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Frequency-Guided Multi-Level Human Action
Anomaly Detection with Normalizing Flows

Shun Maeda*, Chunzhi Gu*, Jun Yu, Shogo Tokai, Shangce Gao, and Chao Zhang

Abstract—We introduce the task of human action anomaly
detection (HAAD), which aims to identify anomalous motions in
an unsupervised manner given only the pre-determined normal
category of training action samples. Compared to prior human-
related anomaly detection tasks which primarily focus on unusual
events from videos, HAAD involves the learning of specific action
labels to recognize semantically anomalous human behaviors. To
address this task, we propose a normalizing flow (NF)-based
detection framework where the sample likelihood is effectively
leveraged to indicate anomalies. As action anomalies often occur
in some specific body parts, in addition to the full-body action
feature learning, we incorporate extra encoding streams into
our framework for a finer modeling of body subsets. Our
framework is thus multi-level to jointly discover global and
local motion anomalies. Furthermore, to show awareness of the
potentially jittery data during recording, we resort to discrete
cosine transformation by converting the action samples from
the temporal to the frequency domain to mitigate the issue of
data instability. Extensive experimental results on two human
action datasets demonstrate that our method outperforms the
baselines formed by adapting state-of-the-art human activity AD
approaches to our task of HAAD.

Index Terms—Human action anomaly detection, One-class
classification, Multi-level action learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

ANOMALY detection (AD) enables the recognition of
whether an input sample meets the expected industrial

requirements or not. It plays a key role in various fields such
as biomedical analysis [52] or manufacturing detection [43].
In recent years, the field of AD has been developed primarily
on 2D images [25], [35], [39] to fulfill the broad needs of
real-world applications.

In addition to images, AD has also progressed in the
direction of human activity, which aims to discover unusual
events from the recorded video data [6], [32], [35]. Generally,
similar to image AD, video AD also follows the unsupervised
learning diagram by extracting anomaly-free motion features
from the observed normal activities. Earlier attempts [17],
[24] directly perform AD on the raw video data. As pointed
out in [38], raw video data can include irrelevant contexts,
such as background or illumination variations, that impose
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Fig. 1: Human action anomaly detection. Given only the
selected normal action class (blue) for training, our method
detects whether an arbitrary test motion sample is anomalous
or not (green). Each orange box visualizes a human motion in
the temporal domain from left to right.

a negative influence on the detection accuracy. Therefore,
though sparsely studied, some recent approaches [9], [30], [36]
have shifted towards using skeletal representations to focus
straightforwardly on human motion itself. Flaborea et al. [9]
measured the reconstruction error with the diffusion generative
model to identify the anomaly. However, reconstruction-based
methods with such a powerful generative model tend to over-
generalize that even anomalous samples can be decently re-
covered. For example, Hirschorn et al. [15] proposed regarding
the likelihood derived with the normalizing flow model as
the anomaly score for detection. Despite the effectiveness,
since it is developed to capture the general 2D human event
abnormality, the likelihood can be sensitive to the movements
with similar global motion trends.

Further, prior human-oriented approaches do not show
awareness of the semantics of human actions for AD. It
should be noted that identifying anomalies in the semantic
level is crucial for many safety-practical applications. For
example, in real-world construction sites or factories, it is
important to ensure that the workers should only remain
walking in some certain areas, rather than taking any other
actions, such as running or sitting, to avoid potential dangers.
Compared to conventional semantic-free AD, introducing spe-
cific action labels for AD requires to model the underlying
semantic features of the given action type. This also involves
accurately distinguishing spatial-temporally analogous actions
with different semantic labels, which is more challenging and
remains mostly unexplored. As an alternative solution, human
action recognition [31], [40], [50] also aims at classifying the
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given action into several pre-determined motion categories.
However, because constructing a dataset that covers the diverse
space of possible actions in real-world industrial scenarios is
virtually unreasonable, the training of action recognition model
can be highly complicated.

Considering the challenges described above, in this paper,
we propose a new task, human action anomaly detection
(HAAD), which aims to detect anomalous 3D motion pat-
terns with a target normal category of human action in an
unsupervised manner, as displayed in Fig. 1. It differs from
previous human activity AD tasks in that we introduce the
exact semantic action type to indicate the normal or anomalous
data category. Importantly, despite the same action label,
samples in the normal set can express huge diversity to
account for the stochastic nature of human motion, which
imposes challenges during detection. To this end, we propose a
novel normalizing flow (NF)-based framework to learn quality
motion representations for HAAD. Since the recorded 3D
human motion can include noise during recording, the motion
data can suffer from different degrees of jitter that hinders
detection accuracy. To address this issue, instead of directly
learning on the temporal domain as in the prior approach
[26], we propose handling HAAD in the frequency domain
by performing Discrete Cosine Transform (DCT) on the input
sequential motion sample. In particular, inspired by [28], we
only adopt the low-frequency DCT components to ensure
temporal trajectory smoothness. This allows us to remove
the instability within the motion data that complicates the
detection.

