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Figure 1: We introduce ViDiT-Q, a quantization method specialized for diffusion transformers
used in image and video generation. ViDiT-Q achieves lossless W8AS8 quantization and minimal
visual quality degradation at W4AS, gaining 2.5x model size reduction and a 1.5x latency speedupﬂ

Abstract

Diffusion transformers have exhibited remarkable performance in visual generation
tasks, such as generating realistic images or videos based on textual instructions.
However, larger model sizes and multi-frame processing for video generation lead
to increased computational and memory costs, posing challenges for practical
deployment on edge devices. Post-Training Quantization (PTQ) is an effective
method for reducing memory costs and computational complexity. When quantiz-
ing diffusion transformers, we find that applying existing diffusion quantization
methods designed for U-Net faces challenges in preserving quality. After ana-
lyzing the major challenges for quantizing diffusion transformers, we design an
improved quantization scheme: ViDiT-Q (Video & Image Diffusion Transformer
Quantization) to address these issues. Furthermore, we identify highly sensitive
layers and timesteps hinder quantization for lower bit-widths. To tackle this, we
improve ViDiT-Q with a novel metric-decoupled mixed-precision quantization
method (ViDiT-Q-MP). We validate the effectiveness of ViDiT-Q across a vari-
ety of text-to-image and video models. While baseline quantization methods fail
at W8AS and produce unreadable content at W4AS8, ViDiT-Q achieves lossless
WB8AS quantization. ViDiT-Q-MP achieves W4 A8 with negligible visual quality
degradation, resulting in a 2.5x memory optimization and a 1.5x latency speedup.
The code can be found in: https://github.com/A-suozhang/ViDiT-Q.

'All videos in the Figures are provided in : |https://a-suozhang.xyz/viditq.github.io/,


https://github.com/A-suozhang/ViDiT-Q
https://a-suozhang.xyz/viditq.github.io/
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Figure 2: The Challenges for existing diffusion quantization methods, and ViDiT-Q’s solutions.
ViDiT-Q introduced improved quantization scheme tailored for DiT to achieve lossless W8AS, and
metric decoupled mixed precision tailored for video generation to mitigate degradation for W4AS.

1 Introduction

Diffusion Transformers [} [44] and video generation tasks [22] [53]] have garnered significant
research interest since the impressive performance of SORA [41]]. However, the increasing model size
poses challenges for application and deployment on edge devices. In the realm of video generation,
processing multiple frames imposes a significant burden on both memory and computation. For
example, the OpenSORA [22] model consumes over 10 GB of GPU memory to generate a single
512x512 resolution video with only 16 frames, taking about 50 seconds on an Nvidia A100 GPU.

Model quantization [23},38] has proven to be an effective compression method. By compressing high
bit-width floating-point (FP) data into lower bit-width integers, the computational and memory costs
of the model can be effectively reduced. While many prior studies [16} 27] have explored quantization
for CNN (U-Net)-based diffusion models [49], we empirically observe challenges when quantizing
Diffusion Transformers (DiTs) for image and video generation. Specifically, as illustrated in Fig.
the W8AS8 quantized open-sora (STDIT [22]]) model experiences notable quality degradation (the
turtle has multiple fins), and the W4A16 quantized model produces single-colored blank frames.

By observing the data distribution (See Fig. ), we conclude the primary issue with DiT quantization
is adopting the same set of fixed quantization parameters for highly variant values in 4 levels (See
Sec.[3-I): (1) Input-channel level, (2) Token level, (3) Timestep level, and (4) Classifier-free-guidance
level. Correspondingly, we design an improved quantization scheme: “ViDiT-Q”, tailored for DiTs,
to address this challenge. This scheme includes timestep-aware channel balancing, token-wise and
dynamic quantization. ViDiT-Q enables W8AS8 quantization without visual degradation.

