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Abstract

Traffic prediction remains a key challenge in spatio-temporal data

mining, despite progress in deep learning. Accurate forecasting is

hindered by the complex influence of external factors such as traffic

accidents and regulations, often overlooked by existing models due

to limited data integration. To address these limitations, we present

two enriched traffic datasets from Tokyo and California, incorporat-

ing traffic accident and regulation data. Leveraging these datasets,

we propose ConFormer (Conditional Transformer), a novel frame-

work that integrates graph propagation with guided normalization

layer. This design dynamically adjusts spatial and temporal node

relationships based on historical patterns, enhancing predictive

accuracy. Our model surpasses the state-of-the-art STAEFormer

in both predictive performance and efficiency, achieving lower

computational costs and reduced parameter demands. Extensive

evaluations demonstrate that ConFormer consistently outperforms

mainstream spatio-temporal baselines across multiple metrics, un-

derscoring its potential to advance traffic prediction research.The
code is released in https://github.com/Dreamzz5/ConFormer .

CCS Concepts

• Information systems→ Spatial-temporal systems; • Com-

puting methodologies→ Artifical intelligence.
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Traffic accident

Abnormal Normal Normal 

(a) Traffic states under normal and abnormal conditions.

(b) Accidents by severity level in the California and Tokyo regions.

Figure 1: Illustration of our motivation: enhancing traffic

forecasting towards resilient transportation.

1 Introduction

Traffic forecasting remains a key challenge in intelligent transporta-

tion systems, supporting route planning, emergency response, and

urban traffic management. While deep learning has made major

progress in recent years, predicting traffic conditions still faces a

critical problem: existing methods work well for regular patterns

but struggle when traffic accidents disrupt normal flow. As shown

in Figure 1a, traffic systems follow predictable patterns during nor-

mal conditions (like rush hours), but traffic accidents cause sudden

speed drops and complex changes that current spatiotemporal meth-

ods cannot handle well. Studies show that traffic incidents greatly

reduce prediction accuracy, with highway accidents contributing

significantly to overall travel delays [11, 22]. Real-world data shows

that accidents can increase travel times by 37-43% compared to

normal conditions [17, 18].

Traffic systems show a basic conflict between predictable and

unpredictable behavior. Normal traffic follows known time pat-

terns, with rush hour congestion well captured by models like

DCRNN [35]. However, accidents create complex disturbances that

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

09
39

8v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

0 
D

ec
 2

02
5

https://github.com/Dreamzz5/ConFormer
https://doi.org/10.1145/3770854.3780312
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0
https://doi.org/10.1145/3770854.3780312
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.09398v1


KDD ’26, August 09–13, 2026, Jeju Island, Republic of Korea Hongjun Wang et al.

spread through connected road networks in nonlinear ways [62, 67],

producing severe disruptions beyond what current spatiotemporal

methods can model. This reveals two main problems in current

approaches: (1) Limited accident data coverage. Most traffic

datasets lack detailed incident information, offering only basic flow

data, which prevents systematic study of how accidents and regula-

tions affect traffic patterns [5]; (2) Inadequacies in accident mod-

eling. Current approaches ignore incident factors entirely, failing

to account for how accidents change spatial relationships, time de-

pendencies, and data patterns during disrupted conditions [48, 62].

To address these fundamental limitations, first, we create two

comprehensive datasets integrating detailed incident information

with traditional flow measurements. Our Tokyo dataset covers

1,843 highway segments with accident and regulatory data from

JARTIC [26], while our California dataset encompasses Bay Area

(2,352 sensors) and San Diego (716 sensors) with comprehensive

accident classifications from the US Accidents database [43]. As

demonstrated in Figure 1b, accident distributions exhibit significant

geographic variation in density and severity patterns across the

Bay Area and Tokyo regions.

Building upon recent advances in conditional modeling [46, 65],

we propose ConFormer, a novel conditional Transformer archi-

tecture for incident-aware traffic prediction. The core innovation

lies in our Guided Layer Normalization (GLN) mechanism, which

replaces static normalization parameters with dynamic affine trans-

formations conditioned on prevailing traffic conditions [45]. This

enables adaptive modulation of internal feature distributions dur-

ing incident scenarios where conventional normalization proves

inadequate. ConFormer integrates GLN with graph propagation

mechanisms that diffuse incident information across traffic net-

works, capturing complex spatiotemporal correlations when local-

ized incidents propagate through interconnected road segments

[31]. Despite sophisticated conditioning mechanisms, ConFormer

maintains computational efficiency with reduced parameters and

overhead compared to STAEFormer [37], achieving superior pre-

dictive accuracy while preserving scalability for real-world deploy-

ment. We make the following contributions:

• ConFormer, a conditional Transformer employing guided layer

normalization to adaptively capture spatiotemporal dynamics

with incident awareness;

• Two large-scale datasets: Tokyo highways with accident and

regulatory data, and California highways with comprehensive

accident annotations;

• State-of-the-art performance surpassing STAEFormer across

normal and incident scenarios while maintaining superior com-

putational efficiency with fewer parameters and lower overhead.

2 Related Works

Spatiotemporal forecasting has garnered significant attention due

to its critical importance in various real-world applications. Tradi-

tional approaches such as ARIMA [44], VAR [50], 𝑘-NN [12], and

SVM [51] often struggle to effectively capture the complex depen-

dencies inherent in spatiotemporal data. Deep learning has led

to substantial advancements in spatiotemporal forecasting. Recur-

rent Neural Networks, including LSTMs [41, 42] and GRUs [10],

have shown considerable success in modeling temporal dynamics.

However, these models frequently fall short in capturing spatial

dependencies, which are essential for accurate predictions in net-

worked urban systems. To address this shortcoming, the integration

of Graph Convolutional Networks (GCNs) with temporal models

has been proposed, resulting in notable improvements in spatiotem-

poral forecasting. Prominent examples include STGCN [66] and

DCRNN [35], which have laid the groundwork for further advance-

ments in the field [4, 7, 61, 62]. Additionally, a variety of innovative

methods have been developed [28, 33, 47, 56, 63], including meta-

parameter learning approaches [15], normalization techniques [14],

large-scale forecasting methods [23], expert frameworks [52], and

curriculum learning strategies [54]. Time series transformers [9, 58]

have also been employed to capture spatiotemporal correlations [25,

27, 37, 69] and manage long sequences [39, 59, 70, 71]. Recent ad-

vances include masked pre-training strategies for spatiotemporal

forecasting [19] and efficient transformer architectures [53]. Al-

though traffic accidents significantly influence traffic propagation,

the extent and mechanisms of these effects remain insufficiently

explored. While some studies have addressed multi-incident co-

prediction [57] and traffic accident risk prediction [68, 72], existing

approaches often treat accidents as external factors rather than

integrated components of the forecasting model. To address this gap,
our study proposes a novel conditional transformer architecture, which
integrates guided normalization layers to dynamically adjust node
spatial relationships and temporal correlations in response to traffic
accidents, providing a more resilient and powerful traffic forecasting
technique.