Moreover, we notice that human motion can only involve
local differences in some key body parts to perform different
actions. For example, one would only enforce upper-body
movements to perform some locally static actions, like phon-
ing or drinking, while keeping his/her lower body still. To
show awareness of this human motion attribute, in addition
to learning the full-body motion, we formulate a multi-level
stream by separating the human body into several subsets such
that our model can also characterize the anomalies within
some specific body parts. We further utilize the graph con-
volutional network (GCN) to capture the spatial dependencies
of the skeletal presentations for human pose sequences. Con-
sequently, our framework enables extracting local and global
motion features jointly to detect subtle action anomalies.

Given the multi-level motion features obtained from the
target action class specified as normal via GCN, the NF then
learns to maximize the likelihood of the samples within this
action category such that the reversible mappings can realize
generation. In the inference phase, we draw inspiration from
previous image AD schemes [34] by performing K-nearest
neighbor (KNN) search on the feature vector regressed via the
NF to endow each test motion sample with an anomaly score.
Since the test samples with anomalous action categories are
unseen during optimization, it would induce a large drop in the
anomaly score to indicate abnormality, while the normal test
samples would be scored high. As will be shown in our experi-
ments, our KNN-based action anomaly scoring contributes to a
higher detection accuracy and robustness compared to the one
[15] that straightforwardly exploits the likelihood as anomaly

scores.
Our contributions can be thus summarized as follows: (i)

We introduce a new task, human action anomaly detection,
which regards the anomaly as specific action categories for
human motion; (ii) We propose to address this task under
a novel frequency-guided detection framework formulated by
normalizing flow; (iii) We incorporate a multi-level detection
pipeline into our model to facilitate a better learning of local
anomalous action patterns.

Extensive experimental results and ablative evaluations on
two large-scale human motion datasets demonstrate that our
method outperforms other baseline approaches constructed by
extending state-of-the-art human event AD models to our task.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section, we first review the previous human-related
AD techniques. We then discuss some action recognition
methods. Eventually, we review prior AD techniques for time
series data.

A. Human-Related Anomaly Detection

The field of human-related AD mostly aims to detect
unexpected events from the recorded videos, which is referred
to as video AD [10], [11], [24], [30], [45], [48]. Recent efforts
generally resort to the powerful latent representations using
deep neural networks. Typically, the powerful deep repre-
sentations are usually derived via proxy tasks, such as self-
reconstruction [11], [35], [44]. Ristea et al. [35] introduced
a self-supervised framework with the dilated convolution and
channel attention mechanism to discover anomalous patterns.
Wang et al. [44] decoupled the video AD task into the spatial
and temporal jigsaw puzzles to model normal appearance and
motion patterns, respectively. However, because the anomalies
are identified based on the image sequences, the change of
illuminations or scene contexts in the background can induce
erroneous detection results. As such, more recently, human AD
has been advanced towards using skeletal representations to
circumvent undesired factors. In this regard, the most closely
related works to ours are [9], [15], which involve skeleton-
based AD. Specifically, Hirschorn et al. [15] proposed a
normalizing flows-based framework for detecting anomalies in
human pose data by learning the distribution of normal poses
and identifying low-likelihood poses as anomalies. Flaborea
et al. [9] proposed a multimodal diffusion-based model that
first learns the distribution of normal skeleton motion, and
then identifies anomalies by measuring the reconstruction error
between the generated and the input skeletal sequence. In prin-
ciple, similar to video AD for humans, these two methods aim
to recognize the general motion anomalies without considering
the specific anomalous actions. As such, they lack a finer
semantic-level modeling for human actions, leading to low
capacity in identifying subtle anomalies within subtle actions.

B. Human Action Recognition

Human action recognition [40] remains to date as the main
technique to identify the category of the given motion clip.
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Fig. 2: Overview of our multi-level NF-based human action anomaly learning framework.

