X4 = {xp+1, Xn+25 -+ Xn+m
represents a small set of labeled anomalies, and Xy = {x1, x2, ..., X }
is a large pool of unlabeled data, primarily consisting of normal
points. We assume that m < n. The goal of a semi-supervised
anomaly detection model is to learn a scoring function ¢ : R — R

such that ¢(x) « log%, where y = 1 indicates that the point

x is anomalous, and y = 0 indicates that the point x is normal. The
function ¢(x) is designed to assign a higher score to anomalous
points, distinguishing them from the majority of normal points.

3.2 SetAD Overview

Reframing AD as a Set Scoring Problem. Anomaly is inherently a
relative concept, which is usually defined as a data instance that de-
viates significantly from others. This motivates a context-dependent
formulation, in which the anomalousness of a point should be eval-
uated in relation to other samples. In this work, we propose SetAD,
a novel approach that reframes anomaly detection as a set-level
graded learning task. Instead of scoring individual points in isola-
tion, SetAD learns to measure the degree of anomalousness of a
set based on the number of anomalies it contains. By training on
sets with varying anomaly counts, the model learns to quantify
how the inclusion of anomalous samples distorts the overall struc-
ture of the set. This set-based formulation unifies and generalizes
point-wise and pairwise approaches, and enables rich combinatorial
supervision even with a limited number of labeled anomalies.

Specifically, the overall architecture of SetAD is illustrated in
Fig.1. The training data is constructed by randomly sampling sets
containing varying numbers of labeled anomalies, which encour-
ages the model to learn graded representations across a continuum
of anomaly severity. The scoring function ¢(-) is implemented via
an auxiliary function @s(-) that evaluates the anomaly level of a set
S. An attention-based encoder is first used to aggregate the infor-
mation of the input set and get the joint embedding of the whole
set. This allows the model to capture complex inter-point relation-
ships across the set. This representation is then passed through a
regression head to produce a scalar score. By training the model to
regress toward the number of anomalies in each set, SetAD bene-
fits from smoother supervision than hard-label classification, and
learns to capture fine-grained inconsistency patterns among set
elements. During inference, to reduce the impact of randomness
and mitigate the influence of contamination in the training data, we
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apply a context-controlled normalization strategy to provide robust
and calibrated anomaly scores.

3.3 Set-Level Graded Anomaly Learning

This section introduces the core learning mechanism of SetAD,
which aims to quantify the degree of anomalousness for a given
set of instances. To learn representations that are sensitive to the
presence of anomalies, we move beyond existing pointwise or pair-
wise methods. Our approach learns to regress a continuous score
that reflects the anomaly severity of a set. This enables the model
to capture subtle inconsistency patterns and leverage richer super-
vision from limited labeled data through various combinations of
data instances. The remainder of this section details the training
data construction, the architecture of the set encoder, the training
objective, and the overall training procedure.

3.3.1 Set Construction and Supervision Signal. To train the set-level
scoring function ¢s, we construct synthetic training samples by
randomly sampling small sets of data points from the training pool.
Specially, each set S = {x1,x3,...,x,} of size k contains a mix of
labeled anomalies from X4 and unlabeled samples from Xi;. The
supervision signal for each set ys = ny4 is defined as the number
of known anomalies it contains (e.g., 0, 1, or 2). This sampling
strategy introduces graded supervision, allowing the model to learn
how anomaly severity increases as more anomalous instances are
included in the set.

We acknowledge that unlabeled data Xy may contain unknown
anomalies, leading to imperfect set labels during training. However,
our model is designed to tolerate such contamination: the contami-
nation rate is low, mislabeled sets are treated as stochastic noise,
and our following graded, set-based training encourages learning of
relative anomaly severity. Moreover, inference-time normalization
further mitigates residual effects, as detailed in Section 3.4.