3 PROBLEM STATEMENT

The traffic network is modeled as a graph𝐺 = (V, E,A), whereV
represents 𝑁 nodes, E denotes edges, andA ∈ R𝑁×𝑁

encodes node

relationships. Traffic states over past 𝑇 time steps observed at time

𝑡 are expressed as 𝑋𝑡 ∈ R𝑇×𝑁×𝐷
, where 𝐷 is the feature dimension

(e.g., flow or speed). In this study, dynamic traffic conditions such

as traffic accident or regulation are incorporated as guided features.

Our target is to predict the traffic state for the future 𝑇 ′
time steps

𝑌𝑡 ∈ R𝑇
′×𝑁×1

, where𝑌𝑡 denotes the predicted traffic states, thus our

problem is defined as [𝑋𝑡 ;A]
𝑞 ( ·)
−−−→ (𝛽,𝛾, 𝛼) and [𝑋𝑡 ; 𝛽,𝛾, 𝛼]

𝑓 ( ·)
−−−→

𝑌𝑡 , where 𝑞(·) computes global factors 𝛽,𝛾, 𝛼 to guide the prediction

model 𝑓 (·).

4 Methodology

The overall architecture of our proposed ConFormer is illustrated

as Figure 2. We expand its details in the following sections.

4.1 Spatiotemporal Condition Propagation

The data embedding layer transforms input observations 𝑿𝑡 into
a high-dimensional representation 𝑋𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑎 ∈ 𝑹𝑇×𝑁×𝐷𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑎 via a fully

connected layer, where𝐷𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑎 is the embedding dimension. To incor-

porate domain knowledge, we design spatiotemporal embeddings

that capture both network structure and traffic periodicity. Follow-

ing the concatenation order in our final embedding, we first incorpo-

rate traffic event indicators 𝑋𝑎𝑐𝑐 ∈ 𝑹𝑇×𝑁×𝐷𝑎𝑐𝑐 , 𝑋 𝑟𝑒𝑔 ∈ 𝑹𝑇×𝑁×𝐷𝑟𝑒𝑔

for accidents and regulations respectively. To model traffic pe-

riodicity patterns, we introduce weekly and daily embeddings

𝜔 (𝑡) → 𝑋𝑑𝑜𝑤 ∈ 𝑹𝑇×𝑁×𝐷𝑑𝑜𝑤 , 𝜏 (𝑡) → 𝑋 𝑡𝑜𝑑 ∈ 𝑹𝑇×𝑁×𝐷𝑡𝑜𝑑 , where
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Figure 2: ConFormer enhances the spatiotemporal trans-

former with Graph Propagation and Guided LayerNorm

(GLN). The graph propagation, combined with an MLP, gen-

erates the mean (𝛽), variance (𝛾 ), and amplitude factor (𝛼) to

guide layer normalization and residual connections, regulat-

ing the latent space distribution at each node.

𝜔 (𝑡) maps to week indices (1-7) and 𝜏 (𝑡) to time-interval indices

(e.g., 1-288 for 5-minute intervals in a day). The temporal embed-

dings 𝑋𝑑𝑜𝑤, 𝑋 𝑡𝑜𝑑 are constructed by concatenating embeddings

across all time steps 𝑇 . Moreover, we incorporate spatiotemporal

adaptive embedding 𝑋 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑒 ∈ 𝑹𝑇×𝑁×𝐷𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑒
[37] and concatenate all

the embeddings together as follows:

𝑿𝑜 = MLP(𝑋𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑎 | | 𝑋𝑎𝑐𝑐 | | 𝑋 𝑟𝑒𝑔 | | 𝑋𝑑𝑜𝑤 | | 𝑋 𝑡𝑜𝑑 | | 𝑋 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑒 ), (1)

where ∥ denotes the concatenation operation.

Graph Propagation. To model the accident propagation effect,

we leverage the idea of graph propagation from GCN [31], which

operate over a graph G. Given a graph signal 𝑋 ∈ 𝑹 |V |×𝐷
, where

𝐷 is the number of node features, a typical 𝐾-hop graph convolu-

tional layer is formulated as𝐺𝐶𝑁G (𝑋 ;𝑊,𝜃 ) = 𝜎
(∑𝐾

𝑘=0
𝜃𝑘L𝑘𝑋

)
𝑊 ,

where L ∈ [0, 1] |V |× |V |
is the graph Laplacian of the adjacency

matrix Athat controls information propagation between nodes;

𝜃 ∈ 𝑹𝐾 weights contributions from different hops;𝑊 ∈ 𝑹𝑁×𝐷′
(𝐷 ′

is the output feature dimension) mixes feature dimensions; and 𝜎

denotes the activation function. In our work, to model the condition

propagation effect (i.e., the accident impact), we simplify the GCN

by applying only the graph propagation and omitting the feature

mixing with𝑊 on the input embedding 𝑿𝑜
, as follows:

𝑿𝑐 = GraphPropagation(𝑿𝑜 ,A)
=
[
𝑿𝑜 ∥ L𝑿𝑜 ∥ L2𝑿𝑜 ∥ . . . ∥ L𝐾𝑿𝑜

]
.

(2)

𝑿𝑐
can be regarded as a contextual condition representation that

incorporates the propagation effect.

4.2 Spatiotemporal Conditional Transformer

The spatiotemporal Transformer architecture has shown superior

performance in traffic forecasting [37]; therefore, we adopt it as

the backbone of our model. Given the traffic input embedding 𝑿𝑜
,

the query, key, and value for the self-attention mechanism are

computed as follows:

𝑸 = 𝑿𝑜𝑾𝑄 , 𝑲 = (𝑿𝑜 )𝑾𝐾 , 𝑽 = (𝑿𝑜 )𝑾𝑉 , (3)

where𝑾𝑄 ,𝑾𝐾 ,𝑾𝑉 are learnable parameters. Then, for spatial de-

pendencies, at each time step 𝑡 , we compute the spatial attention

scores as: 𝑨(𝑆𝑝 )
𝑡 =

𝑸𝑡,:,: (𝑲𝑡,:,: )⊤√
𝑑′

where 𝑸𝑡,:,:,𝑲𝑡,:,:, 𝑽𝑡,:,: ∈ 𝑹𝑁×𝑑′
are

the query, key, and value matrices for the spatial dimension. The

output of the spatial self-attention is then obtained as: 𝑿 (𝑆𝑝 ) =

softmax(𝑨(𝑆𝑝 )
𝑡 )𝑽𝑡,:,: Similarly, for temporal dependencies, we com-

pute the temporal attention scores for each node 𝑛 as: 𝑨(𝑇𝑒 )
𝑛 =

𝑸:,𝑛,: (𝑲:,𝑛,: )⊤√
𝑑′

where 𝑸:,𝑛,:,𝑲:,𝑛,:, 𝑽:,𝑛,: ∈ 𝑹𝑇×𝑑
′
are the query, key, and

value matrices for the temporal dimension. The output of the tempo-

ral self-attention is then obtained as: 𝑿 (𝑇𝑒 ) = softmax(𝑨(𝑇𝑒 )
𝑛 )𝑽:,𝑛,:.

