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Abstract—Cooperation between temporal convolutional net-
works (TCN) and graph convolutional networks (GCN) as a
processing module has shown promising results in skeleton-
based video anomaly detection (SVAD). However, to maintain
a lightweight model with low computational and storage com-
plexity, shallow GCN and TCN blocks are constrained by small
receptive fields and a lack of cross-dimension interaction capture.
To tackle this limitation, we propose a lightweight module
called the Dual Attention Module (DAM) for capturing cross-
dimension interaction relationships in spatio-temporal skeletal
data. It employs the frame attention mechanism to identify the
most significant frames and the skeleton attention mechanism
to capture broader relationships across fixed partitions with
minimal parameters and flops. Furthermore, the proposed Dual
Attention Normalizing Flow (DA-Flow) integrates the DAM as
a post-processing unit after GCN within the normalizing flow
framework. Simulations show that the proposed model is robust
against noise and negative samples. Experimental results show
that DA-Flow reaches competitive or better performance than the
existing state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods in terms of the micro
AUC metric with the fewest number of parameters. Moreover,
we found that even without training, simply using random
projection without dimensionality reduction on skeleton data
enables substantial anomaly detection capabilities.

Index Terms—Dual attention, Video anomaly detection, Nor-
malizing Flow.

I. INTRODUCTION

Video Anomaly Detection (VAD) identifies abnormal events
within video streams, such as instances of violence or emer-
gencies, which plays an increasingly important role in video
surveillance [1]. Given the vast spectrum of anomalies present
in real-life situations, it is infeasible to collect samples of
every conceivable anomaly for supervised learning purposes.
Because of the accessibility and ease of acquiring normal
video data along with its annotations, there has been a surge
of interest in detecting video anomalies merely trained on
accessible normal samples. If an algorithm struggles with
imbalanced data, it might wrongly flag rare normal events as
abnormal, leading to false positives [2].
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Fig. 1. The comparison between DA-Flow with State-of-the-Art Skeleton-
based Video Anomaly Detection methods (STG-NF [9], MOCODAD [10],
COSKAD [11],TrajREC [12]) and GiCiSAD [13] on UBnormal dataset. Our
method surpasses these methods on the AUC metric with the fewest number
of parameters.

Existing VAD methods can be broadly classified based on
the data used: raw image/video data or pose/skeleton data. The
former directly uses RGB images or video streams [3]–[6] as
the input of the detection model. While being straightforward
and effective, this approach requires large models to filter
out irrelevant features and identify anomalies, leading to high
computational and storage costs, and exacerbating imbalanced
minority anomaly problems [7], [8].

Observing the drawbacks of image/video-based methods,
a recent trend of VAD builds on top of pose and skeleton
data [9], [14]–[19]. In contrast with traditional image/video-
based methods that keep all raw data intact, skeleton data offer
an informative, compact, and well-structured representation
that is beneficial to the VAD task, characterized by intuitive
low-dimensional signals. The advances of pose/skeleton ex-
traction models such as Poseflow [20] and Alphapose [21]
are driving increasing feasibility and effectiveness of skeleton-
based video anomaly detection (SVAD), which facilitates
sidestepping the complexities of intricate raw image/video data
and democratizing VAD task. Extracting information specific
to human actions cannot only provide a privacy-protecting
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solution but can also help filter out the background-related
noise in the videos and aid the model to focus on key
information for detecting abnormal events related to human
behavior. Its reduced computational demand makes it ideal
for resource-limited environments and situations requiring
quick responses such as monitoring in homes or nursing
facilities where privacy is paramount. By focusing on skeletal
representations rather than detailed visual images, skeleton-
based approaches inherently reduce the amount of sensitive
information processed [9]. In addition, models with a smaller
number of parameters have better generalization ability [7] and
the capacity to better cope with unbalanced samples [8].

The majority of SVAD methods employ graph convolutional
networks (GCN) [5], [22]–[24] to extract local features from
skeletons and 1 × 1 temporal convolutional networks (TCN)
[5], [9], [22] or a multi-scale architectural approach [25].
However, GCN and TCN face two challenges in SVAD:
Firstly, GCN’s reliance on heuristic partitioning restricts its
ability to capture interactions between distinct body parts, such
as the head and hand which leads to insufficient connectivity
when these parts are not grouped within the same partition.
Additionally, TCN’s post-convolution receptive field remains
limited due to its 1 × 1 convolution operation. Secondly,
both GCN and TCN inadequately capture the intricate in-
teractions across the three dimensions inherent in spatial-
temporal skeleton data, which is structured into channels,
skeletal joints, and frames: including the relationships between
channels and skeletal joints, and between channels and frames.
This limitation is particularly evident in applications like
fall detection, where variations along the vertical axis are
more pronounced. It is crucial to address these limitations
to enhance the understanding of complex spatial-temporal
relationships in skeleton data.

Moreover, real-time capability holds paramount significance
in the context of SVAD, given that anomalies typically ne-
cessitate prompt intervention. The computational overhead
of multi-scale structures designed by stacking convolutional
layers to increase the receptive field and information capture
capability is unacceptable. Hence, it becomes imperative to
employ a lightweight solution characterized by minimal pa-
rameters and computational overhead.

To resolve the above-outlined challenges, inspired by the
effectiveness of non-local attention [26] in video detection and
the success of attention mechanism across channels [27], we
introduce a lightweight attention mechanism called the dual
attention module (DAM). It is specifically designed for spatio-
temporal skeletal data in SVAD. This mechanism is crafted to
be efficient, enhancing the model’s ability to focus on critical
features within skeletal data for improved performance. This
module incorporates a dual-branch global attention mechanism
for improved post-GCN processing:

1. The first branch, known as Skeleton Attention, identifies
‘Which skeletal joints are more crucial’ through captur-
ing channel-skeletal joint relationships. Skeleton Attention
capture the behaviors between different joints across GCN
fixed partitions of fixed frames.

2. The second branch, termed Frame Attention, focuses on

determining ‘Which frames are more crucial’ by attempt-
ing to capture channel-frame relationships.