Furthermore, in Fig. [2] when we continue to explore lower-bit quantization with uniform bit-widths
(W6A6 and W4AS), notable degradation is witnessed. Through investigation, we discover that
the quantization sensitivity varies significantly across layers and timesteps. Certain layers exhibit
high sensitivity, acting as “bottlenecks” for quantization. To address this issue, inspired by prior
mixed precision research [[10, 12} 42 62]], we adopt higher bit-widths to “protect” these sensitive
layers. When assigning proper bit-width for each layer, we find that simple Mean Square Error with
FP-generated videos [68] cannot adequately distinguish quantization’s effects on various aspects
of the video, such as quality [64]), text-video alignment [17]], and temporal consistency [32].
To overcome this, we propose to “decouple” these aspects by utilizing corresponding evaluation
metrics, and introduce “metric-decoupled” quantization sensitivity estimation method to assist in
mixed precision bit-width allocation. We summarize our contributions as follows:

1. We conduct extensive analysis and identify challenges for DiT quantization and design a
specialized quantization scheme, “ViDiT-Q”, to address these issues.

2. We identify the quantization “bottlenecked” in lower bit-widths and propose a metric-
decoupled mixed-precision method to mitigate this problem.

3. We validate the effectiveness of “ViDiT-Q” on extensive DiT models for both image and
video generation. It achieves W8AS8 with negligible metrics loss, and “ViDiT-Q-MP”
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achieves W4 A8 with minimal visual degradation, resulting in 2-2.5x memory saving and
1.5x latency speedup.

2 Related Works

2.1 Diffusion Transformers for Image and Video Generation

Diffusion Transformers (DiTs), which employ Transformers [60]] to replace the CNN-based diffusion
backbones (U-Net [50]) in prior research [45}49], have achieved remarkable performance in visual
generation. Image Generation: DiT [44] and UViT [1]] pioneer the use of transformers as diffusion
backbones. Subsequent research [[14} 36, [71]] makes further advancements in architecture design and
training methods. PixArt-a [6] explores text-to-image generation with DiTs, PixArt-X [5] extends
generation resolution to 4K. Video Generation: Early video generation models [[13} 20l 21]] mainly
adopted CNN backbones. Latte [37] pioneer the use of transformers for text-to-video generation. The
success of SORA [41]] inspire the development of video diffusion transformers such as GenTron [[/]],
and open-sora STDiT [22]]. Both high-resolution image generation and multi-frame video generation
add to hardware costs, necessitating efficiency improvements.

2.2 Image and Video Generation Evaluation Metrics

Visual generation can be evaluated from multiple aspects, and many metrics are introduced accord-
ingly. Image Metrics: FID [18] and IS [51] are two commonly adopted metrics for measuring the
Inception network feature difference between generated and reference images for quality and fidelity
assessment. ClipScore [17] evaluates how well the generated image follows the prompt instruction
(text-image alignment), while ImageReward [67], HPS [65]] incorporates human preference by col-
lecting actual user data to train the reward model. Video Metrics: FVD extends the feature-based
metric FID to the video domain. CLIPSIM [63] estimates the similarity between video and text
instructions. CLIP-temp [11] measures the semantic similarity between video frames. Flow-score
is proposed as part of the video evaluation benchmark EvalCrafter [33] to assess motion quality.
EvalCrafter also adopts DOVER [64]] for video quality assessment. These metrics from multiple
aspects should be considered when evaluating the effect of quantization.

2.3 Model Quantization

Post Training Quantization (PTQ) has proven to be an efficient and effective model compression
method [38]]. It converts the floating-point data into low-bit integers, the process could be repre-
sented as: x, = round(clamp((x — z)/s, —28~1,2B=1 — 1)). The s (scale) and z (zero point)
are quantization parameters, which are determined offline based on a set of calibration data with
S = max(abs(z)); 2 = (max + min)/2. Diffusion Model: Prior research Q-Diffusion [27] and
PTQD [16] apply post training quantization for diffusion models. Other research [4}[16}31}154. 56} 68]]
continue to improve diffusion quantization from the unique timestep dimension. Transformer: Prior
research has made advances in quantizing transformers for both the ViT [23},130,35[70] and language
model quantization [9} 26} 166, 69]]. To the best of our knowledge, no prior research has investigated
the DiT quantization. We identify the challenges of applying existing methods to DiT quantization,
and design a novel specialized technique as a solution.

3 Methods

The framework of the ViDiT-Q quantization method is illustrated in Fig.|3] We start by analyzing
the unique challenges for quantizing DiTs (Sec. [3.I). Then, we introduce an improved quantization
scheme, ViDiT-Q, specialized for DiTs to address these challenges (Sec. @]) Further, we develop a
metric-decoupled mixed-precision method to improve quantization under lower bit-widths (Sec. [3.3).