These methods [1], [2], [7], [8], [14], [50] usually temporally
and spatially extract discriminative representations from the
skeleton sequences to classify the given input action. Typically,
their encoding backbones are selected as architectures with
a strong capacity to handle human skeletal data. Lee et al.
[22] proposed a Temporal Sliding LSTM (TS-LSTM) where
multi-term LSTMs are leveraged to yield robustness to variable
temporal dynamics. Zhang et al. [53] devised a viewpoint
adaptation strategy via CNNs to determine the most suitable
observation viewpoint such that temporal features can be best
exploited to recognize the actions. Despite the effectiveness,
these methods mainly explore the temporal relationship and
tend to overlook the spatial dependencies of human actions.
Later approaches [18], [23], [31], [49] then attempt to harmo-
nize the spatial and temporal features to provide better solu-
tions. Yan et al. [49] constructed a series of spatial-temporal
graph convolution layers to model the spatial configuration
within the dynamic motion information. To discover richer
dependencies among joints, Li et al. [23] further proposed
action-structural graph convolution blocks for higher order
relationship modeling. Pang et al. [31] designed a contrastive
network that combines a two-stream spatial-temporal network
to capture the relationship between arbitrary joints within and
across frames. In general, human action recognition shares
the closest motivation to our task in understanding 3D human
action semantics. However, it requires the collection of an-
notated motion data with diverse action categories to provide
the required supervision. Differently, our task only demands
the selected one type of action for one-class classification,
which is less labor-intensive and readily applicable to real-
world tasks.

C. Anomaly Detection for Time series Data

Besides the mainstream AD methods [4], [5], [37] devised
for 2D images to meet the industrial demands for manu-

facturing, AD is also broadly studied for time-series data.
Specifically, time series AD aims to discover unusual data
behaviors at some specific time steps. Xu et al. [47] devised
an anomaly-attention mechanism to compute the association
discrepancy by amplifying the normal-abnormal distinguisha-
bility with association-based detection criterion. Wong et al.
[46] fused the auto-encoding and LSTM to jointly harvest the
strength of prediction-based and reconstruction-based models
for time series anomalies. Zhou et al. [54] modeled the inter-
dependencies into the dynamic graph to capture the complex
dependencies and correlations within multivariate time series
data. Although our task also involves detecting anomalies
within time-series human motion data, we aim to discover the
global action anomalies from complex human motion patterns,
instead of localizing the anomalous time-steps. Regarding this,
HAAD differs fundamentally from prior time-series AD tasks.

III. METHOD

Let us now introduce our approach to one-class human
action anomaly detection. Formally, we define a set of motion
data as X c = {Xc

1, · · · ,Xc
m, · · · ,Xc

Nc
} for the c-th action

category with Nc motion clips, where each sample Xc
m =

[xc
1, · · · ,xc

h, · · · ,xc
H ]T ∈ RP×H is composed of H frames

of P -dimensional human poses xc
h ∈ RP . Given X c as the

only available training data, our goal is to identify whether
the action category cu of an arbitrary unseen test motion clip
Ycu ∈ RP×H matches the desired action type c. As illustrated
in Fig. 2, our method involves a multi-level architecture to
learn semantic action features, which are eventually fed into
the normalizing flow model to optimize the sample likelihood
for action AD. We detail each component of our method in
the following of this section.

A. Motion Feature Learning
Frequency-guided encoding. We aim at learning quality deep
features to detect semantic anomalies in human actions. One
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straightforward way is to use temporal encoding modules
(e.g., Recurrent Neural Networks) to embed the flow of the
sequential input. However, since the recorded human motion
data can contain different degrees of noise, including jittering
or flipping, directly learning on the temporal domain can
mislead the detector into regarding such instability as an
anomaly. To pursue a more suitable representation, we resort
to frequency guidance by applying the DCT transform on
each sample in X c for temporal encoding. Specifically, for
an arbitrary human motion X ∈ RP×H , the DCT transform
in performed via

C = XT, (1)

where T ∈ RH×M denotes a predefined DCT basis and
C ∈ RP×M refers to the first M DCT coefficients. Each
row of C constitutes the DCT coefficients of one joint coordi-
nate/rotation sequence. Importantly, by discarding some high-
frequency DCT basis, the original motion can be compactly
represented in a smoother manner. Hence, we set M small to
only retain low frequencies to mitigate the negative influence
on detection caused by jittery motion, and use the extracted
C to facilitate further deep motion learning. We next need
to discuss how capture the joint dependencies for spatial
embedding.
Graph Convolution. Given the compact frequency represen-
tation C expressed by DCT coefficients, we draw inspiration
from [28], [31] by leveraging Graph Convolutional Networks
(GCNs) to characterize spatial dependencies among the human
joints. Let the representation of the human body be a fully-
connected graph comprising P nodes. By defining a GCN with
a total of L layers, we consider that the input to the l ∈ (1, L)-
th graph convolution layer is a matrix F(l) ∈ RP×D, where D
is the output feature dimension of the previous layer. For the
(l + 1)-th layer, the graph convolution computes the feature
F(l+1) ∈ RP×D̂ as