Finally, an MLP is employed to fuse 𝑿 (𝑆𝑝 )
and 𝑿 (𝑇𝑒 )

into a unified

spatiotemporal representation:

𝑿 (𝐴𝑡𝑡 ) = MLP
(
𝑿 (𝑆𝑝 ) ∥ 𝑿 (𝑇𝑒 )

)
. (4)

Although the backbone is capable of capturing spatiotemporal de-

pendencies, real-world traffic states are inherently dynamic and

complex. Factors such as traffic accidents, local regulations, and sud-

den demand fluctuations introduce substantial variations that are

challenging to model. To address this challenge, we propose Guided
Layer Normalization (GLN) to substitute the classic LayerNorm [3],

which adapts the normalization process using dynamic, condition-

dependent parameters derived from the contextual condition repre-

sentation.

Guided Layer Normalization. LayerNorm [3] is widely used

to stabilize the training of deep neural networks by normaliz-

ing inputs across features. Given an input 𝑿𝑜
, it is computed as:

𝑿𝑜 = 𝛾
𝑿𝑜−𝜇
𝜎

+𝛽 , where 𝜇 and𝜎 are themean and standard deviation

of the elements in 𝑿𝑜
, and 𝛾 and 𝛽 are learnable but fixed parame-

ters shared across all inputs. Instead, we propose to learn dynamic

affine transformation factors 𝛾, 𝛽 from the condition representation

𝑿𝑐
and guide the normalization as follows:

𝛾, 𝛽 = MLP(𝑿𝑐 ),

GLN(𝑿𝑜 , 𝛾, 𝛽) = 𝛾
(
𝑿𝑜 − 𝜇
𝜎

)
+ 𝛽.

(5)

With GLN, the vanilla self-attention (applied along spatial/temporal

axis) can be reformulated as follows:

Softmax

(
QK⊤√
𝐷𝑘

)
→ Softmax

(
𝛾2Q′K′⊤+𝛾K′𝛽⊤+𝛾Q′𝛽⊤+𝛽2√

𝐷𝑘

)
(6)

where Q′ = 𝛾 · Q−𝝁Q
𝝈 + 𝛽 and K′ = 𝛾 · K−𝝁K

𝝈 + 𝛽 . The proof of this
reformulation is provided in Appendix. Based on this formulation,

we can derive the following interpretations:

• For 𝛾 (scaling factor):

– Higher 𝛾 : Increases sensitivity to abrupt changes in traffic

patterns, enabling rapid adaptation to accidents or anomalies.
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– Lower 𝛾 : Suppresses the influence of local fluctuations, pro-

moting stability under regular traffic conditions.

• For 𝛽 (shifting factor):

– Higher 𝛽: Emphasizes node-specific features, strengthening

local feature representation in response to accidents.

– Lower 𝛽: Preserves global coherence, facilitating smoother

information exchange across nodes.

𝛾 and 𝛽 serve distinct yet complementary roles in guiding and adapt-

ing spatiotemporal modeling with Transformer. Their interplay

enables the Transformer to balance global patterns with localized

variations for robust performance across diverse scenarios.

Condition Self-Attention. Given the input embedding 𝑿𝑜
and

the contextual condition representation 𝑿𝑐
, GLN is applied to get

the normalized input representation 𝑿 (𝐺𝐿𝑁 )
through Eq. (5) that

adapts to the current traffic context. Building upon this, we extend

the vanilla self-attention in Eq. (3) to a conditional variant that in-
corporates both normalized input features and contextual condition

information. Specifically, we override Eq. (3) as follows:

𝑸 = 𝑿 (𝐺𝐿𝑁 )𝑾𝑄 ,

𝑲 = (𝑿 (𝐺𝐿𝑁 ) ∥ 𝑿𝑐 )𝑾𝐾 ,

𝑽 = (𝑿 (𝐺𝐿𝑁 ) ∥ 𝑿𝑐 )𝑾𝑉 .

(7)

The subsequent spatial/temporal attention computations are identi-

cal to those in Eq. (4), allowing seamless integration of our condi-

tional self-attention into the spatiotemporal Transformer backbone.

Conditional Residual Connections. Given the contextual condi-

tion representation 𝑿𝑐
, we propose learning a modulation factor 𝛼

via anMLP,𝛼 = MLP(𝑿𝑐 ), to scale eachmodule’s output through the

residual connections. The design of this mechanism is informed by

insights from [20], where zero-initialization is leveraged to enhance

the stability and efficiency of large-scale training processes. This

approach has demonstrated significant benefits when applied to

complex datasets like San Diego and Bay Area [38]. From a concep-

tual perspective, this mechanism resonates with the principles of

curriculum learning [6]. By prioritizing the learning of fundamen-

tal, intrinsic features in the initial stages, the model progressively

integrates additional contextual signals, which are typically noisier.

This staged learning process improves optimization during training

by enabling the model to focus on mastering essential patterns

before adapting to more complex or variable information.

Building on the above components, we now present the whole

workflow of our proposed ConFormer as follows:

• Conditional Branch. The conditional branch refines input fea-

tures 𝑿𝑜
using graph structure A through GraphPropagation,

producing conditional features 𝑿𝑐
. The MLP then outputs the

conditional factors:

𝑿𝑐 = GraphPropagation(𝑿𝑜 ,A), (8)

[𝛾𝑐 , 𝛽𝑐 , 𝛼𝑐 ] = MLP𝑐 (𝑿𝑐 ). (9)

Here, 𝛽𝑐 and 𝛾𝑐 parameterize the mean and variance in GLN,

while 𝛼𝑐 scales residual connections to enhance feature interac-

tions. These factors adaptively influence the transformer branch

through context-aware attention and normalization.