These two attention mechanisms collaboratively capture
spatio-temporal co-occurrence relationships. Each branch uses
a lightweight and effective attention mechanism. First, permute
the input data and apply max pooling to extract the ‘sharpest’
features. Then, utilize 2-D convolution to generate an atten-
tion ‘map’. Finally, implement the attention mechanism by
broadcast multiplying the input tensor with its corresponding
attention ‘map’. We take the average of the Skeleton Attention
and the Frame Attention as the output of DAM. To the best of
our knowledge, DAM is the first attention mechanism designed
specifically for lightweight SVAD solutions.

Furthermore, we integrate the DAM after the GCN phase
to jointly capture global and local information, serving as
a core transformation unit to Glow [28] and compute the
minimal log-likelihood across all individuals in a frame
to detect anomalies. Extensive experiments on five video
anomaly detection datasets: ShanghaiTech, HR-ShanghaiTech,
UB-normal, HR-UBnormal, and UCSD Ped2 demonstrate that
our model outperforms previous state-of-the-art methods with
by far the fewest number of parameters in SVAD (as shown
in Fig. 1). Additionally, our experiments with contaminated
data validate the robustness of our model. Finally, we adopt
a unique approach by not training our model. Instead, we
test it immediately after a random setup. This approach
goes beyond several image-based VAD results, demonstrating
that normal and abnormal behavior in skeleton data exhibit
different statistical characteristics, making them suitable for
VAD. Based on this observation, we believe that the focus on
SVAD in future work should not be solely on reconstruction
and prediction, or a combination, but rather focusing on the
statistical characteristics of normal samples.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We propose a lightweight and effective attention mech-

anism designed for SVAD named DAM to capture the
spatio-temporal co-occurrence relationship by incorporat-
ing Skeleton Attention and Frame Attention.

• We integrate the proposed DAM post-GCN within a
Glow-like structure as a core transformation unit to
jointly capture both global and local information, and
build a new effective method for skeleton-based video
anomaly detection with by far the fewest number of
parameters (only 0.488K).

• Experiments show that our approach reaches superior
results compared to the state-of-the-art methods with by
far the fewest number of parameters in SVAD on five
benchmarks.

• We discover that even without training, simply employing
random projection without dimensionality reduction on
skeleton data enables us to achieve substantial anomaly
detection capabilities.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Skeleton-based Video Anomaly Detection
SVAD aims to identify unusual human behaviors in video

footage using skeletal data. By leveraging learning charac-
teristics of human skeletal data, it discerns normal behavior
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patterns from skeletal information and flags deviations as
anomalies. These approaches are predominantly categorized
into four broad categories, i.e., reconstruction, prediction, their
combinations, and modeling distribution.

Reconstruction-based methods within the context of SVAD
predominantly utilize Convolutional Autoencoders (CAE) to
emulate typical video behaviors. These approaches identify
anomalies via increased reconstruction errors and diverge from
established normative patterns, thereby utilizing this discrep-
ancy as a criterion for anomaly detection. [29] introduced
a framework incorporating a Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU)
encoder-decoder network, adept at detecting and pinpointing
anomalous pedestrian behaviors in videos captured at the
grade crossing. Furthermore, [30] devised an anomaly detec-
tion architecture comprising dual generator and discriminator
pairs, where the generators were tasked with reconstructing
normal video frames and their skeletal counterparts. The
discriminators aimed to differentiate between the original and
reconstructed entities for both video frames and skeletons.

Prediction-based methods focus on learning normal hu-
man behavior by forecasting future actions based on past
observations. Specifically, these methods train a network to
predict future skeletons from sequences representing nor-
mal human activities. During the evaluation, samples with
significant prediction errors are classified as anomalies. [5]
introduced a GCN-based method, leveraging the spatial and
temporal dimensions of human movements. [22] developed a
more complex model that captures both high-level interactions
among individuals and low-level postures of each person
by utilizing a hierarchical GCN structure. [31] presented a
novel approach using transformers for encoding hierarchical
graph embeddings which focused on both individual and inter-
individual correlations.

Combination-based methods merge reconstruction and pre-
diction techniques to model normal human behaviors. [32]
decomposed human skeletal data into global and local compo-
nents and then modeled them as two interacting subprocesses
thus offering a comprehensive view of normal human move-
ments. [33] introduced a novel single-encoder-dual-decoder
GRU architecture. One decoder focuses on reconstructing the
input skeletons, while the other predicts future skeletons. [34]
introduced a single-encoder-dual-decoder architecture based
on a spatio-temporal Graph CAE (GCAE) with LSTM net-
works in hidden layers.

Modeling distribution-based methods focus on identifying
outliers by analyzing the distribution or clustering of skeleton
graphs. [35] utilized features extracted from skeletons exhibit-
ing normal behavior to model a multivariate Gaussian distribu-
tion. [9] utilizes normalizing flows to capture characteristics
of typical skeletal movements and enable the identification
of anomalies by evaluating adherence to a normal data dis-
tribution. [25] features an encoder for feature extraction, a
reconstruction decoder to refine the encoder’s performance,
and a clustering layer to determine anomaly scores.

B. Normalizing Flow
Normalizing flow represents a transformative approach in

the domain of generative modeling by using invertible trans-

formations to build complex probability distributions.
Initially, NICE [36] introduced NF to deep learning with

a simple architecture that partitions input dimensions and
employs additive coupling layers for efficient, invertible mod-
eling. Subsequently, NVP [37] enhanced flexibility by inte-
grating additive and multiplicative transformations within its
coupling layers, capturing more intricate distributions. Further
advancements came with Neural Spline Flows (NSF) [38],
which use spline-based transformations to model non-linear
relationships more effectively, refining generative models’
expressiveness. Once trained on ‘normal’ data, NF models
assign higher likelihoods to similar new samples and lower
likelihoods to outliers, enabling effective anomaly detection.