3.1 Challenges for DiT Quantization

As presented in Sec. [T]and Fig.[2] directly applying existing diffusion quantization methods to DiTs
leads to notable degradation for W8AS8 and produces blank images for W4AS8. We delve into the
reasons for these failures by examining the data distributions. As illustrated in Fig. |4} we discover
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Figure 3: The overall framework of ViDiT-Q. We design quantization scheme tailored for DiT’s
unique challenges, and introduce mixed precision specialized for video generation.
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that the unique challenge for DiT quantization lies in the data variance in multiple levels. Existing
methods use fixed and coarse-grained quantization parameters, which struggle to handle highly
variant data. We summarize the data variance in four levels as follows:

¢ Token-wise Variance: In DiTs, the activation consists of visual tokens, We observe notable
difference exists between these tokens.

« CFG-wise Variance: For conditional generation, the classifier-free-guidance [19] (CFG)
conducts two separate forwards with and without the control signal (often implemented with
batch). We observe notable difference in activation range between the conditional part (red
square) and the unconditional part (blue square).

» Timestep-wise Variance: Diffusion method iterates the model for multiple timesteps. We
observe notable variance in activation for the same layer across timesteps.

 Input Channel-wise Variance: For both the weight and activation, we witness significant
difference across different input-channel.

3.2 ViDiT-Q: Improved DiT Quantization Scheme
3.2.1 Token-wise Quantization

The primary distinction between DiT and previous UNet-based diffusion models lies in the feature
extraction operator. While U-Net employs convolution layers for local pixel feature aggregation, DiT
utilizes linear and attention layers for processing image tokens. In DiT quantization, we perform
hardware profiling on the GPU (Ref the appendix [A.4] for more details) and observe that, when
combined with flash attention [8]], linear layers account for over 77% of the latency and nearly 100%
of the memory cost. Therefore, following prior literature on transformer-based Language Model
(LM) quantization [3} 26] [66]], we focus on quantizing linear layers.
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Figure 5: The illustration of timestep-wise channel balancing. Because the activation quantization
difficulty changes across timesteps, we assign different « for each range to adjust the difficulty.

In convolutions, neighboring pixel values are summed together. During quantization, these values
need to share the same quantization parameters for practical acceleration [38]]. Therefore, current
CNN-based diffusion quantization methods primarily adopt tensor-wise quantization parameters.
However, as discussed earlier, token values exhibit notable variation in DiT activation. Applying
the same set of quantization parameters to them leads to large quantization errors. In contrast
to convolution layers, linear layers do not require summation between tokens. Thus, token-wise
quantization parameter assignment is applicable, which can mitigate ‘“token-wise variance”
challenge. We further analyze the extra cost of introducing token-wise quantization parameters. The
token-wise quantization parameter size is negligible compared with the activation (around 1/1000).

3.2.2 Dynamic Quantization

The “CFG-wise variance” and “Timestep-wise variance” present two unique challenges for diffusion
models. To the best of our knowledge, no prior research addresses the CFG-wise variation. Regarding
timestep-wise variance, prior diffusion quantization methods [[15}154] tackle this issue by adopting
timestep-wise quantization parameters through calibration or gradient-based optimization. However,
such a process is costly and may encounter challenges when generalizing to unseen conditions.

Inspired by recent advances in language model quantization [66}69], we adopt dynamic quantization
that calculates the quantization parameters online for activation quantization. We utilize the
simple minmax quantization scheme, so the cost of obtaining quantization parameters online is
acceptable (obtaining data’s max and min). Profiling results (refer to the appendix [A-4]for details)
confirm that the additional latency is less than 1/100 of the layer inference. Moreover, the cost could
be further mitigated with kernel fusion techniques [61]. While dynamic quantization has been utilized
for language models, we emphasize its importance for diffusion models due to the unique “CFG-wise
variance’ and “‘timestep-wise variance” challenges.