• Transformer Branch. The transformer branch incorporates

the conditional factors as follows:

𝑿 (𝐺𝐿𝑁 ) = GLN(𝑿𝑜 , 𝛾𝑐 , 𝛽𝑐 ), (10)

𝑿 (𝐴𝑡𝑡 ) = ConditionAttention(𝑿 (𝐺𝐿𝑁 ) ,𝑿𝑐 ), (11)

𝑿 (𝑅𝑒𝑠 ) = 𝑿𝑜 + 𝛼𝑐𝑿 (𝐴𝑡𝑡 ) . (12)

The ConditionAttention module enables dynamic adaptation

of feature interactions, while the scaled residual connection 𝛼𝑐
ensures information continuity and stability.

• Feedforward Layer. The feedforward module further processes

the features using a secondary set of conditional factors [𝛾𝑓 , 𝛽𝑓 , 𝛼 𝑓 ],
also derived from 𝑿𝑐

via an MLP as follows:

[𝛾𝑓 , 𝛽𝑓 , 𝛼 𝑓 ] = MLP𝑓 (𝑿𝑐 ) .

These factors are applied to the normalized features through

another GLN layer as follows:

𝑿 ′(𝐺𝐿𝑁 ) = GLN(𝑿 (𝑅𝑒𝑠 ) , 𝛾𝑓 , 𝛽𝑓 ), (13)

𝑿 (𝐹𝐹 ) = FeedForward(𝑿 ′(𝐺𝐿𝑁 ) ), (14)

𝒀̂𝑡 = 𝑿 (𝑅𝑒𝑠 ) + 𝛼 𝑓 𝑿 (𝐹𝐹 ) . (15)

The residual connections, scaled by 𝛼 𝑓 , maintain model stability

while facilitating deeper feature transformation.

4.3 Computational Complexity

We partition the computational complexity of ConFormer into three

primary components and calculate the FLOPs for each as follows:

• Graph Propagation. Graph propagation leverages the Cheby-

shev polynomial approximation with a computational complex-

ity of O(𝐾 |E |𝐷), where 𝐾 denotes the order of the polynomial,

|E | represents the number of edges, and 𝐷 is the number of

channels. This complexity primarily arises from the approxi-

mation of the graph Laplacian operator.

• Condition Self-Attention. The complexity of spatiotemporal

condition self-attention is O(𝑇𝑁 2𝐷 + 𝑁𝑇 2𝐷), where 𝑁 is the

number of spatial nodes and 𝑇 is the temporal length.

• GLN. The generation of 𝛾 , 𝛽 , and 𝛼 for layer normalization and

residual connections incurs a computational cost of 𝑁𝑇𝐷2
.

Given that ConFormer is largely controlled by conditions, a single

attention layer suffices to achieve superior performance. Therefore,

the total FLOPs of ConFormer can be computed as:

FLOPs(ConFormer) = 𝐾 |E |𝐷 + (𝑇𝑁 2𝐷 + 𝑁𝑇 2𝐷) + 𝑁𝑇𝐷2 .

Table 1: Summary of Our Developed Datasets.

Dataset Tokyo San Diego Bay Area

Start Time 2021/10/1 2019/1/1 2019/1/1
End Time 2021/12/31 2019/12/31 2019/12/31
Time Interval 10 minutes 15 minutes 15 minutes

#Spatial Units 1,843 road links 716 sensors 2,352 sensors

Traffic Source MegaCRN [28] LargeST [38] LargeST [38]

Accident Source JARTIC
1

US Accidents [43] US Accidents [43]

Regulation ✔ ✗ ✗

Accident ✔ ✔ ✔
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Table 2: Performance comparison with improvements over the best baseline. All models incorporate incident data, for example,

GWNet and AGCRN expand features, while STAEFormer and STID use binary embeddings. Bold purple indicates the best

results (ConFormer), brown underlined indicates the second-best results (best baseline).

Data Method Param

10 min 30 min 60 min Average

MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE

Tokyo

(𝑁 = 1, 843)

(Accident ✔)

(Regulation ✔)

LSTM [24] 98K 7.00 11.10 31.95% 7.74 12.40 36.45% 8.65 13.81 41.81% 7.68 12.24 35.88%

AGCRN [4] 771K 5.99 9.48 25.71% 6.64 10.73 29.81% 6.99 11.39 32.13% 6.64 10.53 29.88%

STGCN [66] 1.1M 6.09 9.70 24.84% 6.91 11.09 30.24% 8.41 12.80 32.90% 7.24 11.20 29.99%

GWNET [62] 333K 5.91 9.40 25.22% 6.59 10.64 29.78% 6.89 11.17 31.71% 6.56 10.40 29.90%

STGODE [16] 769K 6.08 9.57 26.51% 6.74 10.75 30.29% 7.15 11.48 32.91% 6.79 10.64 30.87%

STID [48] 576K 6.08 9.56 25.87% 6.85 10.90 31.25% 7.46 11.32 32.31% 6.60 10.51 29.81%

DSTAGNN [32] 17.8M 5.90 9.39 24.53% 6.68 10.87 29.93% 7.11 11.66 32.56% 6.67 10.64 29.34%

DGCRN [34] 333K 5.86 9.36 24.80% 6.49 10.54 29.23% 6.81 11.11 31.39% 6.49 10.34 29.47%

D
2
STGNN [49] 426K 5.85 9.35 24.52% 6.49 10.45 28.98% 6.83 11.12 31.12% 6.54 10.37 29.44%

STAEFormer [37] 1.7M 5.89 9.37 25.10% 6.52 10.52 29.00% 6.87 11.24 31.22% 6.56 10.39 29.84%

ConFormer 684K

5.77 9.08 19.69% 6.40 10.23 23.16% 6.73 10.87 25.28% 6.37 10.22 23.13%

1.4% ↑ 2.9% ↑ 19.7% ↑ 1.4% ↑ 2.9% ↑ 20.8% ↑ 1.2% ↑ 2.2% ↑ 19.5% ↑ 1.7% ↑ 1.2% ↑ 21.5% ↑

Data Method Param

45 min 90 min 180 min Average

MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE

San Diego

(𝑁 = 716)

(Accident ✔)