C. Convolutional Attention Mechanism

The convolutional attention mechanism marks a significant
advance in deep learning, particularly for enhancing CNNs’
interpretability and performance. By focusing dynamically on
salient features within an input, such mechanisms enable more
effective learning of relevant patterns. Notable architectures
that have emerged include CBAM [39] (Convolutional Block
Attention Module), SENet [40] (Squeeze-and-Excitation Net-
works), Coordinate Attention [41], and Triplet Attention [27].

CBAM [39] integrates attention mechanisms both spatially
and channel-wise within CNNs, refining feature maps sequen-
tially through focus on relevant channels followed by attention
to important spatial regions. SENet [40] pioneered the concept
of explicitly modeling interdependencies between channels,
and employs a mechanism that adaptively recalibrates channel-
wise feature responses. Unlike traditional approaches that ag-
gregate global information indiscriminately, Triplet Attention
[27] extends the attention mechanism across three dimen-
sions—channel, height, and width—simultaneously, offering
a comprehensive approach to focus within the network. Co-
ordinate Attention [41] introduces a novel perspective by
incorporating positional information into the attention mech-
anism. Furthermore, [42] applies the Coordinate Attention
to skeleton-based action recognition. But to our knowledge,
no work has considered lightweight attention mechanisms
dedicated to SVAD solutions.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Overview

An overview of our method is shown in Fig. 2: Given a
video sequence, we employ a standard human pose detector
and tracker to extract poses, which are subsequently repre-
sented as spatial-temporal skeletal graphs. During training,
DA-Flow learns a bijective mapping from data distribution pX
(pose sequences) to a latent Gaussian distribution pZ by using
the change of variables formula. For inference, we estimate
the probability of each pose sequence by reverse calculation.

Assuming a video with T frames, we consider a specific
frame at time T = t containing multiple individuals, denoted
as Xt. For each individual represented by a skeletal diagram
x in Xt, we compute the score by evaluating log pX(x). The
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DA-Flow

Pose Estimation Evaluate Pose Score

Score

T

T=t

t=0 t=T

Pose Sequence Inputs Map Pose Distribution             to Gaussian Distribution

Fig. 2. Overview of the DA-flow Methodology. The process initiates with pose estimation and tracking of input video data. Each pose sequence is then
individually processed by the DA-flow model. Training involves learning a bijective mapping from the data distribution pX(x) (pose sequences) to a latent
Gaussian prior pZ(z), achieved by minimizing the negative log-likelihood of the data. This utilizes the invertibility of the architecture along with the change
of variables formula. During inference, the probability of each pose sequence is assessed, and the frame score is determined by the sequence with the lowest
log-likelihood score.

overall score for the frame denoted as Scoret is then defined as
the minimum of these computed values across all individuals:

Scoret = min
x∈Xt

log pX(x). (1)

In DA-flow, each flow step integrates an Actnorm layer,
a permutation layer, and an affine coupling layer within a
framework combining GCN and DAM. Actnorm, functioning
similarly to batch normalization [28], normalizes the activa-
tions. The permutation layer employs a 1 × 1 convolution
for reversible permutations. The affine coupling layer splits
the input data channel-wise and helps in facilitating bijective
transformations and Jacobian calculations. In our framework,
GCN first extracts local features from skeletal data to capture
specific details. Subsequently, DAM extends this by identi-
fying global semantic information, such as spatio-temporal
relationships, enhancing the understanding of skeleton data
on a broader scale. The DA-Flow architecture, depicted in
Fig. 4, integrates these elements by employing residual links to
maintain both local and global insights throughout the model.
This strategy captures nuanced details and overarching patterns
in the skeletal data. In the inference process, we evaluate each
pose segment individually.

In the following sections, we offer a succinct overview of
normalizing flow and GCN, then introduce the DAM. The
DAM’s effectiveness is highlighted through the synergistic
functions of Skeleton Attention and Frame Attention.

B. Affine Transformation-Based Normalizing Flow

Normalizing flow provides a robust framework for modeling
complex probability distributions by transforming a base dis-
tribution through a sequence of invertible and differentiable
operations. Consider a random variable Z ∈ RD with a
probability density function pZ(z). Introducing a bijective map
T : RD ↔ RD parameterized by a neural network, denoted as
x = T (z), the transformed random variable X has a tractable
density derived through the Jacobian determinant, expressed
as:

pX(x) = pZ(z) |det JT (z)|−1
, (2)

x
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3z

4z
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Fig. 3. Multiscale architecture with four levels as introduced in [37]. First,
the entire input x is transformed by T1. The result is then split up into two
parts of which one of them is factored out immediately and the other one is
further processed by T2. This process is repeated a few times until the desired
depth is reached. The input is drawn in green, intermediate results are in red,
and the components of the final variable z are yellow.

where JT (z) denotes the Jacobian matrix of T at z. The log-
probability of the normalizing flow is given by:

log pX(x) = log pZ(z)− log |det JT (z)| . (3)

To enhance computational efficiency, transformations T
with triangular Jacobian matrices are preferred. These matrices
simplify the calculation of the log-determinant to just the
sum of diagonal elements. Mathematically, given an input
vector x split into two parts, x0 and x1, where x1 undergoes
transformation and x0 remains unchanged, the transformation
of the i-th level can be expressed as:

yi1 = si(xi−1
0 )⊗ xi−1

1 + ti(xi−1
0 ) (4)

yi2 = xi−1
0 , (5)

where ⊗ stands for Hadamard product, yi1 and yi0 represent the
transformed parts of the input, and si(xi−1

0 ) and ti(xi−1
0 ) are
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scale and translation functions which typically implemented as
neural networks taking x0 as input. This process is repeated
a few times until the desired depth is reached. A diagram of
an affine transformation-based multiscale normalizing flow is
shown in Fig. 3.