F(l+1) = σ(A(l)F(l)W(l)), (2)

where A(l) ∈ RP×P is a weighted adjacency matrix that
represents the connection strength of the edges in the graph
and W(l) ∈ RD×D̂ denotes the matrix of trainable weights
with D̂ being the layer feature dimension. Following [21],
instead of using a pre-determined connectivity, we make A(l)

learnable to capture the dependencies among different joint
trajectories. The regressed graph feature is further activated
by σ(·) to derive the (l + 1)-th layer output. The first layer
directly takes the P ×M DCT coefficients matrix C as input,
and eventually, our GCN produces F(L) as the output which
encodes the spatial structure of human poses.
Multi-level action feature learning. We note that although
our GCN-based spatial encoding is effective in modeling the
global human behavior, the anomaly in human action can
often occur in fine local body parts. More specifically, even
if two semantic action labels are perceived and understood
differently, these two motions can overlap noticeably in the
global level. For example, for a standing person performing
the actions of waving and drinking, the difference can focus
sorely on the upper body, with the lower body being still.
To reflect this intuition into our approach, in addition to the

whole body learning stream for encoding global features, we
propose to introduce two subset GCN streams to characterize
local body movements. In particular, we divide the fully body
motion into two folds: X = {Xup,Xlow}, which represent
the upper Xup ∈ RPup×H and lower Xlow ∈ RP low×H

body motions with Pup and P low dimensions, respectively.
Similar to the full body scenario in Eq. 1, we first apply
DCT to Xup and Xlow, and then prepare two GCNs to
learn from the corresponding frequency encodings. The two
subset GCN streams output Fup and Flow as the subset
motion embeddings, respectively. The embeddings are then
concatenated to pass through a multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
for feature fusing: Floc = MLP(Fup ⊕ Flow).

Importantly, because the subset GCNs only have access to
one body portion, Floc serves as a strong semantic guidance to
learn the local action attributes. By denoting the feature for the
full-body human action obtained in the global branch as Fglb,
we derive the final fused feature in the graph convolution stage
with another MLP: Fall = MLP(Fglb ⊕ Floc). Our pipeline
is therefore multi-level in its design that facilitates exploring
both local and global action modes. As will be shown in our
experiments in Sec. VVI, the multi-level architecture allows
our framework to detect subtle action anomalies with similar
semantic behaviors. We rewrite Fall to F for brevity in the
following of this section. We next need to know how to exploit
F for action AD.

B. Normalizing Flow for action anomaly detection

Since our goal is to identify the action anomaly within
human motion, we need to compute the anomaly score to
facilitate the detection. To this end, given the extracted quality
motion embedding F, we propose to model the resulting
abnormality via normalizing flow (NF).
Training. NF is a type of generative model that maps a
sample in the motion feature distribution p(F) to a latent
representation u = f(F) which follows a simple Gaussian
distribution u ∼ N (0, I). The mapping f is formulated with a
series of deep neural networks to ensure expressive generation
capability. The training of NF aims to optimize the likelihood
of each sample, following:

p(F) = q(u)

∣∣∣∣det( ∂f

∂F

)∣∣∣∣ , (3)

where q(u) = N (u|0, I) and det
(

∂f
∂F

)
denotes the determi-

nant of the Jacobian matrix of f(·).
Our key motivation of using NF is that, different from other

forms of generative models, such as VAEs [20] or GANs [12],
the output of NF (i.e., f ) measures the exact likelihood of
each sample. Therefore, we can train the NF model on a pre-
determined class of normal actions, and in the testing phase,
the motion samples with any other action categories would
induce a huge likelihood drop to indicate anomaly.

Formally, given the feature vector Fc obtained on the
sample in the normal action category c, our NF model learns
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to minimize the negative log-likelihood (NLL) as the training
objective:

L = − log p(Fc) (4)

= − log q(uc)− log

∣∣∣∣det( ∂f

∂Fc

)∣∣∣∣ , (5)

where uc = f(Fc) and uc ∼ N (0, I).
In contrast to prior NF implementations for generation [51]