3.2.3 Timestep-aware Channel Balancing

The above challenges exist in activation quantization only. However, for both weights and activations,
there exists input channel-wise variance. A few channels have significantly larger values (> 100x)
than others, leading to the majority of values being quantized to zero. Following prior channel
balancing quantization methods [28} [66], we introduce a per-channel balancing mask s € R¢:. By
dividing the activation with s and multiplying s with weights, it shifts the quantization difficulty from
activation to weights, and vice versa. The channel balancing mask could be calculated as follows:

Y = (Xdiag(s)™!) - ((diag(s)W)) = X - W; s; = max(|X;|)® /max(|W;])' ¢, )

where X, Y, W represents the inputactivation , output activation, and weights. The s is the aforemen-
tioned channel-wise balancing mask, and « is a hyperparameter. Channel balancing can effectively
alleviate the input channel-wise variance. However, we empirically discover that it is very sensitive
to « choices, and still yields unsatisfactory performance. We further investigate such limitations
and observe that the activation distribution is notably different across timesteps. As shown in Fig.[3]
for the blocks.27.ffn.fc2 layer, the outlier values are more prominent for later denoising steps (t=100).
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Figure 6: The quantization “bottleneck” phenonmenon and the motivation of metric decoupled
analysis. Some highly sensitive layers hinder the quantization, and quantization’s effect on multiple
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by applying z-score normalization [43] to the metric changes when certain layer types are quantized.

The “quantization difficulty”’ changes significantly across timesteps. Therefore, employing the
same alpha for earlier stages may shift too much difficulty from activations to weights, harming the
weight quantization (especially for lower bit-width such as W4). For latter stages, the « is not big
enough, and the activation quantization is not sufficiently compensated.

To address this issue, as presented in Fig.[5] we design a timestep-aware channel balancing that
assigns different o for different timesteps. We empirically find that the distribution of most layers
starts to become acute after halfway. To minimize the cost of « tuning, we equally divide the diffusion
process into two halves. Specifically, it could be inferred from the distribution that the former o
should be smaller than globally tuned «, and vice versa for the latter ccy. With the assistance of such
prior, we can efficiently acquire a well-performing o within 20 PTQ processes (< 1 GPU hour).

3.3 Metric Decoupled Mixed Precision Design
3.3.1 Arch-level and Timestep-level Mixed Precision

As seen in Fig.[2] for lower bit-width settings (e.g., W6A6 and W4A8), quality degradation is still
observed. When investigating the reasons for such failure, we find that some layers, despite having
relatively low quantization error, could significantly affect quantization. As presented in Fig. [6]
W4A16 quantization produces blank images, but simply skipping quantizing the “blocks.27.ffn.fc2”
layer in the STDIiT model results in output containing readable content. This reflects that quantization
is “bottlenecked” by some highly sensitive layers. To address such “bottleneck” phenomenon,
an intuitive solution is to assign higher bit-widths to “protect” these sensitive layers. We identify
variance in quantization sensitivity across the layers and timesteps, and propose applying mixed
precision in these two levels.

3.3.2 Metric Decoupled Sensitivity Analysis

The main challenge with mixed precision allocation lies in identifying the sensitive layers. Prior
literature measures quantization sensitivity by quantizing specific layers alone and then calculating
the Mean Squared Error (MSE) with the floating-point output to indicate their sensitivity. However,
video evaluation has multiple aspects, the MSE error alone may not accurately reflect overall
generation performance. As illustrated in the upper-right part of Fig. [6] although the left video
has a higher MSE error, it exhibits better visual quality than the right video, which fails to correctly
generate birds but shows some white fractures (denoted with red squares). This underscores the
necessity to enhance sensitivity analysis metrics for video generation.

In exploring sensitivity analysis design, we find that quantization’s impact on various aspects of
generation quality is strongly correlated with layer types. As observed in the lower-right part
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Table 1: Performance of ViDiT-Q text-to-video generation on VBench evaluation benchmark
suite. The bit-width “16” represents FP16 without quantization. The “ViDiT-Q-MP” denotes
quantization with mixed precision, which keeps a small portion of layers as W8AS.