C. Graph Convolutional Networks

In the context of processing skeletal data with GCNs [24],
the graph convolution operation can be efficiently represented
in matrix form. This representation is crucial for capturing the
simultaneous aggregation of node features across the entire
graph, leveraging the structural properties encoded in the
adjacency matrix. The operation is mathematically expressed
as:

Y = D̂−1/2ÂD̂−1/2XW, (6)

where Â = A+I represents the adjacency matrix A augmented
with the identity matrix I , incorporating self-connections to
include each node’s features in the update. The matrix D̂ is
the degree matrix corresponding to Â. We use the distance
partitioning strategy in [43] to construct the adjacency matrix.
The X ∈ RC×V is a skeleton diagram, where C and V rep-
resent the number of channels and skeletal joints respectively,
with each column representing the features of a node. W is
the weight matrix, containing the trainable parameters that
transform node features from one layer to the next. Y denotes
the output of GCN.

D. Dual Attention Module

1) Rethinking GCN and TCN: GCN is primarily utilized
for processing data in the spatial dimension which applies
convolutional operations on graph-structured data to extract
features, where the graph structure represents complex spatial
relations, such as the connections within human skeleton
nodes. TCN focuses on extracting features in the temporal
dimension. By applying 1×1 convolution operations on time-
series data, TCN traverses the temporal dimension to capture
features that change over time.

This dual approach facilitates the extraction of localized
nodal information through graph convolution and the distil-
lation of temporal dynamics on an individual joint basis via
1×1 temporal convolution. However, we believe that GCN and
TCN have the following two main shortcomings in processing
spatial-temporal skeleton diagrams for SVAD:
1. Restricted Receptive Field: GCN’s ability to capture inter-

actions between distinct body parts such as the head and
hand, is limited by its reliance on heuristic partitioning.
This leads to insufficient connectivity between such parts
when they are not grouped within the same partition.
Furthermore, after GCN processing, TCN’s 1 × 1 convo-
lution operates within a constrained time domain receptive
field. Consequently, both GCN and TCN exhibit notably
limited post-convolution receptive fields, which limit their
effectiveness in capturing spatio-temporal co-occurrence
relationships.

2. Inadequate cross-dimension interaction capture: Both GCN
and TCN fall short of effectively capturing the interaction
across dimensions in skeleton data, including the rela-
tionships between channels and skeletal joints, as well as
between channels and frames. This limitation is especially
evident in applications like fall detection, where variations
along the y-axis among different skeletal nodes and over
time are more pronounced than those along the x-axis. It
is essential to capture the relationship across dimensions
to better comprehend the intricate spatial-temporal patterns
present in such data

Consequently, these two shortcomings together lead to a
failure to capture global high-level semantic information,
which is crucial for understanding complex relational dynam-
ics, such as the changing positional relationship between the
head and hand across multiple frames. Although the receptive
field can be increased by designing multi-scale architectures,
the additional computational and storage overhead is unaccept-
able for VAD which requires timely intervention.

Addressing this challenge requires an effective approach
that not only prioritizes the extraction of local information
through GCN but also incorporates a robust mechanism for
capturing global semantic insights with minimal computational
and storage overhead.

To this end, we introduce the DAM, a sophisticated post-
processing attention mechanism for GCNs. This module is
meticulously engineered to fortify the model’s ability to as-
similate and process global information after GCN’s local
relation extraction, ensuring a comprehensive data understand-
ing. The DAM features two components: Skeleton Atten-
tion and Frame Attention. They operate on an input tensor
X ∈ RC×T×V , where C, T , and V represent the number
of channels, frames, and skeletal joints, respectively. Skeleton
Attention orchestrates the generation of a 2-D attention map
Ms ∈ R1×C×V , whereas Frame Attention yields an attention
map Mt ∈ R1×T×C . The output of DAM is obtained by
initially conducting broadcast multiplication of each attention
map with its corresponding input tensor. Subsequently, the
results from Skeleton Attention are concatenated with those
from Frame Attention. Illustrative details of the computational
process for each branch are depicted in Fig. 4. Comprehensive
elaboration on each module will be provided in the ensuing
sections.

2) Skeleton Attention: Skeleton Attention is designed
to capture broader relationships across fixed partitions and
channel-skeletal joints interaction within skeleton data, fo-
cusing on identifying the most critical joints following GCN
processing, thereby addressing the question of ‘Which skeletal
joints are more crucial?’

The initial step within the Skeleton Attention branch in-
volves permuting the input tensor X to Xs ∈ RT×C×V . This
permutation effectively rotates X by 90◦ anti-clockwise along
the V axis. Subsequently, max pooling operations are applied
along the T axis to extract the ‘sharpest’ features across all
input frames. The resulting pooled features are concatenated
and fed through a 2-D convolutional layer, generating a 2-D
spatial attention map Ms ∈ R1×C×V .
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Fig. 5. The figure for DAM: DAM captures the global information across
all input frames and cross-GCN-partition: The red and green boxes represent
the most noteworthy skeleton nodes called Skeleton Attention and the orange
box denotes the frame that is most noteworthy for determining the anomaly
called Frame Attention.

The output of the Skeleton Attention branch is obtained by
broadcasting the element-wise multiplication of Xs and Ms

along the T axis:

Ys = σ(f(p(Xs)))⊙Xs = Ms ⊙Xs, (7)

where the symbol ⊙ denotes broadcast element-wise multipli-
cation. The function p is defined as:

p(X) = MaxPool(X), (8)

where MaxPool(X) represents max pooling across channels.
When applied to Xs ∈ RT×C×V , p(Xs) results in a 1×C×V

tensor. The function f corresponds to a convolution operation
with a 3 × 7 filter, and the symbol σ denotes the sigmoid
function.

The tensor Ys in equation (7) is obtained by rotating the
tensor Ys 90

◦ clockwise along the V axis to retain the original
input shape of C × T × V .

As illustrated in Fig. 5, the green and red boxes produced by
the upper branch represent the output of Skeleton Attention.

3) Frame Attention: Frame Attention decides to explore
‘Which frames are more crucial’ and channels-frames inter-
action relationships. This branch aims to generate an attention
map Mt ∈ R1×T×C in refining the learning process for Frame
Attention. The structure of Frame Attention is identical to
the structure of Skeleton Attention. The output of the Frame
Attention branch is obtained by :

Yt =σ(f(p(Xt)))⊙Xt) = Mt1 ⊙Xt1 , (9)

where Xt ∈ RV×T×C represents the input tensor X rotated
90◦ anti-clockwise along the T axis. Yt in equation (9)
represents tensor Yt rotated 90◦ clockwise along the T axis
to retain the original input shape of C × T × V . In Fig. 5,
the orange box produced by the lower branch represents the
output of Skeleton Attention.