or human event AD [15] which involve heavy network archi-
tectures, we draw the modeling idea from [27] by leveraging a
lightweight constructed with a ten-layer MLP to ease training.
We further adopt the QR decomposition to calculate the
weights of MLPs and enforce the monotonic PReLU activation
to ensure the invertibility of f . We next describe how to use
the trained NF model to detect anomalous actions.
Testing. Generally, AD requires to endow the anomaly score
to each testing sample for detection. Given the trained NF
model f∗ on the normal action category, for an arbitrary
test sample Ycu , one straightforward scoring method is to
feed it to our framework to yield the NLL as the anomaly
score S. Despite the overall feasibility, we notice that such a
scoring manner tends to be sensitive to semantically similar
yet anomalous actions. This is because, since the same action
category can cover diverse modes, the likelihood variation
for normal samples can also vary noticeably among differ-
ent action types. To nonetheless achieve a stabler detection
performance, we propose a K-nearest neighbor (KNN)-based
scoring approach to gain further robustness. Instead of the
likelihood the NF finally outputs, inspired by image-based
anomaly scoring strategies [39], we make use of the feature
vector V ∈ RP×DV regressed in the second layer from the last
(i.e., one before the likelihood layer) to calculate the anomaly
score. Specifically, we first feed the training samples in X c

and the testing sample Ycu to regress the feature vector set
V = {Vc

1, · · ·Vc
N} and Vcu , respectively. We then search K

nearest vector neighbors to the query Vcu from V , and let
the resulting distance set of the top K samples to Vcu be
D = {D1, · · · , Dk, · · · , DK}. Eventually, our anomaly score
S is derived by averaging the elements in D, which is given
by S = 1

K

∑
k Dk.

IV. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we report experimental results against base-
lines on two human action datasets to evaluate the effective-
ness of our method to HAAD. We also show extensive ablative
evaluations to gain deep insights into our model.
Dataset. Following previous human motion/action literature
[33] [41], our evaluation is performed on the following two
large-scale datasets: HumanAct12 [13] and UESTC [16].

HumanAct12 [13] is derived from the PHSPD [55] dataset
as a subset with 1,191 motions composed of 90,099 frames. It
is organized into 12 subjects where 12 types of actions with
per-sequence annotation are included. The human pose in each
frame is represented by 24 joints with 3D coordinates. We use
the whole 12 actions in our experiment.

UESTC [16] consists of 25K sequences in 118 subjects
recorded with 8 static cameras. Compared to HumanAct12, the

action annotation is performed more fine-grained, resulting in
a total of 40 action categories. We manually select 10 actions
in our experiments, leading to 6,000 more motion clips. The
25-joint and 6D-rotation configuration is adopted to represent
the human poses.
Implementation Details. We train our model using the
ADAM optimizer [19] on RTX3090. We use a decaying
learning rate of 0.001 at the start such that it evolves 1e-5 at the
50-th epoch. We train our model for 50 epochs for each action
category. We set all the hidden size of GCNs to 128 and the
number of graph convolution layer L to 4. In KNN searching,
the top 3 samples are used for efficiency. For HumanAct12,
we divide the full body parts into 16 upper- and 8 lower-body
joints, while for UESTC, the full body is decomposed to 17
upper- and 8 lower- joints. The first DCT coefficients M are
set to 10 and 5, respectively, on HumanAct12 and UESTC.

A. Evaluation

We here report the results on the two datasets again prior
action AD techniques. Since there is no prior work that tackles
the task we introduce, we adapt the state-of-the-art pose-based
video AD methods, STG-NF [15] and MoCoDAD [9], to our
task. Specifically, STG-NF [15] utilizes a frame-wise GCN
to encode 2D pose information. We adapt their GCN-based
spatial-temporal pose encoding module to take 3D coordinates
or 6D rotation poses information as input. Similarly, we retrain
the diffusion model of MoCoDAD [9] to learn from 3D or 6D
representations.
Evaluation Metrics. We follow previous AD approaches [15]
[29] by adopting the Area Under the Receiver Operating
Characteristic (ROC) curve (AUC) for quantitative evaluation.
In particular, the ROC curve analyzes the relationship between
the True Positive Rate (TPR, TP/(TP + FN)) and False
Positive Rate (FPR, FP/(FP + TN)) under a series of
thresholds, where TP , FN,FP , TN refer to the number of
true positive, false negative, false positive, and true negative
action samples, respectively. Then, the AUC metric is obtained
via summing the area under such an ROC curve, with a larger
AUC indicating stronger detection capacity.
Quantitative Results. We first provide the quantitative eval-
uation for anomaly detection performance. The results are
summarized in Tabs. I and II. For each column, all the
results by ours and the compared models are retrained using
the corresponding action selected as the normal class only.
It can be confirmed that our method generally outperforms
the compared baselines in all categories on both datasets.
Specifically, our method outperforms MoCoDAD [9] by a
large margin on all actions. Although MoCoDAD [9] is de-
signed to characterize anomalies by measuring the multimodal
prediction error, handling a large number of different action
types within the testing samples can still be challenging.