LSTM [24] 98K 19.03 30.53 11.81% 25.84 40.87 16.44% 37.63 59.07 25.45% 26.44 41.73 17.20%

AGCRN [4] 761K 15.71 27.85 11.48% 18.06 31.51 13.06% 21.86 39.44 16.52% 18.09 32.01 13.28%

STGCN [66] 508K 17.45 29.99 12.42% 19.55 33.69 13.68% 23.21 41.23 16.32% 19.67 34.14 13.86%

GWNET [62] 311K 15.35 25.17 10.67% 18.23 30.13 12.21% 22.44 38.02 15.69% 18.14 30.11 12.27%

STGODE [16] 729K 16.75 28.04 11.00% 19.71 33.56 13.16% 23.67 42.12 16.58% 19.55 33.57 13.22%

DSTAGNN [32] 3.9M 18.13 28.96 11.38% 21.71 34.44 13.93% 27.51 43.95 19.34% 21.82 34.68 14.40%

STID [48] 258K 15.14 25.07 9.84% 17.63 29.16 11.46% 21.02 36.72 15.02% 17.57 28.92 11.45%

DGCRN [34] 243K 15.34 25.35 10.01% 18.05 30.06 11.90% 22.06 37.51 15.27% 18.02 30.09 12.07%

STAEFormer [37] 1.7M 15.52 25.78 10.21% 18.23 30.66 12.20% 22.39 37.88 15.60% 18.21 30.44 12.27%

D
2
STGNN [49] 406K 15.58 25.74 10.55% 18.00 29.98 12.34% 21.96 37.10 15.06% 17.96 29.97 12.11%

ConFormer 758K

14.52 24.33 9.24% 16.82 28.37 10.81% 20.18 34.53 13.52% 16.75 28.59 10.88%

4.1% ↑ 2.9% ↑ 6.1% ↑ 4.6% ↑ 2.7% ↑ 5.7% ↑ 4.0% ↑ 6.0% ↑ 10.0% ↑ 4.7% ↑ 1.1% ↑ 5.0% ↑

Bay Area

(𝑁 = 2, 352)

(Accident ✔)

LSTM [24] 98K 20.38 33.34 15.47% 27.56 43.57 23.52% 39.03 60.59 37.48% 27.96 44.21 24.48%

AGCRN [4] 777K 18.31 30.24 14.27% 21.27 34.72 16.89% 25.85 40.18 20.80% 21.01 34.25 16.90%

STGCN [66] 1.3M 21.05 34.51 16.42% 23.63 38.92 18.35% 26.87 44.45 21.92% 23.42 38.57 18.46%

GWNET [62] 344K 17.85 29.12 13.92% 21.11 33.69 17.79% 25.58 40.19 23.48% 20.91 33.41 17.66%

STGODE [16] 788K 18.84 30.51 15.43% 22.04 35.61 18.42% 26.22 42.90 22.83% 21.79 35.37 18.26%

DSTAGNN [32] 26.9M 19.73 31.39 15.42% 24.21 37.70 20.99% 30.12 46.40 28.16% 23.82 37.29 20.16%

DGCRN [34] 374K 18.02 29.49 14.13% 21.08 34.03 16.94% 25.25 40.63 21.15% 20.91 33.83 16.88%

STID [48] 711K 17.30 29.02 13.56% 20.47 33.34 16.60% 24.35 39.87 20.60% 20.19 33.47 16.36%

D
2
STGNN [49] 446K 17.54 28.94 12.12% 20.92 33.92 15.29% 25.48 40.99 19.83% 20.71 33.65 15.34%

STAEFormer [37] 1.8M 17.58 29.04 12.59% 21.04 34.22 16.65% 25.86 40.52 20.42% 20.80 33.37 15.44%

ConFormer 784K

16.93 28.48 12.09% 19.96 32.89 15.15% 24.03 39.06 19.68% 19.82 33.00 15.24%

2.1% ↑ 1.9% ↑ 0.2% ↑ 5.3% ↑ 3.4% ↑ 10.6% ↑ 4.8% ↑ 3.9% ↑ 7.0% ↑ 1.8% ↑ 1.4% ↑ 0.7% ↑

5 Experiment

5.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets.We collect large-scale traffic datasets along with accident

and regulation information from both Tokyo and California. Details

of the datasets are summarized in Table 1. The traffic accidents

for both regions are visualized in Figure 1b. We will release these
datasets once the article is accepted.

• First, we develop a comprehensive dataset encompassing 1,843

Tokyo expressway links over three months (October–December

2021). This dataset advances beyond existing collections [28]

by incorporating authoritative incident data from the Japan

Road Traffic Information Center (JARTIC) [26], maintained by

Japan’s Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism.

Our integration yields unprecedented 10-minute synchronized

observations of traffic speeds, accidents, and regulatory interven-

tions. The dataset captures fine-grained regulatory categories

(single-lane restrictions, double-lane restrictions, road closures)



KDD ’26, August 09–13, 2026, Jeju Island, Republic of Korea Hongjun Wang et al.

Table 3: Performance on the standard benchmarks, i.e., without using any accident information.

Dataset Metric HI STGCN [66] DCRNN [35] GWNet [62] AGCRN [4] GTS [47] STID [48] PDFormer [27] STAEFormer [37] ConFormer Improve

P
E
M
S
0
3

Average

MAE 32.62 15.83 15.54 14.59 15.24 15.41 15.33 14.94 15.35 14.51 5.5% ↑
RMSE 49.89 27.51 27.18 25.24 26.65 26.15 27.40 25.39 27.55 24.81 2.3% ↑
MAPE 30.60% 16.13% 15.62% 15.52% 15.89% 15.39% 16.40% 15.82% 15.18% 14.38% 5.3% ↑

P
E
M
S
0
4

Average

MAE 42.35 19.57 19.63 18.53 19.38 20.96 18.38 18.36 18.22 17.89 1.8% ↑
RMSE 61.66 31.38 31.26 29.92 31.25 32.95 29.95 30.03 30.18 29.79 1.3% ↑
MAPE 29.92% 13.44% 13.59% 12.89% 13.40% 14.66% 12.04% 12.00% 11.98% 11.83% 1.3% ↑

P
E
M
S
0
7

Average

MAE 49.03 21.74 21.16 20.47 20.57 22.15 19.61 19.97 19.14 19.04 0.5% ↑
RMSE 71.18 35.27 34.14 33.47 34.40 35.10 32.79 32.95 32.60 32.50 0.3% ↑
MAPE 22.75% 9.24% 9.02% 8.61% 8.74% 9.38% 8.30% 8.55% 8.01% 7.89% 1.5% ↑

P
E
M
S
0
8

Average

MAE 36.66 16.08 15.22 14.40 15.32 16.49 14.21 13.58 13.46 13.32 1.0% ↑
RMSE 50.45 25.39 24.17 23.39 24.41 26.08 23.28 23.41 23.25 22.96 1.2% ↑
MAPE 21.63% 10.60% 10.21% 9.21% 10.03% 10.54% 9.27% 9.05% 8.88% 8.76% 1.4% ↑

and comprehensive accident classifications by severity (prop-

erty damage, injury, fatality) and causative factors (overturns,

collisions, fires, cargo collapse, debris, construction disruptions).