Overall, the final output Y of the DAM can be expressed
as:

Y =
1

2

(
Ys + Yt

)
+X. (10)

Here, X is the residual output after GCN processing, which
is used to preserve the local features obtained by GCN.

4) Computational Complexity and Parameter Number Anal-
ysis: To the best of our knowledge, DAM represents the
pioneering effort to introduce an attention mechanism specif-
ically designed for lightweight SVAD solutions. This initia-
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tive is compared against the parameter counts of prevalent
convolution-based attention mechanisms extensively utilized
in the field of computer vision. These include the CBAM [39],
Triplet Attention [27], Channel Attention [40], Coordinate At-
tention [41] for an input tensor of shape [1, 2, 24, 18]. Here, the
configuration denotes a batch size of 1, a channel dimension of
2 (capturing x, y coordinates), a temporal dimension consisting
of 24 frames, and 18 skeletal nodes.

It is observed in Fig. 6 that DAM surpasses only the
channel attention mechanism [40] in terms of computational
complexity and parameter count. But we emphasize that for
the skeleton data, regarding the post-GCN module, channel
attention appears overly simplistic for only 2 channels, en-
tirely neglecting temporal information. It is equivalent to a
‘convolution of channels’. In contrast, the parameter counts
and floating point operations (FLOPs) for alternative attention
mechanisms are substantially greater. This makes them less
suitable for deployment in scenarios demanding real-time
anomaly detection. In subsequent experiments, we will verify
the advantages of DAM for processing spatio-temporal skeletal
data for VAD over other kinds of attention used in computer
vision.

IV. EXPERIMENT

In the experimental section, we begin by delineating the
dataset and evaluation metrics utilized, followed by a detailed
description of the experimental setup. Subsequently, we con-
duct a comparative analysis of the state-of-the-art methods
in VAD, encompassing both RGB image and video stream-
based approaches as well as those leveraging posture and
skeleton data. Further, we assess the efficacy of the DAM
relative to other conv-based attention mechanisms within our
framework. The robustness of our model is then evaluated
against challenges such as random noise and the presence of
negative samples. Finally, we undertake a series of ablation
studies to investigate the impact of various parameters, includ-
ing the number of coupling layers, different coupling layers,
the influence of sliding window size, convolution kernel size,
and different pooling methods on the experimental outcomes.

Finally, we opted not to train our model but instead conducted
random projections to assess the significance of the statistical
characteristics of normal skeleton data for VAD.

A. Dataset and Metrics

Our experiments utilize several publicly available datasets
for video anomaly detection, namely, ShanghaiTech Campus
[51], UBnormal [52] and UCSD Ped2 [53], We use the
filtering method proposed by [54] to filter the ShanghaiTech
Campus dataset and the UBnormal dataset. This division
yielded two specialized subsets: HR-STC and HR-UBnormal,
which exclusively encompass anomalies induced by human
actions, thereby segregating them from the broader spectrum
of anomalies found within the original compilations of the
datasets. An overview of the dataset is presented in Table I.

Notably, our training process exclusively utilizes normal
samples, with anomalous events introduced solely during the
testing phase.

ShanghaiTech Campus [51]: Encompasses 330 training
and 107 test videos across 13 scenes, each video at 856×480
resolution. Known for its dynamic scenes with complex light-
ing and varied camera angles, this dataset includes diverse
anomalies such as car invasions and robberies.

UBnormal [52]: A synthetic and open-set benchmark con-
taining 268 training, 64 validation, and 211 test videos. It
uniquely offers annotations at both frame and pixel levels and
covers a wide array of normal and abnormal behaviors.

UCSD Ped2 [53]: A component of the UCSD anomaly
detection dataset which focuses on pedestrian areas with 16
training and 12 test videos at 360 × 240 resolution. This
dataset targets U-VAD and features regular pedestrian activi-
ties alongside anomalies such as vehicles in pedestrian zones
with frame-level annotations.

The model’s performance is evaluated using the most com-
mon metric called the microscopic receiver operating charac-
teristic Area Under the Curve (AUC) metric. Here, we report
the log-likelihood scores obtained on STC, UBnormal, and
UCSD Ped2 datasets. An illustrative example is depicted in
Fig. 7. Our model effectively detects the anomaly in both space
and time.

B. Implementation Details

For frame-wise skeleton detection, we utilize AlphaPose
[21] in combination with YOLOX [55] for tracking skeletons
in video sequences. Our model adopts a prior distribution of
N (3, I), utilizes K = 8 flow steps, and integrates a single

TABLE I
OVERVIEW OF FIVE DATASETS USED IN THE EXPERIMENT. (FRAMES)

Training Validation Test Normal Abnormal

STC 274,515 - 42,883 300,308 17,090
UBnormal 116,087 28,175 92,640 147,887 89,015
HR-STC 274,515 - 38,697 297,000 16,122
HR-UBnormal 116,087 28,175 90,489 147,887 86,864
UCSD Ped2 2550 - 2010 2924 1636
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TABLE II
COMPARISON OF DA-FLOW AGAINST OTHER VIDEO ANOMALY DETECTION METHODS ON FIVE DATASETS: SHANGHAITECH (STC),

HR-SHANGHAITECH (HR-STC), UBNORMAL, HR-UBNORMAL, AND UCSD PED2. THE LEFT SIDE REPRESENTS THE TYPE OF TRAINING DATA USED:
RGB IMAGES AND VIDEO STREAMS, HUMAN POSE. THE BEST RESULTS ARE IN BOLD AND THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE UNDERLINED.