Let us now focus on STG-NF [15], which is also an NF-
based AD for human activities. We can observe in Tabs. I and
II that on both datasets, STG-NF [15] achieves comparable
detection performance to ours. On general, the results on
UESTC are more competitive to ours than those on Human-
Act12. The reason is that, because UESTC is less nosier than
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TABLE I: Quantitative results against adapted baselines to HAAD on HumanAct12 with AUC.

Method HumanACT12 Avg.
Warm up Walk Run Jump Drink Lift dmbl Sit Eat Trn steer whl Phone Boxing Throw

STG-NF [15] 0.720 0.835 0.568 0.861 0.751 0.926 0.878 0.972 0.855 0.791 0.602 0.766 0.794
MoCoDAD [9] 0.664 0.627 0.516 0.475 0.631 0.479 0.406 0.393 0.480 0.406 0.358 0.497 0.494

Our 0.842 0.907 0.781 0.912 0.776 0.958 0.904 0.986 0.869 0.783 0.619 0.782 0.843

TABLE II: Quantitative results against adapted baselines to HAAD on UESTC with AUC. Refer to Fig. 7 for full action
label names.

Method UESTC Avg.
Punch Sng dbl rais Hd ackws crcl Std rtt Jump jack Kne to chst Rp skp Hgh knes run Squat Lft kck

STG-NF [15] 0.832 0.913 0.827 0.948 0.950 0.946 0.974 0.952 0.929 0.966 0.924
MoCoDAD [9] 0.436 0.445 0.503 0.513 0.465 0.497 0.512 0.546 0.475 0.508 0.490

Our 0.918 0.967 0.948 0.950 0.941 0.935 0.976 0.960 0.933 0.973 0.950

Normal category:

Throw

Training phase Testing phase

Test category:

Throw
NLL:

87.80

Test category:

Warm up
NLL:

201.20

Test category:

Run
NLL:

209.69

Fig. 3: Quantities results by selecting Throw in HumanAct12
as the normal action for training.

HumanAct12, it provides an easier configuration for action
AD. However, on some actions with close semantic behaviors,
STG-NF can be less powerful to distinguish them. For exam-
ple, as for Walk and Run on HumanAct12, since the actions
of these two categories are inherently similar, naively learning
the action data with the NF formulation cannot model the
inner difference between two actions well. This can be caused
by the lack of awareness of body subsets during detection.
Similar results can be further verified in the actions of Head
anticlockwise circling and Standing rotation on UESTC. By
contrast, our method incorporates a multi-level partial body
learning pipeline to characterize subtle anomalies within local
body subsets, which yields higher detection accuracy for
challenging anomaly types.
Quantitative Results. To provide deeper insights into our
approach to HAAD, we show qualitative detection results on
both datasets in Figs. 3 and 4, respectively. Given the selected
normal action for training in the left, we visualize three
example testing sample actions in the right with the corre-
sponding NLL score. It can be seen that the more different the
actions are, the higher the NLL scores become. Specifically,
because the training action throw involves primarily the hand
movements (Fig. 3), the actions with strong leg dynamics
causes a large NLL to indicate anomalies. This can be again
better confirmed in Fig. 4 on the UESTC dataset. When the
jumping and hand-clapping motions constitute the moving

Normal category:

Jumping jack

Training phase Testing phase

Test category:

Jmp jack
NLL:

187.99

Test category:

Rope skip
NLL:

301.88

Test category:

Sng dbl rais
NLL:

6458.74

Fig. 4: Quantities results by selecting Jumping jack in
UESTC as the normal action for training.

trends of training samples, the seated testing sample (last row
in Fig. 4, right), which shows significant action disparity with
training data, induces a remarkably great NLL (i.e., 6458.74).
We expect this to be due to that our multi-level framework
contributes to the strength in discovering locally inconsistent
action anomaly patterns. Also, for both datasets, the training
samples with the normal categories lead to low NLL scores.
We can thus verify the feasibility and effectiveness of our NF-
based formulation for the task of HAAD.

B. Ablation Study

To gain more understanding of our method, we perform
the following ablative evaluations to examine the role of each
component in our model.
Encoding Techniques. Our model leverages GCN to encode
the human motion in the frequency domain for further NF
learning. To investigate the validity, we remove the DCT
module and prepare two possible temporal encoding archi-
tectures, Transformer [42] and Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU)
[3], to substitute the GCN during training. The results are
shown in Tabs. III and IV. It can be observed that on both
datasets, GRU achieves comparable performance to GCN in
detection accuracy, outperforming the Transformer by a large
margin. We assume this is because since the training data
for each scenario is limited to a single action type, it can be
difficult to train the Transformer from scratch considering its
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TABLE III: Ablation studies on different encoding structures on HumanAct12 with AUC.