3.3.2  Set Scoring Model. To effectively score a set S, the encoder
must learn a function that is invariant to the permutation of its
elements, as the ordering of points within a set carries no intrinsic
meaning. Our architecture achieves this through a sequence of
embedding, interaction, aggregation, and regression stages. First,
each element x; € S is projected into a shared latent space using an
embedding function & : R? — R%, parameterized by 6;:

zZi = S(Xi;gl), in €S (l)

where dj, < d is the hidden dimension of the learned representation.
This results in a set of embedding vectors Z = {z;, z,, ...z }. After
that, we employ a multi-head attention mechanism [29] to condition
the context embedding on the target point. Specifically, the entire
set of embeddings Z serves as the Query, Key, and Value for a
multi-head attention layers:

T
v @
Vdn/h
where h is the number of attention heads, Q = W,Z, K = W, Z,V =
W,Z with learned projection matrices, and Z’ = {z, z,, z,’c} is
the set of contextualized output embeddings. This step enables the
model to capture high-order structural information by creating
representations where each point’s embedding is informed by its
relationship to the entire set.

Z' = softmax(

Algorithm 1 Set-Level Graded Anomaly Learning

Input: training set X = {Xy,Xa} € R4
Output: set scoring function ¢g : RK)*4 - R

1: Randomly initialize model parameters © = {6y, 05, Wy, Wi, W, }
2: for i =1to n_epochs do

3. for j =1to n_batches do

4 Randomly sample a batch of training pairs {(S; ys,) 2,
5: Calculate loss J « & >N s (Si) — s, |

6 Gradient descent to update model parameters

7. end for

8: end for

9: return Set scoring function ¢s parameterized by ©

To produce a single, fixed-size representation for the whole set,
we then apply a permutation-invariant sum pooling operation!
to aggregate the contextualized embeddings and accumulate the
contributions from each point in the set:

S
25 =hAgg(Z') = ) 7 3)
i=1
This aggregation step compiles the learned interactions into a holis-
tic summary vector zs. This vector is subsequently passed through a
regression head R : R()*d s R, parameterized by 6,, to produce
the final scalar anomaly score:

$s(S) = R(zs; 02) ©

In our implementation, both the representation function & and
the regression head R are instantiated as multilayer perceptrons
(MLPs). Notably, when the set size is k = 2, the architecture reduces
to a pairwise model similar to PReNet [22], which concatenates
the embeddings of a target point with a single randomly sampled
instance; when k = 1, this architecture reduces to a pointwise model
similar to DevNet [23], which takes the embedding of a single point
to evaluate its anomalousness. However, by modeling higher-order
interactions among multiple points and combining this with our
robust inference strategy, SetAD is able to capture richer contextual
cues. As we will demonstrate empirically, detecting anomalies at
the set level leads to improved performance over methods that
operate on individual points or point pairs.

3.3.3 Training Objective. To optimize ¢s, we use a regression ob-
jective that minimizes the mean absolute error (MAE) between the
predicted anomaly score and the ground truth label:

N
T©) =~ |gs(5) - vs, (5)
N
i=1

where N is the number of sampled sets in a batch, the label ys;, = na
is the number of known anomalies in S;, © denotes all learnable pa-
rameters of the model. By training the model to predict the quantity
of anomalies, we provide it with a rich, quantitative supervisory
signal. This encourages the model to learn a structured mapping
where the output score meaningfully reflects the degree of collec-

tive anomalousness. We also experimented with Mean Squared
Error (MSE) loss, which yielded comparable performance.