Bit-width Imaging Aesthetic Motion Dynamic BG. Subject Scene Overall

Model Method R . . . . .
(W/A) Quality Quality ~ Smooth.  Degree  Consist. Consist. Consist. Consist.
16/16 63.68 57.12 96.28 56.94 96.13 90.28 39.61 26.21
STDIT Naive PTQ 8/8 56.52 53.64 95.85 69.44 93.54 85.30 29.28 25.42
(OpenSORA) ViDiT-Q 8/8 63.48 56.95 96.14 61.11 95.84 90.24 38.22 26.06
ViDiT-Q-MP 6/6 62.07 57.03 95.86 62.50 95.86 89.34 39.46 26.41
ViDiT-Q-MP 4/8 61.07 55.37 95.69 58.33 95.23 88.72 36.19 25.94

Table 2: Performance of text-to-video generation on UCF-101 Dataset.. The description of metrics
is provided in Sec.[4.T] unless specified with |, higher metric values denote better performance.

Model  Method  DUMAh pon ) FvD.FPI6() cLpstv cLpr  VQAT VQA- o Flow  Temp.
(W/A) Aesthetic  Technical ~Score.  Flick.

16/16  136.87 0.00 0.1996 09978  41.63 5664 224 9753

srpir e PTQ 8/8 154.92 50.72 0.1993 09968 2752 3550  2.61  97.02
1 VIiDIT-Q 8/8 141.13 1552 0.1995 09978 4359 5536 232 9745
Naive PTQ 4/8 544.34 637.02 0.1868 09982  0.16 013 161  99.90
VIDITL.Q-MP  4/8 129.10 60.13 0.1995 09977 3398  47.65 189 9757

16/16  99.90 0.00 0.1970 09963 3633 9123 337 9622

L Naive PTQ 8/8 98.75 73.82 0.1981 09950  27.62 5052  3.53 9535
atte  yinimg 8/8 110.96 20.83 0.1959 09962 3026 8032  3.14 9595
Naive PTQ 48 183.52 239.08 0.1719 09929  5.62 041 6606 65.14

ViDIT-Q 48 95.04 79.11 0.1943 09971 2176 3217 284 9557

of Fig.[6] cross-attention layers contribute significantly more than other layers to “content change”.
Similarly, “visual quality” is mainly affected by spatial attention and FFN layers, while “temporal
consistency” is primarily influenced by temporal attention layers. Building upon this finding, we
propose to “disentangle’ the mixed influences of quantization on multiple aspects of generation
performance and develop a metric-decoupled sensitivity analysis method. We categorize layers
into three groups based on their effects on different aspects and use the corresponding metrics as
sensitivity measures. Subsequently, we identify layers with significantly higher relative sensitivity
and adjust their bit-width accordingly. For timestep mixed precision, we divide the entire process
into four equal ranges and quantize them separately to identify the most sensitive part. Following
these principles, we design mixed-precision versions of ViDiT-Q for W6A6 and W4AS.

4 Experiments

4.1 Implementation Details and Experimental Settings

We evaluate the performance of ViDiT-Q on a variety of models, bit-widths and evaluation settings.
For more detailed settings, please refer to Appendix [B]and [C]

Quantization Scheme: We adopt the simple minmax quantization scheme. The quantization
parameters for activation are dynamic and computed online with negligible overhead. The channel
balancing « and the mixed precision plan are determined offline based on the calibration data.

Mixed Precision Strategy For W6A6, we discover the FEN layers for blocks 6 and 26 are significantly
more sensitive, since they account for < 1% of the overall latency, we maintain them as FP16, and
keep the rest layers as W6A6. For W4AS, we witness notable higher sensitivity for most FFNs, for
simplicity, we set all FEN layers (15% layers) as W8AS, and set the rest as W4A8. Also, we discover
the first quarter of timesteps is more sensitive, and set them to W8AS.

Video Genration Evaluation Settings: We apply ViDiT-Q to Latte [37]] and STDiT (open-sora) [22]]
and evaluate them in two settings. (1) Benchmark suite: We evaluate the quantized model on
VBench [24] to provide comprehensive results . Following prior research [48], we select 8 major
dimensions from Vbench. (2) Multi-aspects metrics: For more flexible evaluation, we select
representative metrics for each aspect, and measure them on UCF-101 [55] and open-sora [22]

7



Table 3: Comparison of quantization methods on open-sora prompt set. Due to the lack of
existing DiT quantization method, we adapt baseline quantization methods to DiT.