Archtecture HumanAct12 Avg.
Warm up Walk Run Jump Drink Lift dmbl Sit Eat Trn steer whl Phone Boxing Throw

GCN 0.794 0.837 0.752 0.891 0.783 0.949 0.866 0.964 0.862 0.816 0.676 0.732 0.827
GRU 0.812 0.780 0.796 0.916 0.775 0.951 0.818 0.983 0.846 0.848 0.611 0.677 0.818

Transformer 0.456 0.791 0.601 0.574 0.651 0.475 0.490 0.467 0.478 0.458 0.561 0.542 0.545
Ours (GCN & DCT) 0.842 0.907 0.781 0.912 0.776 0.952 0.904 0.986 0.869 0.783 0.619 0.782 0.843

TABLE IV: Ablation studies on different encoding structures on UESTC with AUC.

Archtecture UESTC Avg.
Punch Sng dbl rais Hd ackws crcl Std rtt Jump jack Kne to chst Rp skp Hgh knes run Squat Lft kck

GCN 0.867 0.944 0.955 0.917 0.901 0.899 0.941 0.931 0.897 0.959 0.921
GRU 0.953 0.966 0.931 0.978 0.945 0.887 0.981 0.971 0.893 0.956 0.946

Transformer 0.752 0.776 0.253 0.229 0.500 0.770 0.751 0.736 0.509 0.239 0.551
Ours (GCN & DCT) 0.918 0.967 0.948 0.950 0.941 0.935 0.976 0.960 0.933 0.973 0.950
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Fig. 5: Box-and-whisker plot for testing phase NLL on HumanAct12. The action label shown on top of each diagram refers
to the corresponding selected normal action class (colored in blue). The anomalous actions are shown in orange boxes.

data-hungry attribute. Hence, Transformer-based models are
not suitable for the task of HAAD. As for the GCN and
GRU, we can see from the bottom rows in Tabs. III and IV
that with the introduction of DCT encoding to learn in the
frequency domain, our GCN achieves marginal improvements
compared to the GRU. Since the recorded motions can be
jittery, the DCT smoothing plays a positive role in stabilizing
the data to promote feature embedding. Note that GRU and
Transformer are devised to model sequential data and thus
cannot be straightforwardly applied in the frequency domain.
The above analysis verifies the significance of introducing
GCN and DCT jointly in the feature extraction phase prior
to anomaly scoring.

NLL for Anomaly Modeling. Our key insight for HAAD is

by quantifying the anomalous degree with NLL. In addition
to the quantitative results in Tabs. I and II, we further provide
more results in Figs. 5 and 6 to study whether such a modeling
strategy. In Figs. 5 and 6, we visualize the distribution of
NLL as a box-and-whisker plot. We can see that the testing
actions selected as normal generally induce a noticeably low
NLL scores on both datasets, which validates our motivation
of formulating the AD framework with NF. However, we
notice that for the actions with similar motion patterns, the
NLL scores tend to be close. For example, when Drink in
HumanAct12 is considered normal (Fig. 5), the actions of Lift
dumbbell and Throw also induce comparably low NLL with
Drink. It is interesting to point out that these three actions
share a common movement in raising his/her hand near the
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Fig. 6: Box-and-whisker plot for testing phase NLL on UESTC. The action label shown on top of each diagram refers to the
corresponding selected normal action class (colored in blue). The anomalous actions are shown in orange boxes.

TABLE V: Ablation studies on multi-level action feature learning by employing different body subsets in our framework with
AUC on HumanAct12.

Full Up Low HumanAct12 Avg.
Warm up Walk Run Jump Drink Lift dmbl Sit Eat Trn steer whl Phone Boxing Throw

✓ 0.749 0.828 0.668 0.693 0.789 0.943 0.831 0.977 0.860 0.790 0.524 0.703 0.779
✓ ✓ 0.765 0.820 0.721 0.786 0.760 0.950 0.846 0.969 0.815 0.681 0.530 0.686 0.777
✓ ✓ 0.740 0.819 0.688 0.629 0.770 0.933 0.726 0.972 0.823 0.722 0.506 0.636 0.747
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.842 0.907 0.781 0.912 0.776 0.952 0.904 0.986 0.869 0.783 0.619 0.782 0.843

TABLE VI: Ablation studies on multi-level action feature learning by employing different body subsets in our framework
with AUC on UESTC.