'We also explored using max pooling, which yielded slightly inferior performance.
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Algorithm 2 Context-Calibrated Anomaly Scoring

Input: Trained set scoring function ¢s, test point x;, normal set
Xy, number of contexts nc, number of reference normals n,.
Output: Anomaly score for the test point ¢(x;).
1: Initialize a sum for output scores:test_sum <« 0
2: fori=1toncdo
3:  Randomly sample a context set C; C Xy of size k — 1
Compute the test score s;(x;) « ¢s({x;} U Cy)
Initialize a sum for reference scores:ref_sum <« 0
for j =1ton, do
Randomly sample a reference point x; from Xy
Compute the reference score s(x;) < ¢s({x;} UC;)
ref_sum « ref_sum + s(x;)
10:  end for

R S A

11:  Compute the mean reference score:s, « ref_sum/n,

122 Compute the normalized test score for this context
§i(x) & si(xy) — 8¢

13:  test_sum « test_sum + $;(x;)

14: end for

15: return Final score ¢(x;) « test_sum/nc

3.3.4 Training Procedure. The overall training procedure for im-
plementing our Set-Level Graded Anomaly Learning is formally
outlined in Algorithm 1. The model is trained iteratively over a
series of epochs and mini-batches. In each training step, a new
mini-batch of set-label pairs {(S;, ys,)}2, is dynamically generated
according to the sampling strategy described previously, where
each set S; is constructed with a known number of anomalies serv-
ing as its ground-truth grade, ys,. The set scoring function ¢s then
processes each set to predict its anomaly grade. The Mean Abso-
lute Error between the model’s predictions and the true labels is
computed across the batch. This loss is then backpropagated to up-
date the model’s parameters © = {01, 0, W, Wi, W, } via gradient
descent. Through this process, the model learns a scoring function
that is explicitly optimized to quantify the degree of anomalousness
within a set of instances.

3.4 Context-Calibrated Anomaly Scoring

While our model ¢y is trained to score sets, the ultimate goal of
anomaly detection is to assign a score to an individual data point.
A naive approach might be to place a test point in a random set of
normal points and use the resulting score directly. However, such
a score would lack a meaningful scale and be highly sensitive to
the other points in the set, a major issue given that our normal
data pool may suffer from contamination by unknown anomalies.
For instance, a perfectly normal test point could receive a high
score simply because it was paired with a “dirty” set that contains
unlabeled anomalies, leading to a false positive.

To solve this, we introduce a context-calibrated anomaly scoring
mechanism,. The core principle is to disentangle a point’s intrinsic
anomalousness from the properties of the points it is compared
against. We achieve this by measuring a point’s score relative to a
consistent local reference, which we formally define as a context
C. In our framework, a context is a set of s — 1 points randomly
sampled from the normal data pool Xy;. By using this context as a
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Table 1: Statistics of datasets.

Datasets Size d Anomalies m  Category
Cardiotocography | 2114 21 466 18(5%) Healthcare
Mammography | 11183 6 260 10(5%) Healthcare
SpamBase 4207 57 1679 13(1%) Document
Mnist 7603 100 700 28(5%) Image
Shuttle 49097 9 3511 28(1%)  Image
Celeba 202599 39 4547 36(1%)  Image
Cover 286048 10 2747 21(1%)  Botany
Campaign 41118 62 4640 37(1%)  Finance
Fraud 284807 29 492 19(5%) Finance
Census 299285 500 18568 148(1%) Sociology

shared background, we can directly compare the effect a test point
has versus the effect a typical normal point has.

Our procedure operationalizes this principle through a two-step
scoring and normalization process for any given context C;. First,
we compute the raw score of the test point x;, within this context,
given by s; = ¢s(C; U{x;}). Second, to establish a dynamic baseline
of normalcy specific to C;, we calculate the expected score of a set
formed by pairing this same context with a point drawn randomly
from the unlabeled pool. The resulting context-normalized score is
the deviation of the test score from this peer-based expectation:

$i(xr) = ¢s(Ci U {xr}) = Byt [$5(Ci U {x; D] (6)

While this normalization corrects for the bias of a context, the
score §;(x;) is still a random variable dependent on the choice of
C;. To obtain a stable final score that is independent of any single
context’s peculiarities, we marginalize out this randomness. This is
achieved by computing the expected value of the normalized score
over the distribution of all possible contexts that can be sampled
from Xy. The final anomaly score @(x;) is therefore defined as:

P(x1) =Beinxy [9s(Ci U {xe}) = Byjony [¢5(Ci U {x; D] (7)

This marginalization over the context distribution effectively
averages out sampling variance, producing a highly reliable and
robust final score. The practical Monte Carlo procedure for approx-
imating these expectations is formalized in Algorithm 2. Notably,
since the sampling of reference points is independent of the test
sample, the expected reference score for each context can be pre-
computed and reused across all test instances. Each test sample is
evaluated over nc sets, each of size k, resulting in n¢ X k total inputs
to the set encoder per test instance. Thanks to the batch-wise set en-
coding, these computations can be handled within a single forward
pass for the attention-base encoder, ensuring efficient inference

4 Experiments
4.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets. We conduct extensive experiments on 10 real-world
datasets from various domains, commonly used to benchmark
anomaly detection models [13, 17, 22, 23, 35]. These datasets are
sourced from the ODDS library and the Adbench benchmark [13].
We adopt standard anomaly definitions consistent with prior stud-
ies [1, 3, 13, 17], leveraging domain-specific knowledge or identify-
ing minority classes as anomalies. Specifically, in the Cardiotocog-
raphy and Mammography datasets, which pertain to medical di-
agnosis, instances associated with specific diseases are labeled as
anomalies. For SpamBase, which involves spam email detection,
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Table 2: Overall comparison on 10 real-world datasets. Performance ranks are shown in the parenthesis. Methods with the best
performance are marked in bold. “OOM” refers to a Out of memory error with 256GB system RAM.

AUC-ROC

AUC-PR

Datasets
GAN REPEN DevNet DeepSAD FEAWAD PReNet SSIF

GAN REPEN DevNet DeepSAD FEAWAD PReNet SSIF SetAD

Cardio. [0.7308(8) 0.8930(5) 0.9332(2) 0.8827(6) 0.8975(4) 0.9325(3) 0.8759(7) 0.9433(1)[0.4457(8) 0.7483(6) 0.8314(3) 0.7505(5) 0.7984(4) 0.8331(2
0.8844(5) 0.6493(8) 0.9032(1)|0.1946(7) 0.4526(6) 0.5230(2) 0.5115(3
0.8342(5) 0.8204(7) 0.9185(1)|0.7427(7) 0.7814(5) 0.8314(3) 0.6690(8
)
)

Mammo. |0.8595(7) 0.8971(4) 0.9024(2) 0.8990(3) 0.8656(6
SpamBase |0.8261(6) 0.8533(4) 0.8534(3) 0.7575(8) 0.8715(2
Mnist  [0.6995(8) 0.9707(1) 0.9361(5) 0.9427(4) 0.9592(2
Shuttle [0.9737(8) 0.9922(4) 0.9886(5) 0.9966(1) 0.9923(3
Celeba [0.3773(7) 0.9268(4) 0.9372(2) 0.8630(6) 0.8640(5

0.9856(7) 0.9942(2

0.9994(3
Campaign |0.6623(8) 0.8066(4) 0.8078(3) 0.7624(7) 0.7986(5
Fraud [0.8309(7) 0.9703(2) 0.9428(6) 0.9450(5) 0.9466(4
Census |0.6670(7) 0.8995(1) 0.8125(3) 0.7603(6) 0.8097(5

0.9477(3
0.8118(4

0.9246(6) 0.8760(7) 0.9586(3)
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0.7377(7) 0.8447(1)
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6) 0.8806(1)
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0.9696(4) 0.9739(3) 0.9407(7) 0.9745(2)
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OOM  0.9635(1)
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Average |0.7253(7) 0.9205(2) 0.9113(3) 0.8802(6) 0.9001(5) 0.9051(4

)
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)
)
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)
)
)
)
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spam messages are regarded as anomalies. In the case of image-
based datasets such as Shuttle, CelebA, and MNIST originating from
handwritten digit recognition, spacecraft diagnostics, and facial
attribute domains, the samples from infrequent classes are consid-
ered anomalous. The Campaign dataset, which records outcomes
of bank telemarketing efforts, considers the rare successful cases
as anomalies. For the Fraud dataset, which focuses on credit card
transactions, fraudulent activities are treated as anomalies. Lastly,
in the Census dataset derived from U.S. census data, individuals
with unusually high incomes are identified as anomalies.