Model Method Bitwidth oy porv cLp-Temp VAT VQA- - Flow
(W/A) Aesthetic  Technical ~ Score.
- 16/16 0.1797 09988 634014 504597 0.9751
Naive PTQ 818 0.1956 09988 482358 255961 0.6081
PTQ4DM [32] 818 0.1812 09984 500674 25.1344 0.6335
Q-Diffusion [27] 818 0.1781 09987 516834 382680 0.6473
ZeroQuant [69] 8/8 0.1938 09988 583127 515312 0.6442
ViDiT- 818 0.1950 09991 607025 546361  0.8865
STDIiT Q
Naive PTQ 6/6 0.1912 09964 146374 10.6919 33611
PTQ4DM [52] 6/6 0.1804 09977 209610 8.6566  0.7600
ViDIT-Q-MP 6/6 0.1794 09983 608124 534413 12266
Naive PTQ 48 0.2010 09986  0.1765  0.0863 15722
PTQ4DM [52] 48 0.1727 09981 04781 02672 15298
SmoothQuant [66]  4/8 0.1910 09980 319626 22.8467 0.5594
ViDIT-Q-MP 48 0.1809 09989 606158 493838 1.1278
Bit-width
Model ~ Method (VS FID() CLIP() IR()
; 16/16 73338 0258 0901
Pixartee  Naive 818 11514 0226 -0.953
418 10840 0234 -0.725 :
vibmq 88 75613 0259 0917 PixArt-X Baseline VIDIT-Q

4/8 74.326 0.257 0.887
- 16/16 72.699 0.262 0.929

8/8 302.12 0.163 -2.236
4/8 287.80 0.165 -2.219

8/8 72.845 0.263 0.926
4/8 71.936 0.264 0.944

Pixart->  Naive

VIDIT-Q

Figure 7: Performance of ViDiT-Q text-to-image generation on COCO. Left: The metric scores
of PixArt-a and PixArt-3 quantization. Right: Generated image comparison of W8AS8 quantization.

prompt sets. Following EvalCrafter [33]], we select CLIPSIM and CLIP-Temp to measure the text-
video alignment and temporal semantic consistency, and DOVER [64]’s video quality assessment
(VQA) metrics to evaluate the generation quality from aesthetic (high-level) and technical (low-level)
perspectives, Flow-score and Temporal Flickering are used for evaluating the temporal consistency.
The commonly adopted FVD [59] is also provided. Specifically, due to the lack of ground-truth
videos for prompt-only datasets, inspired by [S7], we also report FVD-FP16 which chooses the FP16
generated video as ground-truth. The above metrics are evaluated on 101 prompts (1 for each class)
for UCF-101, and 10 example prompts for open-sora. We adopt the class-conditioned Latte model
trained on UCF-101. We use the 20-steps DDIM solver with CFG scale of 7.0 for Latte, and 100-steps
DDIM with CFG scale of 4.0 for STDiT.

Image Evaluation Settings: We apply ViDiT-Q to PixArt-a and PixArt-X model on the the first
1024 prompts of COCO annotations [29]. We choose FID [18] for fidelity evaluation, Clipscore [1/]]
for text-image alignment, and ImageReward [67]] for human preference in multiple aspects. Following
the original code implementation, we use the 20-steps DPM-solver with CFG scale of 4.5.

4.2 Main Results

We briefly conclude key findings here, for more detailed analysis, please refer to Appendix Sec. [C]

Text-to-video generation on VBench and UCF-101: As presented in Tab. [T]and Tab. 2] while naive
WO6A6 and W4A8 quantization generates pure noise or blank images (Ref Fig. 2]and Appendix for
visual example), ViDiT-Q consistently preserves generation quality for all bit-widths. ViDiT-Q’s
W4A8 even outperforms baseline W8AS. It’s worth noting that some abnormal scores are due to the
baseline’s failure to generate meaningful contents. Besides, having a flow-score that is either too high
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Table 4: Ablation studies of ViDiT-Q techniques.. By gradually incorporating ViDiT-Q’s techniques,
W4AS8 quantization improves from failure to acceptable.