• Next, we systematically enhance California highway traffic data

in San Diego (716 stations) and Bay Area (2,352 stations) pub-

lished by LargeST [38], by incorporating the comprehensive U.S.

Accidents dataset [43], containing 1.5 million georeferenced in-

cident records across 49 states. These records, continuously col-

lected since February 2016 from authoritative sources including

MapQuest Traffic [2] andMicrosoft BingMap Traffic [1], provide

detailed severity assessments from transportation departments,

law enforcement, and traffic monitoring infrastructure.

Settings. Experiments were conducted on a GPU server with eight

GeForce GTX 3090 GPUs using PyTorch 2.0.3. Data was standard-

ized via z-score normalization [8]. Training employed early stop-

ping, terminating if validation error stabilized within 15–20 epochs

or showed no improvement after 200 epochs, with the best model re-

tained based on validation performance [40]. Data was split chrono-

logically into training, validation, and test sets in a 6:2:2 ratio. Model

performance was evaluated using Mask-Based RMSE, MAE, and

MAPE, excluding zero values as noise.

5.2 Performance Evaluation

Baselines.We included the following representative baselines in

our study: Historical Inertia (HI) [36], a naive method that uses

the average of historical values as the prediction result; LSTM [24],

solely focusing on temporal aspects and ignoring spatial corre-

lations; GNN-based models including DCRNN [35], AGCRN [4],

STGCN [66], GWNET [62], DSTAGNN [32], DGCRN [34], and

D
2
STGNN [49]; Attention-based models including ASTGCN [21]

and STTN [64]; Transformer variants such as PDFormer [27] and

STAEFormer [37]; STGODE [16], a controlled differential equation-

based method to model continuous traffic signal changes.

Performance on Our Datasets. Table 2 reports MAE, RMSE, and

MAPE results for the Tokyo, Bay Area, and San Diego datasets

across multiple prediction horizons, along with average perfor-

mance. For the Tokyo dataset, following [28], the input and output

lengths are set to 𝑇 = 6 and 𝑇 ′ = 6. For the Bay Area and San

Diego datasets, following [38], the input and output lengths are

𝑇 = 12 and𝑇 ′ = 12. GWNET combines GNN and Gated TCN, while

DCRNN incorporates diffusion convolution into GRU. DGCRN ex-

tends DCRNN by modeling dynamic spatial topologies, achieving

superior results among baselines. STAEFormer excels in long-term

predictions due to its ability to capture extended dependencies via

attention mechanisms but faces scalability challenges on larger

datasets like Bay Area. ConFormer achieves SOTA performance

across all datasets and prediction horizons, outperforming GCN-

based methods (e.g., D
2
STGNN, GWNET) and Transformer-based

approaches (e.g., PDFormer, STAEFormer). The integration of global

traffic context and conditional layer normalization contributes to

its superior results. Crucially, ConFormer is the first Transformer-

based model capable of operating on very large graphs, demon-

strating significant improvements and establishing Transformer’s

scalability and effectiveness for large-scale traffic prediction.

Performance on Benchmarks. To further verify the performance

of our method, we also conducted experiments on the widely-used

benchmarks [21, 29] with input and output lengths are set to𝑇 = 12

and 𝑇 ′ = 12. It is important to note that these benchmark datasets

(PEMS03/04/07/08) do not contain traffic accident or regulation

information, thus our ConFormer model operates without these

additional contextual inputs in these experiments. Table 3 presents

the experimental results. ConFormer consistently achieved the best

performance across all ranges and datasets, demonstrating the ef-

fectiveness of our model. The superior performance of ConFormer
on these traditional benchmarks demonstrates that our model can
effectively utilize traffic flow signals as proxy variables for under-
lying traffic conditions through graph propagation, where the GLN
mechanism and conditional attention architecture adaptively capture
implicit disruptions and anomalies embedded within the spatiotem-
poral traffic patterns, even without explicit incident annotations. The
GLN mechanism enables dynamic adaptation to subtle variations in

traffic patterns that may indicate implicit disruptions, while the con-

ditional attention architecture learns to distinguish between regular

flow fluctuations and anomalous conditions embedded within the

spatiotemporal patterns. Through graph propagation, local traffic

anomalies propagate across the network as measurable changes in

flow characteristics, allowing ConFormer to capture these implicit

incident signatures even without explicit annotations.
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Table 4: Comprehensive Ablation Studies

Variation

Component Tokyo San Diego Bay Area

Spatial Temporal LN Normal Accident Regulation Normal Accident Normal Accident

ConFormer Attention Attention GLN 6.37 8.98 9.18 16.75 22.36 19.82 26.95

Module

Attention Attention w/ LN 6.45 9.58 9.30 16.86 23.49 19.96 28.45

w/ MLP w/ MLP GLN 6.75 10.06 9.42 17.39 24.19 20.57 29.30

Attention w/o GLN 6.55 9.34 9.53 17.10 22.81 20.23 27.49

w/o Attention GLN 6.75 9.42 9.65 17.16 23.01 20.27 27.55

Attention Attention w/o 𝛼 6.48 9.15 9.53 16.95 22.45 19.99 27.08

Attention Attention w/o 𝛽 6.44 9.33 9.53 16.81 23.68 19.92 28.15

Attention Attention w/o 𝛾 6.46 9.42 9.53 16.80 23.49 19.96 28.33

Data

w/o Accident GLN 6.39 10.97 10.12 16.81 23.27 19.87 28.17

w/o Regulation GLN 6.41 9.48 10.64 - - - -

Table 5: Performance of GLN on GWNet

Model

Tokyo San Diego Bay Area

MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE

GWNet 20.91 33.41 18.14 30.11 6.56 10.40

GLN+GWNet 20.25 32.74 17.64 29.45 6.43 10.21

5.3 Ablation Study

Through comprehensive ablation studies, we systematically evalu-

ated the contribution of each component in ConFormer. The base-

line ConFormer, integrating spatial attention, temporal attention,

and GLN, consistently achieves optimal performance across all

datasets and scenarios. Detailed ablation experiments were con-

ducted from four aspects: (1) Replacing GLN with standard layer

normalization leads to notable performance degradation (MAE in-

creases from 8.98 to 9.58 in accident scenarios), while substituting

attention mechanisms with MLPs results in more significant de-

terioration (MAE rises to 10.06), validating the necessity of our

attention-based architecture. (2) Further experiments removing in-

dividual components (w/o) show that both spatial and temporal

attention are crucial. Removing either causes performance drops

across all datasets. For example, on the Tokyo dataset, removing

temporal attention increases MAE from 6.37 to 6.55, and removing

spatial attention raises it to 6.75. (3) Each modulation factor (𝛼 , 𝛽 ,

𝛾 ) in GLN plays a distinct role in enhancing model performance:

• 𝛼 primarily affects model optimization, influencing performance

in both normal and accident scenarios (removing it increases

MAE from 16.75 to 16.95 on San Diego dataset).