For each dataset, we randomly partition the data into an 80%
training set and a 20% test set. Following existing methods, the
training set is composed of a large pool of unlabeled data and a
small, designated set of labeled anomalies, and the contamination
rate within the unlabeled data is maintained under 2% [22, 23, 35].
The number of labeled anomalies provided for supervision is kept
small and proportional to the dataset’s scale to reflect practical
constraints where such labels are scarce. This ensures a consistent,
limited amount of supervision across all datasets. The specific de-
tails of each dataset are provided in Table 1. Prior to training, all
datasets undergo z-score normalization. Any feature dimensions
with a standard deviation of zero are removed as they provide no
discriminative information. For evaluation on the test set, we select
the model checkpoint that achieves the lowest loss value on the
training data.

Evaluation Metrics. To provide a comprehensive and robust
assessment of model performance, we employ two standard met-
rics: the Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve
(AUC-ROC) and the Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve (AUC-
PR). AUC-ROC provides a general measure of a model’s ability to
discriminate between classes across all decision thresholds. How-
ever, in anomaly detection scenarios characterized by extreme class
imbalance, AUC-ROC can be overly optimistic, as high scores can
be achieved by correctly classifying the abundant normal instances,
even if performance on the rare anomaly class is poor. To provide
a more focused assessment on the minority class, we therefore also
report the AUC-PR. This metric evaluates the trade-off between
precision and recall and is widely recognized as a more informative
measure when the positive class (anomalies) is rare. This is because
its value is not influenced by the number of true negative classifi-
cations, which dominate imbalanced datasets. For both metrics, a
higher value indicates superior performance..

Competing Methods. We benchmark SetAD against six state-
of-the-art SSAD models to ensure a comprehensive evaluation:

REPEN][21], DeepSAD [25], GANormaly [2], DevNet[23], FEAWAD [35],

PReNet[22] and SSIF [28]. This selection covers a wide spectrum
of modeling philosophies. GANormaly represents generative ap-
proaches that leverage adversarial training and reconstruction-
based approaches. DevNet, FEAWAD, and the Isolation Forest-
based SSIF represent point-wise approaches that score individual
instances. DeepSAD and PReNet exemplify center-based and pair-
wise methods, respectively, evaluating a point based on its distance
to a learned center or its relationship with another point. Finally,
REPEN serves as a simplified set-based baseline, scoring a point via
its k-NN distance to a reference set of normals. Comparing with
these diverse methods helps validate the benefits of our expressive,
interaction-aware set-based approach.

Implementation Details. For our model, the size of the set k
is set to 8 in default. We randomly sample sets containing 0, 1 and
2 anomalies for training in the graded learning stage. The embed-
ding function & is implemented as a single-layer MLP with a ReLU
activation, which projects each input point into a 20-dimensional
latent space, a dimension chosen in line with prior works [21-23].
The self-attention mechanism utilizes 2 attention heads. We experi-
mented with a higher number of heads (e.g., 4 and 5) but observed
no significant performance gain, thus selecting 2 for model sim-
plicity. The regression head R is also a single-layer MLP that maps
the aggregated set representation to a final scalar score. The model
is trained for 20 epochs, with each epoch consisting of 20 mini-
batches. We use the RMSProp optimizer [36] with a learning rate
of 1e-3 and a weight decay of 0.1 to update the model parameters.
In context-calibrated anomaly scoring, we vary n, from 10 to 50
and observe that performance stabilizes around 30. For nc¢, perfor-
mance improves steadily from 10 to 80, and we choose nc = 60 as
a practical trade-off between accuracy and computational cost. For
all competing methods, we use their officially released code and
follow the hyperparameter settings recommended in their original
papers. To ensure robust and reproducible results, we report the
average performance over ten independent runs for all models.