Methods Bit-width CLIPSIM  CLIP-Temp VQA- VQA- Flow
Dynamic  Channel Balance  Timestep-aware CB (W/A) Aesthetic  Technical ~ Score.
- - - 16/16 0.180 0.998 64.198 51.904 1.427
- 4/8 0.201 0.997 0.178 0.086 1.572
v 4/8 0.196 0.998 32.217 10.994 0.884
v v - 4/8 0.191 0.999 31.963 22.847 1.117
v v v 4/8 0.199 0.999 51.823 23.215 1.189
700f—— mmm FP16 Layers il
2.5 mmm Unquantized Layers
[ | ] 600 mmm Quantized Layers
Bit-width  BitOps Memory Latency 22'0 Loox 267 2 4'2 500 Quandization Overhead
& .99x .67x A2X @
(W/A) Opt. Opt. ¢ s i || 400 = 14 .
16/16 1.00x 1.00x 1.00x § I %300
8/8 4.00x 1.99x 1.47x §1.o 200
6/6-MP  7.11x 2.67x - o5
4/8-MP 5.05x% 2.42 % - ) 100
00 %16 W8A8  W6A6-MP_W4A8-MP ° FP16 WEAS
(@ (b)

Figure 8: The illustration of ViDiT-Q’s hardware resource savings. Left: The comparison of
efficiency and performance under different ViDiT-Q quantization configurations. The “6/6-MP”” and
“4/8-MP"”’s latency could not be measured for now due to lack of GPU kernels (Ref appendix [A-4] for
details). Right: (a) ViDiT-Q’s memory optimization, (b) ViDiT-Q’s latency breakdown under W8AS.

or too low than FP videos indicates degradation. Also, we discover that the FVD fluctuates heavily
with less data (101 videos). We find that FVD-FP16 shows better correlation with visual perception.

Comparison with other quantization methods: We compare ViDiT-Q with other quantization
methods in Tab.[3] Due to the lack of a baseline DiT quantization method, we adapt prior diffusion and
transformer quantization methods to DiTs. For W8AS, ViDiT-Q outperforms other quantization meth-
ods and achieves similar metric scores to FP16. For the challenging W4A8, only SmoothQuant [66]
could prevent generation failure. ViDiT-Q with mixed precision further improves performance to be
comparable with baseline W8AS8 quantization.

Text-to-image generation on COCO: As presented in Fig. [7] ViDiT-Q significantly improves
generation quality from blurred and unreadable to almost identical to the FP generation. The metric
scores are similar and even higher than FP16 baseline for W8A8 and W4AS8. More analysis and
generated images are presented in Appendix appendix [C.3}

Ablation Studies: We conduct ablation studies by gradually incorporating ViDiT-Q’s techniques to
the challenging W4A8 quantization. As shown in Tab.[d} the introduction of dynamic quantization
marks the beginning of the generation meaningful content. The subsequent integration of channel
balancing, along with its timestep-wise version, further improves generation quality. Nevertheless,
we still observe significant degradation, underscoring the necessity for mixed precision strategies.
Detailed analysis and video examples are presented in Appendix appendix [C.4]

4.3 Hardware Resource Savings

Memory footprint reduction. Fig.[8](a) shows the GPU memory usage of ViDiT-Q and the FP16
baseline. ViDiT-Q can reduce the memory from two aspects: (1) Weight quantization reduces the
allocated memory for storing model weights. (2) Activation quantization reduces allocated memory
to store intermediate activations. Combining the two benefits, ViDiT-Q can effectively reduce the
peak memory footprint by 2x, 2.42x and 2.67x under the W8AS, W4A8-MP and W6A6-MP.

Latency speedup. We present the latency speedup in Fig. [8}(b). Due to lack of W6A6/W4A8 or
dynamic quantization kernels, we adopt the INT8 GPU kernels to estimate the latency speedup.
Replacing FP16 layers with INTS8 achieves ~ 2x acceleration. Considering the unquantizable layers
(norms, nonlinears, attention), and the FP to INT conversion cost, the overall speedup is 1.47x.
Detailed description of hardware resource measurements are provided in appendix [A-4]

9



5 Conclusion and Limitations

We design ViDiT-Q, a quantization method tailored for DiTs. With the assistance of metric decoupled
mixed precision, ViDiT-Q achieves W4A8 quantization with minimum visual degradation. Despite
achieving good performance, it still faces the following limitations: the timestep-wise mixed precision
requires additional system-level optimization, the efficiency and precision of quantization sensitiv-
ity analysis still needs improvement, lower activation bit-width is essential for fully utilizing the
acceleration potential of 4-bit weight. We aim to address these issues and further improve ViDiT-Q.
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A Hardware Experiments Details