Full Up Low UESTC Avg.
Punch Sng dbl rais Hd ackws crcl Std rtt Jump jack Kne to chst Rp skp Hgh knes run Squat Lft kck

✓ 0.892 0.963 0.948 0.928 0.927 0.926 0.964 0.949 0.920 0.960 0.938
✓ ✓ 0.920 0.976 0.946 0.955 0.940 0.941 0.975 0.958 0.936 0.970 0.951
✓ ✓ 0.906 0.966 0.949 0.951 0.937 0.929 0.976 0.958 0.930 0.973 0.947
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.918 0.967 0.948 0.950 0.941 0.935 0.976 0.960 0.933 0.973 0.950

face while leaving other parts nearly still. Even for these
challenging cases, our method still achieves decent detection
accuracy to distinguish the anomalies (Tab, III). We can thus
verify the effectiveness of using NLL for HAAD.

Multi-level Feature Fusion. To examine the superiority of
our multi-level manner of action learning, we here ablate each
portion of body subsets in our model training and summarize
the results on Tabs. V and VI for both datasets. As can be
confirmed, using full body and each portion of the body subset
result in a noticeable accuracy gain on HumanAct12, whereas
on UESTC, involving the body subsets (either upper- or lower-
body portions or both) generally outperforms the scenario
where only the full-body is utilized. We notice that, for some
actions with typical partial body movements, such as Punch
or Left kick on UESTC, introducing the corresponding upper
or lower bodies only lead to larger performance improvement.
We assume the reason to be that compared to HumanAct12 in
which the samples categories include an equal proportion of
characteristic actions for both body parts, UESTC is consti-
tuted by more active upper-body movements. Therefore, the
results in Tabs. V and VI evidence that introducing the multi-
level mechanism ensures a better modeling of local action

patterns to improve the detection accuracy. Moreover, it is
worth mentioning an interesting direction in exploring adaptive
or weighted body subset learning approach, which we would
like to resolve in the future.

Anomaly Scoring Schemes. Different from STG-NF [15]
which directly exploits the NLL, the anomalies are scored
based on the KNN in our implementation. To investigate
the underlying effect, we compare in Tab. VII the detection
accuracy of these two different scoring schemes. Overall,
our proposed KNN-based scoring achieves higher average
AUCs, especially on the UESTC dataset. The reason can be
attributed two-fold: (i) During the NF modeling optimizing
the NLL, the feature vector also gradually learns to embed
quality action latents; (ii) Since the KNN returns multiple
neighboring vectors and our scheme averages over them to
score, the negative influence imposed by the outliers can be
mitigated to stabilize the detection performance. In particular,
because UESTC covers a more diverse motion modes than
HumanAct12 per action category with more potential outliers,
(ii) also explains why our scoring method performs more
effectively on UESTC.

The Number of DCT Coefficients. To study the optimal
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Fig. 7: Ablation studies on the number of DCT coefficients M via AUC on HumanAct12 (left) and UESTC (right).

TABLE VII: Ablation studies on the anomaly scoring
schemes on both datasets with average AUC. NLL refers to
directly using NLL for scoring, while Feature-KNN denotes
our proposed KNN based scoring with feature vectors.

HumanAct12 UESTC
NLL 0.842 0.931
Feature-KNN (Ours) 0.843 0.950

number of DCT coefficients M during learning, we present
in Fig. 7 the detection results of each action category on
both datasets by varying M . Overall, a smaller M suggests a
stronger smoothing intensity, while a larger M means a better
preservation of the high-frequency motions. We can see in
Fig. 7 that on both datasets, a small DCT setting contributes to
higher AUC scores on all categories. Considering the noise and
jitter within the sequential action data, a smaller M enables
mitigating the resulting negative influence that hinders learning
quality motion latents. Based on the results, we set M to 10
and 5 on HumanAct12 and UESTC, respectively, to ensure a
satisfactory detection performance.

V. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a new task, human action anomaly
detection (HAAD), which aims to detect anomalous 3D motion
patterns with a target normal category of human action in an
unsupervised manner. It differs from previous human activity
AD tasks in that it introduces the exact semantic action type
to indicate the normal or anomalous data category. To address
this, we propose handling HAAD in the frequency domain
by performing DCT on the input temporal motion sample.
We incorporate multi-level branches by separating the human
body into several subsets such that our model can also locally
characterize the anomaly within some specific body portions.
Moreover, we propose a KNN-based anomaly scoring scheme
to gain further robustness to motion outliers during testing.
Extensive experimental results and ablative evaluations on
two large-scale human motion datasets demonstrate that our
method outperforms other baseline approaches constructed by
extending state-of-the-art human event AD models to our task.

Despite the satisfactory detection efficiency, we notice that
instead of employing the features in both of the multi-level

branch, for some specific actions, selectively adopting one
body portion or weighting the features prior to fusion may
lead to better performance. Also, a learnable design of DCT
coefficient number can be beneficial in smoothing. We would
like to explore these two interesting future directions.
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