Method Venue RGB Pose STC HR-STC UBnormal HR-UBnormal Ped2
Conv AE [3] CVPR’16 ✓ - 70.4 69.8 - - 90.0

Pred [1] CVPR’18 ✓ - 72.7 72.8 - - 95.4
MPED-RNN [14] CVPR’19 - ✓ 73.4 75.5 60.6 61.2 -

GEPC [19] CVPR’20 - ✓ 75.2 74.8 53.4 55.2 -
MT Prediction [15] WACV’20 - ✓ 76.3 77.4 - -

Multispace VAD [45] TCSVT’20 ✓ - 73.6 - - - 95.2
Normal Graph [5] Neurocomputing’21 - ✓ 74.1 76.5 - - -

HF2-VAD [46] ICCV’21 - ✓ - 76.2 - - 99.3
PoseCVAE [16] ICPR’21 - ✓ 74.9 75.1 - - -

SSMTL [4] CVPR’21 ✓ - 82.4 - 55.4 - 92.4
HSGCNN [22] TCSVT’21 - ✓ 81.8 83.4 - - 97.7
BiPOCO [17] Arxiv’22 - ✓ 73.7 74.9 50.7 52.3 -

STGCAE-LSTM [18] Neurocomputing ’22 - ✓ 75.6 77.2 - - -
Jigsaw [47] ECCV’22 ✓ - 84.3 - 55.6 - 98.8

SSMTL++ [6] CVIU’23 ✓ - 83.8 - 62.1 - -
MoPRL [48] TCSVT’23 - ✓ 83.4 84.3 - - -

MGGAN-CL [49] TCSVT’23 ✓ - 73.6 - - - 96.5
COSKAD [11] Arxiv’23 - ✓ - 77.1 65.0 65.5 -

STG-NF [9] ICCV’23 - ✓ 85.9 87.4 71.8 - -
MoCoDAD [10] ICCV’23 - ✓ - 77.6 68.3 68.4 -

TrajREC [12] WACV’24 - ✓ - 77.9 68.0 68.2 -
VADiffusion [50] TCSVT’24 ✓ - 71.7 - - - 98.2

GiCiSAD [13] Arxiv’24 - ✓ - 78.0 68.6 68.8 -
Two Stream [2] TIP’24 ✓ - 83.7 - - - 97.1
FA-Flow(Ours) - ✓ 86.1 87.3 73.7 73.7 94.1
SA-Flow(Ours) - ✓ 82.2 82.4 71.0 70.6 92.3
DA-Flow(Ours) - ✓ 86.5 87.8 74.1 74.2 95.3

GCN block followed by the DAM at each step. The temporal
segment length T is set to 24 for the STC and HR-STC
datasets, T = 4 for the UBnormal and HR-UBnormal datasets,
and T = 20 for the UCSD Ped2 dataset.

Experiments were conducted using an Adam optimizer with
a learning rate of 5× 10−4, across 8 epochs. Batch size is set
to 256. The computational setup included an 11th Gen Intel
Core™ i5-11400F CPU operating at 2.60GHz, complemented
by an Nvidia GeForce RTX 3080 GPU.

C. Comparison With State-Of-The-Art Methods

For an exhaustive comparison, we selected a diverse range
of baseline models. This includes models based on RGB
images and video streams, such as Conv AE [3], Pred [1],
Multispace VAD [45], SSMTL [4], Jigsaw [47], SSMTL++
[6], MGGAN-CL [49], VADiffusion [50] and Two Stream [2].
Additionally, we have included models that emphasize human
pose data for anomaly detection, including MPED-RNN [14],
GEPC [19], MT Prediction [15], PoseCVAE [16], Normal
Graph [5], HF2-VAD [46], HSGCNN [22], BiPOCO [17],
STGCAE-LSTM [18], MoPRL [48], COSKAD [11], STG-NF
[9], MoCoDAD [10], GiCiSAD [13] and TrajREC [12]. The
performance metrics presented in Table II are sourced either
directly from the original papers or from studies that compare
the methodologies of these papers.

Our DA-Flow model achieves the highest AUC scores,
with 86.5% on the STC dataset and 87.8% on the HR-
STC dataset. On the UBnormal and HR-UBnormal datasets,
DA-Flow scores 74.1% and 74.2%. It surpasses the SOTA
method in RGB images on the STC dataset by 2.1% [47].
On the UBnormal dataset, DA-Flow surpasses the SOTA
method [6] in RGB images by 11.2%. Additionally, our model
outperforms the leading pose-based method [9] by 0.6% on the
STC dataset and 2.3% on the UBnormal dataset.

Within the UCSD Ped2 dataset, our method exhibits per-
formance inferior to methods based on RGB images. This
disparity can be attributed primarily to the dataset’s modest
resolution (360×240 pixels), which considerably hampers the
efficacy of skeleton detection algorithms, thereby amplifying
the margin of error. Despite these challenges, our method
still manages to achieve commendable performance levels.
Notably, our method has the minimal training parameter count
among the evaluated skeleton-based methodologies as shown
in Table III.

In our study, we also experimented with two variations of
our model, named Skeleton-Attention Flow (SA-Flow) and
Frame-Attention Flow (FA-Flow), which isolate components
Skeleton Attention and Frame Attention, respectively. Our
findings reveal that FA-Flow, which emphasizes time domain
information and inter-channel relationships, outperforms SA-
Flow. This suggests that temporal dynamics and the interaction
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Fig. 7. Log-likelihood score examples in STC, UBnormal, and UCSD ped2
datasets: This figure illustrates our method’s ability to identify anomalies
in video frames accurately. Frames are scored based on the minimal pose
score, with ground truth anomalous frames highlighted in red, demonstrating
effective anomaly flagging.

between different data channels are crucial for accurately
detecting anomalies in video sequences.

D. Compare DAM with Convolutional Attention Mechanism

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our model’s
DAM against established convolution-based attention mecha-
nisms: CBAM [39], Triplet Attention [44], SE Net [40], and
Coordinate Attention [41]. These methods are integrated with
GCN on three distinct datasets to compare their effectiveness.

As shown in Table IV, our observations indicate that our
proposed method outperforms existing techniques. Notably,
Triplet Attention [44] is the closest to our results, at the cost
of the latter’s significant computational and storage demands
(as depicted in Fig. 6). This also confirms the importance of
capturing cross-dimension interaction relationships.