4.2 Overall Performance
We evaluate the overall effectiveness of SetAD by comparing it
against seven state-of-the-art methods on 10 real-world datasets.
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Figure 2: AUC-PR w.r.t different set size k.

The detailed results for both AUC-ROC and AUC-PR are presented
in Table 2. Note that among the baselines, SSIF can not operate
with 256GB system RAM on 4 large datasets. The experimental
results clearly demonstrate the superiority of our proposed SetAD
framework. As shown in the table, SetAD achieves the best average
performance across all datasets on both metrics, ranking first in 7
out of 10 datasets on AUC-ROC and a remarkable 9 out of 10 on
AUC-PR. In detail, SetAD obtains better average AUC-ROC score
than REPEN (2.2%), DevNet (3.2%), PReNet (3.9%), FEAWAD (4.5%),
DeepSAD (6.9%), and GAN (29.7%). For AUC-PR, SetAD achieves
more substantial improvements compared to DevNet (6.0%), PReNet
(8.2%), REPEN (12.4%), FEAWAD (14.9%), DeepSAD (19.9%), and
GAN (123.5%). These results demonstrate the effectiveness of our
proposed approach across various settings.

This strong performance can be attributed to the core design
principles of SetAD. Unlike point-wise methods like DevNet and
FEAWAD, or pairwise models like PReNet, which rely on localized
comparisons, SetAD’s self-attention based encoder is designed to
capture the holistic, high-order interactions within a set of points.
This allows it to learn more discriminative representations by un-
derstanding how an anomaly disrupts the collective structure of
its local context. When compared to REPEN which also considers
a set of normals, SetAD’s ability to model complex interactions
proves superior to REPEN’s simpler aggregation of k-NN distances.
Notably, SetAD’s advantage is pronounced in the AUC-PR metric,
which is more sensitive to performance on the rare anomaly class.
This suggests that by learning from the graded anomalousness of
entire sets, our model develops a more precise understanding of
the decision boundary, leading to fewer false positives and a more
practical utility in real-world, imbalanced scenarios. These compre-
hensive results provide strong empirical validation for our central
hypothesis: reframing anomaly detection as a set-level learning
task leads to more effective models.

4.3 Further Analysis

Impact of Set Size (k). The core argument of this paper is that
evaluating a data point within a richer context enables a more ro-
bust and accurate assessment of its anomalousness. To validate
this, we systematically vary the set size k from 2 to 10 and evalu-
ate SetAD’s performance using AUC-PR across different datasets.
Figure 2 presents per-dataset results to clearly show trends despite
scale differences. As shown, increasing the set size beyond a simple
pair (k = 2) leads to a significant performance on nearly all datasets.
For instance, on datasets like Fraud and Campaign, performance
continues to rise even as the set size approaches 10, suggesting that
these datasets contain complex anomalies whose characteristics are
best revealed through a larger contextual window. On other datasets
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Figure 3: AUC-PR w.r.t different contamination rates.

such as Mnist and Census, performance peaks at an intermediate set
size before plateauing, indicating that a moderately sized context is
sufficient to capture the necessary discriminative information. The
only exception is the Celeba dataset, where performance peaks at
k = 3 before gradually declining. This behavior could be attributed
to several factors, such as a data structure where distant points
offer little relevant information and may even obscure the signal
from closer neighbors. Nevertheless, the optimal performance is
still achieved by moving beyond a simple pair. While the ideal con-
text size may vary on different datasets, the optimal performance is
achieved at a size strictly greater than 2. This indicates the necessity
of a more expressive set-based approach.