• 𝛽 increases model sensitivity to sudden traffic disruptions (its

removal leads to MAE increase from 22.36 to 23.68 in accident

scenarios).

• 𝛾 captures node-specific conditions to distinguish between nor-

mal and accident scenarios (removing it increases MAE from

26.95 to 28.33 in Bay Area accident cases).

(4) we evaluated the importance of incorporating accident and reg-

ulation data. Removing accident information substantially impairs

prediction accuracy in corresponding scenarios (MAE increases

from 8.98 to 10.97 in Tokyo accident scenarios). Similarly, removing

regulation data leads to worse performance in regulation scenarios
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Figure 3: Comparison of model efficiency and effectiveness

across spatiotemporal models on the Bay Area dataset.

(MAE increases from 9.18 to 10.64). This empirically validates the

effectiveness of incorporating traffic incident information.

Besides, to validate the extensibility of our method, we im-

plemented a condition-informed variant of GWNet, denoted as

GLN+GWNet, and evaluated it across three datasets. As presented

in Table 5, notably, GLN+GWNet achieved a 2.63% reduction in

MAE compared to the original GWNet across all datasets.

5.4 Efficiency Evaluation

Figure 3 compares the efficiency and effectiveness of various spa-

tiotemporal models on the Bay Area dataset. The x-axis shows com-

putational complexity (FLOPs) on a logarithmic scale, the y-axis

denotes predictive accuracy (MAE, with lower values indicating

better performance), and circle size denotes model parameters (in

millions, M). ConFormer demonstrates a notable balance between

accuracy and computational cost, with MAE improving clearly as

model complexity increases. STGCN achieves relatively low MAE

with minimal computational overhead, while LSTM has the low-

est complexity but poor accuracy. In contrast, ConFormer stands

out by efficiently enhancing prediction performance with moder-

ate increases in complexity. DSTAGNN and ASTGCN, however,

achieve competitive accuracy at the cost of significantly higher

computational demands and parameter counts.
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Figure 4: Case studies of traffic prediction in a subarea of Tokyo. Left: Analysis of an accident scenario, where ConFormer

effectively captures the evolution of node distributions in latent space before and after the accident. Right: Analysis of a

traffic regulation scenario, where graph propagation demonstrates learned differential attention scores in response to the

implemented traffic regulations.
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Figure 6: Prediction results of two accident cases on Tokyo.

5.5 Case Study

Using the Tokyo dataset, we conducted several specific case analy-

ses: (1) For the traffic accident scenario (Figure 4-left), our analy-

sis showed that ConFormer effectively captures the evolving pat-

terns of node distributions in the latent space. Using t-SNE dimen-

sionality reduction, we visualized the feature spaces before and

after the accident—before the accident, traffic time series showed

normal, uncongested patterns, with tightly linked features among

neighboring nodes. This hinders traditional models’ ability to pre-

dict accidents; however, ConFormer uses the GLN mechanism with

parameters 𝛾𝑐 and 𝛽 to induce significant feature shifts, enabling

more accurate differentiation of abnormal traffic conditions. (2) For

the traffic regulation scenario (Figure 4-right), we also tested the

model’s ability to transmit information and adapt to traffic changes.

The central node implemented traffic regulations from 13:00 to

20:00: before the regulations, there was a clear difference in atten-

tion distribution between the central node and its neighbors; after

the regulations began, the speeds of these nodes became highly con-

sistent. This highlights the critical role of graph propagation in help-

ing the model adapt to and transmit traffic information—through

conditional mapping message passing, the attention maps of the

central node and its neighbors show significantly enhanced corre-

lation, demonstrating ConFormer’s ability to dynamically respond

to changes in the traffic environment.

As shown in Figure 5, we compare ConFormer, STAEFormer, and

GWNet predictions against ground-truth distributions for normal

and accident scenarios on the Tokyo dataset. ConFormer demon-

strates superior performance in accident scenarios while main-

taining comparable accuracy in normal conditions, particularly

excelling at handling sudden traffic disruptions.

Figure 6 presents two case studies from the Tokyo dataset—two

traffic accidents and two traffic regulations—comparing ConFormer

against AGGCN, ST-GCN, STAEFormer, and ground truth. In both

accident cases (Figure 6a and Figure 6b), ConFormer accurately

captured the traffic velocity drops at 12:00 and 09:00 respectively,

significantly outperforming competing models in predicting these

sudden deceleration patterns.

5.6 Hyperparameter Study

We evaluated the sensitivity of the ConFormer architecture to key

hyperparameters using the Tokyo dataset (Figure 7). The analysis

covered input embedding dimension (𝐷𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑎), spatiotemporal atten-

tion dimension (𝐷𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑒 ), daily and weekly pattern dimensions (𝐷𝑑 ,

𝐷𝑤 ), accident and regulation dimensions (𝐷𝑎𝑐𝑐 , 𝐷𝑟𝑒𝑔), and graph

propagation order (𝑘). Results show optimal performance with em-

bedding dimensions between 8 and 16, with 𝐷𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑎 and 𝐷𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑒 being
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Figure 7: Hyperparameter study on Tokyo dataset.

most critical, while 𝐷𝑎𝑐𝑐 and 𝐷𝑟𝑒𝑔 had minimal impact. Shallow

graph propagation (order 1–2) effectively captured spatial depen-

dencies, with limited benefit from higher orders. These findings

highlight ConFormer’s robustness and efficiency, ensuring adapt-

ability to real-world scenarios with constrained resources.

6 Conclusion

This paper introduces ConFormer, a novel conditional Transformer

architecture for traffic prediction. By incorporating graph-based

propagation adaptive normalization layers, ConFormer dynamically

adjusts spatial and temporal correlations based on historical condi-

tions. We validate our approach using two new datasets from Tokyo

and California, demonstrating consistent superiority over main-

stream spatio-temporal baselines. ConFormer exhibits exceptional

performance on both traditional PEMS benchmarks and our newly

collected large-scale datasets with traffic incident information.
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A Appendix

A.1 Dataset Details

We use this traffic accident dataset [43] covering 49 states in the

United States to match California’s traffic network in Caltrans Per-

formance Measurement System (PEMS) with traffic accident data.

This dataset has been collecting data from multiple data providers

since February 2016. These data providers include multiple APIs

that provide real-time traffic incident data streams. The traffic inci-

dents broadcast by these APIs are captured by various entities, such



Towards Resilient Transportation: A Conditional Transformer for Accident-Informed Traffic Forecasting KDD ’26, August 09–13, 2026, Jeju Island, Republic of Korea

as US and state transportation departments, law enforcement agen-

cies, traffic cameras, and traffic sensors within the road network.