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF MODEL TRAINING PARAMETERS WITH SOTA SVAD
METHODS: HSGCNN [22], STG-NF [9], MOCODAD [10], HSGCNN

[22], COSKAD [11], TRAJREC [12], AND GICISAD [13].

Method Venue Training Param (K)

HSGCNN [22] TCSVT’21 2.331
STG-NF [9] ICCV’23 0.616
MoCoDAD [10] ICCV’23 142.2
COSKAD [11] Arxiv’23 240.1
TrajREC [12] WACV’24 4900
GiCiSAD [13] Arxiv’24 82.6
DA-Flow (ours) 0.488

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF POPULAR CONV-BASED ATTENTION MECHANISMS:
CBAM [39], TRIPLET ATTENTION [44], SE NET [40], COORDINATE

ATTENTION AND [41] WITH DAM ON THEIR PERFORMANCE ON STC,
UBNORMAL, AND UCSD PED2 DATASETS. THE BEST RESULTS ARE IN

BOLD, AND THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE UNDERLINED.

Method STC UBnormal Ped 2

GCN 81.3 70.2 92.1
GCN+CBAM 85.7 72.3 93.4
GCN+Triplet Attention 86.3 74.0 94.4
GCN+Channel Attention 81.1 70.2 92.2
GCN+Coordinate Attention 85.3 73.3 93.2
GCN+Dual Attention (ours) 86.5 74.1 95.3

E. Robustness Analysis

Next, we assess the robustness of our model, which showed
superior performance on four datasets: STC, HR-STC, UB-
normal, and HR-UBnormal. We introduced random Gaussian
noise into the skeleton data to simulate inaccuracies from pose
estimators and incorporated anomalous data into the training
set. This approach tested the model’s resilience under varied
conditions.

1) Gaussian Noise: To evaluate the impact of errors from
pose estimators, we simulated these errors by introducing
Gaussian noise to each key point. Specifically, we applied
varying scales of noise, S · u, where u follows a normal
distribution, N (0, I). As depicted in Fig. 8, for the STC
and UBnormal datasets, the AUC decreased by less than
3% for a noise scale below 1. Conversely, for HR-STC and
HR-UBnormal, the decrease was around 6%. This outcome
underscores our model’s resilience to significant key point
noise, indicating it can still perform effectively even with
less accurate pose estimators. The AUC drops considerably
at higher noise levels. Nonetheless, across all datasets, our
model demonstrated remarkable robustness, maintaining high
performance in VAD.

2) Anomalous Data: To further evaluate the robustness
of our model, we conducted tests by incorporating varying
proportions of anomalous data into the training set to simulate
a contaminated training data set, as illustrated in Fig. 9.
When applied to the STC dataset, this procedure resulted in a
modest performance decline of approximately 1%. Similarly,
on the HR-STC dataset, we observed a decrease of 0.7%. In
contrast, when the same proportion of anomalous data was
introduced into the UBnormal and HR-UBnormal datasets, the
performance deterioration was more pronounced, around 4%.
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This difference could be due to UBnormal’s synthetic nature
and our model’s reliance on skeleton pose data. In this case,
our model also shows strong robustness
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Fig. 8. Effect of the various scales of Gaussian noise on the DA-Flow
detection performance. Our model demonstrates substantial robustness against
a considerable amount of noise.
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Fig. 9. Effect of the proportion of training data added to abnormal data on
the DA-Flow detection performance. Our model maintains robustness even
when a percentage of the samples were mislabeled as abnormal.

F. More Ablation Experiment

In this section, we provide further experiments used to
evaluate different model components :

1) Number of Coupling Layers. : In our experimental
analyses conducted on four distinct datasets, we first explored
the impact of varying the number of affine coupling layers
(K) on our models’ efficacy. Fig. 10 demonstrates that model
performance significantly improves with incremental addition
of flow layers, reaching an optimum at K = 8. Beyond K = 8,
we observed a plateau in performance metrics which implies
that the incorporation of additional affine coupling layers
beyond K = 8 does not yield substantial enhancements. Our
findings underscore that while increasing the number of affine
coupling layers augments the flexibility of the normalizing
flow’s transformation, enabling more variables to be aligned
with the prior distribution, this advantage caps at K = 8.
Beyond this point, the transformation process becomes overly
rigid, detrimentally affecting the model’s capacity for gener-
alization.

2) Different Coupling Layers: In our study, we also carried
out comparative experiments to assess the effects of various
coupling layers on the final detection outcomes. Utilizing
the Glow [28] architecture, we evaluated the performance
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Fig. 10. Effect of the number of affine coupling layers on the model detection
performance. The peak value is reached at K = 8.
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Fig. 11. The impact of varying the number of coupling layers in DA-Flow:
More flexible transformations bolster the model’s robustness at the potential
expense of its generalization capabilities.

implications of three distinct types of coupling layers: the
additive coupling layer introduced by NICE [36], the rational-
quadratic (RQ) neural spline [38] coupling layer and the cubic
spline coupling layer [56] across the aforementioned datasets.
Generally, transformations implemented using cubic spline
coupling layers and rational-quadratic neural spline coupling
layers exhibit greater flexibility compared to those employed
by additive and affine coupling layers.

As shown in Fig. 11, our findings reveal that the enhanced
flexibility afforded by the rational-quadratic and cubic neural
spline coupling layers leads to a tighter alignment of samples
with the prior distribution. This close alignment mitigates the
impact of varying the number of transformation modules on
detection performance, thereby enhancing the model’s robust-
ness. However, this increase in robustness might come at the
cost of diminished generalization capabilities. This observation
further substantiates our earlier conclusion drawn from the
comparative analysis of different quantities of affine coupling
layers: overly precise mapping can detrimentally affect the
model’s performance.