In summary, these findings robustly support our core claim. By
designing an architecture capable of modeling high-order inter-
actions, SetAD translates larger contexts into better performance.
Based on these results, which show strong and stable performance
around a size of 8 across many datasets, we set k = 8 as the default
set size for all other experiments in this paper. While there remains
room for future work in areas like adaptive context selection or
more advanced set encoders, this analysis shows advantage of the
set-based formulation for semi-supervised anomaly detection.

Robustness to Anomaly Contamination. A critical challenge
for semi-supervised AD models is their ability to perform reliably
when the unlabeled training data is contaminated with a significant
number of unknown anomalies. To evaluate SetAD’s resilience to
this, we conduct an experiment on six datasets where the natural
anomaly contamination rate exceeds 2%. We systematically increase
the contamination rate of the unlabeled training data from 2% up to
20% and plot the resulting AUC-PR performance for all competing
methods. The trends are illustrated in Figure 3. Note that for some
datasets like Mnist and Shuttle, the performance of most models
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Table 3: Ablation study on the inference strategy.

AUC-ROC AUC-PR

Dataset
w/o CAS  SetAD w/o CAS SetAD

Cardiotocography  0.9454 0.9433 0.8480 0.8447

Mammography 0.8986 0.9032 0.5539 0.5650
SpamBase 0.9098 0.9185 0.8745 0.8806
Mnist 0.9564 0.9586 0.8350 0.8412
Shuttle 0.9855 0.9863 0.9721 0.9745
Celeba 0.9373 0.9444 0.2541 0.2653
Cover 0.9994 0.9996 0.9570 0.9635
Campaign 0.8674 0.8813 0.5064 0.5158
Fraud 0.9686 0.9710  0.6860 0.6855
Census 0.8843 0.8984 0.4556 0.4719
AVG 0.9353 0.9405 0.6943 0.7008

stabilizes after a certain point, which occurs because the dataset’s
natural contamination rate is reached before hitting the 20% mark.
From the experimental results we can see that SetAD consistently
maintains the highest performance across nearly all contamination
levels and datasets. As shown in the plots for Cardiotocography,
SpamBase, and Campaign, even as the training data becomes in-
creasingly noisy, SetAD’s performance remains superior to all base-
lines, demonstrating its strong effectiveness. Additionally, SetAD
exhibits a more graceful performance degradation compared to
most competing methods. While all models inevitably suffer as the
contamination rate rises, SetAD’s performance curve tends to be
flatter, indicating a higher degree of robustness. This phenomenon
is particularly evident in the SpamBase dataset. While the perfor-
mance of most competing methods declines sharply with rising
contamination, SetAD’s performance curve remains relatively flat.
This enhanced resilience stems directly from the core principles of
our design. On one hand, the set-based evaluation, which leverages
a richer context to provide more stable signal for identifying anom-
alies. On the other hand, our context-calibrated anomaly scoring
strategy is explicitly designed to counteract contamination. By nor-
malizing a point’s score against its peers within the same context, it
actively filters out the systemic bias introduced by unknown anom-
alies in the training pool. Overall, this analysis confirms that SetAD
not only performances well under clean conditions but also more
robust for real-world scenarios with more data contamination.
Effectiveness of Context-Calibrated Anomaly Scoring. To
verify the contribution of our proposed inference strategy, we con-
duct an ablation study comparing the full SetAD model with a
variant that omits the context-calibrated anomaly scoring (CAS)
step. For this variant, denoted as “w/o CAS”, a point’s anomaly score
is derived from the raw output of the set encoder, averaged over
multiple random contexts without peer-based normalization. Table
3 shows that the full SetAD model consistently outperforms the
variant without CAS on the vast majority of datasets, particularly
in terms of the more challenging AUC-PR metric. On average, the
inclusion of CAS brings a notable improvement, demonstrating its
overall effectiveness. By normalizing a test point’s score against the
baseline established by its normal peers within the same context,
this strategy effectively cancels out the scoring bias that could be
introduced by a “dirty” or unrepresentative contexts. Interestingly,
on a few datasets like Cardiotocography, the performance is very
close, and the variant occasionally performs slightly better. This
suggests that the raw output of the set encoder may already be