Currently, the dataset contains about 1.5 million accident records.

Compared with PEMS dataset, Tokyo provides traffic regulations

and accidents, which includes fields for various types of lane re-

strictions, such as single lane restriction, double lane restriction,

no restriction, under restriction, general lane restriction, and road

closure. The dataset also records the causes of accidents, includ-

ing overturned vehicle accidents, broken-down vehicles, accidents,

vehicle fires, collision accidents, contact accidents, and rear-end

collisions. An regulations dataset, includes additional causes such

as cargo collapse, unknown causes, construction, scattered objects,

earthquakes, falling objects, and road obstructions, along with a

new regulation category for traffic jams. This dataset is instrumen-

tal for analyzing traffic accidents, understanding road conditions,

and enhancing traffic management and safety measures.

A.2 Training Details

Our experiments ran on a GPU server with eight GeForce GTX 3090

graphics cards, employing the PyTorch 2.0.3 framework. The raw

data was standardized using z-score normalization [8]. Trainingwas

halted prematurely if validation error stabilized within 15-20 epochs

or did not improve after 200 epochs, preserving the best model based

on validation data [40]. We adhered to the original paper’s model

parameters and settings, while also conducting multiple parameter

tuning iterations to enhance experimental outcomes. Data were par-

titioned chronologically into training, validation, and test sets at a

6:2:2 ratio across all sub-datasets. Model performance was assessed

using Mask-Based Root Mean Square Error (RMSE), Mean Abso-

lute Error (MAE), and Mean Absolute Percentage Error (MAPE) as

metrics, disregarding zero values which indicated noisy data [28].

Recent research [38] indicates that existing Graph Convolutional

Networks (GCNs) and Transformer-based methods are largely inad-

equate for real-world road networks, particularly for large graphs

exceeding 2000 nodes, due to the prohibitive computational costs

associated with capturing both global and local traffic patterns. As

illustrated in Figure 2, the majority of methods encounter out-of-

memory errors when applied to the Bay Area dataset, which spans

a one-year period. To address this challenge, we have implemented

efficient linear attention mechanisms [30, 55, 60] on the Bay Area

dataset. These mechanisms are designed to mitigate the substantial

resource demands of traditional dot-product attention, which ex-

hibits quadratic memory and computational complexity. The high

computational and memory costs render dot-product attention im-

practical for real-world traffic networks. Our findings demonstrate

that the utilization of linear attention does not compromise model

performance.

A.3 Baseline Details

We included the following representative baselines in our study:

Historical Last (HL) [36]: A naive method that uses the average of

historical values as the prediction result. LSTM [24]: Focuses solely

on temporal aspects, ignoring spatial correlations. Formethods com-

bining GNNs [13, 31], we considered: RNN-based approaches such

as DCRNN [35] and AGCRN [4]. TCN-based methods like STGCN

[66] and GWNET [62]. Attention-based models including ASTGCN

[21] and STTN [64]. Transformer variants such as PDFormer [27]

and STAEFormer [37]. Additionally, we integrated more sophisti-

cated techniques: Controlled differential-based method: STGODE

[16] uses neural ordinary differential equations to model continu-

ous traffic signal changes. Dynamic graph-based methods: These

include DSTAGNN [32], DGCRN [34], and D
2
STGNN [49], which

specifically address dynamic correlations among sensors in traffic

networks.

A.4 Proof of Reformulated Self-Attention

With GLN, the vanilla self-attention can be reformulated as follows:

Softmax

(
QK⊤√
𝐷𝑘

)
→ Softmax

(
𝛾2Q′K′⊤+𝛾K′𝛽⊤+𝛾Q′𝛽⊤+𝛽2√

𝐷𝑘

)
(1)

where Q′ = 𝛾 · Q−𝝁Q
𝝈 + 𝛽 and K′ = 𝛾 · K−𝝁K

𝝈 + 𝛽 .

Proof. We proceed through several key steps to establish this

theorem, leveraging the properties of Generalized Layer Normal-

ization (GLN) and the linearity of the embedding layer.

• Normalization of Input: For an input𝑥 , the normalized version

using GLN with conditional affine transformation parameters 𝛾

and 𝛽 is given by:

𝑥 ′𝑖 = 𝛾 · 𝑥𝑖 − 𝜇𝑖
𝜎𝑖

+ 𝛽,

where 𝜇𝑖 and 𝜎𝑖 represent the mean and standard deviation of

𝑥𝑖 , respectively.

• Linear Embedding Transformation: Given the linearity of

the embedding layer, denoted by function 𝑓 , we can express the

normalized input as:

𝑞′𝑖 = 𝛾 · 𝑓 (𝑥𝑖 ) − 𝑓 (𝜇𝑖 )
𝜎𝑖

+ 𝑓 (𝛽),

where we define 𝜇𝑞𝑖 = 𝑓 (𝜇𝑖 ) and 𝜎𝑞𝑖 = 𝜎𝑖 . Thus, 𝑞
′
𝑖 can be

rewritten as:

𝑞′𝑖 = 𝛾 ·
𝑞𝑖 − 𝜇𝑞𝑖
𝜎𝑖

+ 𝛽, where 𝛽 = 𝑓 (𝛽) .

• Formulation of Q′
and K′

:

Q′ = 𝛾 · Q−𝝁Q
𝝈 + 𝛽, K′ = 𝛾 · K−𝝁K

𝝈 + 𝛽.
• Computation of Q′K′⊤

:

Q′K′⊤ =

(
𝛾 · Q−𝝁Q

𝝈 + 𝛽
) (
𝛾 · K−𝝁K

𝝈 + 𝛽
)⊤

• Expansion of Q′K′⊤
:

Q′K′⊤ = 𝛾2
(
Q−𝝁Q

𝝈

) (
K−𝝁K
𝝈

)⊤
+ 𝛾𝛽

(
K−𝝁K
𝝈

)⊤
+ 𝛾

(
Q−𝝁Q

𝝈

)
𝛽⊤ + 𝛽2 .

• Formulation of the Softmax Attention:

Substituting this expanded form into the Self-Attention formula,

we arrive at:

Softmax

(
QK⊤√
𝐷𝑘

)
= Softmax

(
𝛾2Q′K′⊤+𝛾K′𝛽⊤+𝛾Q′𝛽⊤+𝛽2√

𝐷𝑘

)
.

Thus, we have established the equivalence stated in Eq. 1, demon-

strating how the normalized attention mechanism relates to the

original formulation through a series of algebraic transformations.

□
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