3) Sliding Window Steps: We also investigated how
changes in the sliding window step size affect our model’s
efficacy. This step size, which represents the quantity of
skeleton data frames gathered over a set time span, plays a
pivotal role in the model’s ability to detect patterns effectively.
As depicted in Fig. 12, on the STC and HR-STC datasets,
an increase in the sliding window step size correlates with
improved model performance, reaching a peak at T = 24. In
contrast, for the UBnormal and HR-UBnormal datasets, we



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 18, NO. 9, SEPTEMBER 2020 11

observe an enhancement in performance with an increment in
step size up to T = 4, beyond which, a further increase leads
to a decline in performance.
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Fig. 12. Effect of the number of sliding window step sizes on the model de-
tection performance. On the STC and HR-STC datasets, optimal performance
is achieved at a step size of T = 24. For the UBnormal and HR-UBnormal
datasets, the peak performance occurs at T = 4.

4) Convolution Kernel Size of DAM. : In this experiment,
we examine the impact of convolution kernel sizes in the
DAM on its performance across the STC, UBnormal, and
UCSD Ped2 datasets. We particularly focus on kernel size
selection in the channel dimension, noting that a kernel size
of 1 leads to ignoring the correlation between the x and
y coordinates of skeleton data. This approach parallels that
adopted by the TCN. Our empirical findings indicate a decline
in performance metrics, with the AUC metric experiencing a
decrease of approximately 1.1% for the STC dataset, 1.4% for
the UBnormal dataset, and 2.1% for the UCSD Ped2 dataset.
These results support our hypothesis that the interplay between
the x and y coordinates is pivotal.

Additionally, we investigated the effects of varying the
convolution kernel size along another dimension, specifically
testing kernel sizes of 3, 5, 7, and 9. Our analysis demonstrates
that a kernel size of 7 yields the best performance, a finding
consistent with those reported in previous studies such as
CBAM [39] and Triplet Attention [27]. Performance improves
progressively from a kernel size of 3 to 7, followed by a
performance decrease at a kernel size of 9.

TABLE V
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT KERNEL SIZES: 1× 7, 3× 3, 3× 5, 3× 7,

AND 3× 9 IN DAM ON THEIR PERFORMANCE ON STC, UBNORMAL, AND
UCSD PED2 DATASETS. THE BEST RESULTS ARE IN BOLD, AND THE

SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE UNDERLINED.

Kernel Size STC UBnormal Ped 2

1× 7 85.4 72.7 93.2
3× 3 85.5 72.3 93.1
3× 5 85.9 73.5 94.4
3× 7 (used) 86.5 74.1 95.3
3× 9 86.1 73.7 94.7

5) Pooling Type of DAM: In this experiment, we explore
the impact of maximum and average pooling on the perfor-
mance of DAM. Generally, maximum pooling retains the most
distinct or ‘sharp’ attributes of the input data, ensuring that the
strongest features are emphasized. On the other hand, average
pooling computes the mean of all features within a specific
dimension, thereby smoothing out the data representation.

We conducted a series of experiments to evaluate the impact
of maximum pooling, average pooling, and a combination of
both pooling methods on the performance of DA-Flow applied
to the STC, UBnormal, and UCSD Ped2 datasets.

TABLE VI
COMPARISON OF POOLING TYPES IN DAM ON MODEL PARAMETERS,

FLOPS, AND PERFORMANCE ON STC, UBNORMAL, AND PED 2
DATASETS. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD, AND THE

SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE UNDERLINED.

Pooling type
AUC

Flops (K) Param (K)
STC UBnormal Ped 2

AvgPool 86.1 73.7 94.2 2.10 0.46
MaxPool (used) 86.5 74.1 95.3 2.10 0.46

Both 86.5 74.3 95.1 3.86 0.88

As shown in Table VI, the performance using average
pooling in DAM is not as good as the performance using
maximum pooling. In particular, when both types of pooling
are used, performance on STC datasets is comparable to
maximum pooling alone. The UBnormal data set is slightly
higher than using maximum pooling, while the UCSD Ped2
data set is not as good as maximum pooling. However, the
cost is nearly double the FLOPS overhead and the number of
parameters.

6) Zero training: To assess the significance of the statistical
characteristics of normal skeleton data in VAD, we adopt
a unique approach. We do not train our model. Instead,
we test it immediately after a random setup. We conduct
100 experiments on the above five datasets and calculate
the average results. Table VII presents these results. On the
UBnormal dataset, our method without training achieves an
AUC of 69.97%, outperforming SSMTL++v1 [6] by about
7% and diffusion-based SVAD methods MoCoDAD [10] and
TrajREC [12] 2%. On the STC dataset, our method attains
an AUC of 78.24%, which is superior to most traditional
methods that utilize images and video streams. These find-
ings emphasize the effectiveness of using skeleton data in
distinguishing anomalies. We posit that the skeleton diagram
is mapped into an alternate space via the random projection
feature of normalizing flow without reducing dimensionality.
This transformation results in distinct statistical properties and
superior-level sets between normal behavior and abnormal
behavior, which are particularly effective in distinguishing
positive anomalous behaviors. Based on this observation, we
believe that the focus on SVAD in future work should not
be solely on reconstruction and prediction, or a combination,
but rather focusing on the statistical characteristics of normal
samples.

TABLE VII
AUC PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ACROSS DATASETS WITH

ZERO-TRAINING.

STC HR-STC Ubnormal HR-Ubnormal UCSD-Ped2

AUC (%) 78.24 79.54 69.97 70.07 84.96
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V. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces the Dual Attention Module (DAM),
a lightweight and effective component designed to capture the
key global features and cross-dimension interaction relation-
ships in skeleton data across frames for VAD. Furthermore, we
present DA-Flow, a novel lightweight model that integrates
DAM post-GCN within a normalizing flow framework. Our
method significantly improves global correlation and effec-
tively captures key spatio-temporal co-occurrence relationships
through Frame Attention and Skeleton Attention, resulting in
enhanced anomaly detection capacity. Extensive evaluations of
four datasets confirm the superior performance and robustness
of DA-Flow with minimal parameters. Moreover, We discover
that even without training, simply employing random projec-
tion on skeleton data enables us to achieve substantial anomaly
detection capabilities.
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