—+— GAN —v— REPEN —— DevNet —e— SetAD
DeepSAD —4— PReNet —=— FEAWAD —4— SSIF

Cardiotocography ~ Mammography SpamBase Mnist Shuttle
0,75‘%050‘% 0.9+ 0.75l%0_95
0.8+

0.254 0.501 0.90
0.501 0.7 ’/’/‘ :

1% 2% 5% 1% 2% 5% 1% 2% 5% 1% 2% 5% 1% 2% 5%
Celeba Cover Campaign Fraud Census

1.0
0.3 0.5 kgoso
0.50 =

= -

029" 45 04 =% 025

0.14 25 fe——_|
fe——p—ol 0,0 y r ; y y —e— ? ? :
1% 2% 5% 1% 2% 5% 1% 2% 5% 1% 2% 5% 1% 2% 5%

0.39 4
0.25

Figure 4: AUC-PR w.r.t labeled ratio.

sufficient for effective ranking. However, the strong average perfor-
mance gain confirms that context-calibrated anomaly scoring is a
necessary component for ensuring the robustness of SetAD across
diverse and potentially noisy real-world scenarios.

Data Efficiency. To comprehensively evaluate the robustness
and data efficiency of our proposed SetAD, we conducted a sen-
sitivity analysis on the proportion of available labeled anomalies,
as a model’s utility in real-world scenarios often depends on its
performance with scarce supervision. In this experiment, we var-
ied the ratio of labeled anomalies used for training, selecting 1%,
2%, and 5% of the total available anomalies from each dataset’s
training split. We benchmarked all competing models under these
three settings, using the Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve
(AUC-PR) as the primary performance metric due to its suitabil-
ity for imbalanced datasets. The detailed performance trends for
all models across the ten datasets are visualized in Figure 4. The
results reveal several key insights. Firstly, most semi-supervised
deep learning models, including DeepSAD, PReNet, DevNet, and
our SetAD, generally exhibit improved performance as the ratio of
labeled anomalies increases, underscoring the value of supervision.
Secondly, and most importantly, SetAD consistently outperforms
all baselines across nearly all datasets and at all label ratios. This
performance gap is often most pronounced in the most challeng-
ing low-label setting (1%). For example, on datasets like Campaign,
SetAD’s score at 1% already surpasses that of many competing
methods at 5%, demonstrating the superior data efficiency of our
set-level learning approach. The combinatorial nature of our train-
ing allows the model to extract a rich supervisory signal even from
very few labeled examples. Finally, SetAD demonstrates highly
stable and robust learning, with its performance curve showing
consistent improvement as more labels are introduced. In summary,
this analysis validates that SetAD not only achieves state-of-the-art
performance but also exhibits remarkable robustness and efficiency,
especially when labeled data is extremely limited.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we revisited the foundational principle that anom-
alies are defined by their deviation from a collective group. We
argued that many existing semi-supervised methods focus on in-
dividual points or simple pairs, which makes them fail to fully
capture the rich, high-order context required to detect complex
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anomalies. To address this gap, we introduced SetAD, a novel frame-
work that reframes anomaly detection as a set-level graded learn-
ing task. Our approach trains an interaction-aware set encoder,
based on a self-attention mechanism, to quantify the degree of
anomalousness within a set of points. This is complemented by a
robust, context-calibrated anomaly scoring strategy that provides
stable and well-calibrated anomaly scores. Our experiments not
only demonstrate that SetAD significantly outperforms state-of-
the-art methods but also show that its performance consistently
improves with increased context size—a crucial finding that high-
lights the tangible benefits of a holistic, set-based approach.
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