A.1 Profiling Settings

We evaluate the latency and memory usage of ViDiT-Q on the Nvidia RTX 4080 GPU using CUDA
12.1. All profiling is conducted with a batch size of 1. Since there are no open-source kernels
supporting dynamic W8AS8 quantization on GPU, we demonstrate in appendix [A-3|that the additional
cost of dynamic quantization over static quantization is negligible. For our analysis, we utilize static
quantization GPU kernels implemented based on the Cutlass library [40] for latency and memory
measurement. Memory usage is estimated using PyTorch Memory Management APIs [46], while
inference latency is estimated with NVIDIA Nsight tools [39].

A.2 Motivation for quantizing linear layers only

In Sec.[3] we mention that we focus on quantizing the linear layers and leave the attention computation
unquantized. We elaborate on the reason for this focus here. In Fig.[9] we visualize the detailed
latency breakdown for an STDiT model block. The ’attention computation’ includes the matrix
multiplication for query and key embedding to generate the attention map, and the multiplication
of the attention map with the value embedding. The QKYV linear mapping and the projection after
attention aggregation are not included, as these are linear layers that can be quantized. As shown,
when utilizing FlashAttention, the latency cost of attention computation accounts for only 14.3% of
the overall latency. Additionally, FlashAttention minimizes the activation memory usage for storing
the attention map. Therefore, we focus on the primary cost: the linear layers. We quantize all linear
layers except for the “t embedding”, “y embedding” and “final layer”, they appear at the start or end of
the model, and have smaller channel sizes. They account for only negligible amount of computation
(< 1/1000 overall latency), therefore we maintain them as FP16.

kernel
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~ 99.9% Kernels
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Figure 9: The latency comparison of linear layers and attention computation. When utilizing
FlashAttention, the attention computation only takes up a small portion (14.3%) of the latency.

A.3 Cost of ViDIiT-Q quantization

Dynamic quantization’s extra cost As discussed in Sec.[3.2.2] dynamically calculating the quantiza-
tion parameters online is vital for preserving the performance of diffusion transformers. ViDiT-Q
adopts the easy-to-implement minmax quantization scheme. In this case, the extra cost of determining
the quantization parameter online is obtaining the data’s min and max, which is negligible compared
with the linear layer computation. To verify this, we conduct profiling with NVIDIA Nsight System.
As seen from Fig. [I0} the latency of the linear layer takes ~ 10 ms, while the minmax operator
(“reduce_kernel”) only costs ~ 100us (around 1/100x). Furthermore, the extra cost of obtaining the
minmax could be further reduced with the kernel-fusion technique [61]]. The minmax operator is an
elment-wise reduced operation, which is similar to the “normalization” and “nonlinear activation”
layers, which often occurs before the linear layer. By fusing the minmax operator into the previous
layer, the overhead could be significantly reduces. To sum up, the extra cost of dynamic quantization
over static quantization is negligible.

Channel balancing’s cost: As discussed in Sec. the channel balancing methods introduce an
additional channel-wise mask s to balance the ’quantization difficulty’ between weight and activation.
Prior literature [28166] has shown that the extra cost of multiplying s with weights and dividing the
activation by s can be eliminated by merging s into the prior layer’s computation. Most linear layers
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Figure 10: The latency comparison of minmax operator and linear layer. The minmax operator
takes 1/100 of the linear layer’s latency.

are preceded by normalization layers (LayerNorm), which contain an affine transform. By dividing
the weights in this affine transform, we achieve the same effect as dividing the linear layer’s activation
by s. The multiplication of weights by s can be performed offline. This approach eliminates the extra
cost of channel balancing.

Post training quantization process’s cost ViDiT-Q adopts a simple min-max quantization scheme,
and the activation’s quantization parameters are computed online. Timestep-wise channel balancing
requires several model inferences for « tuning. As discussed in Sec.[3.2.3] guided by distribution
analysis, proper « values can be achieved with 10-30 PTQ inferences, taking less than 1 GPU hour.
In contrast, some baseline quantization methods, such as Q-Diffusion, require gradient-based tuning
of quantization parameters, which is costly and takes tens of GPU hours. For mixed precision, the
major cost is determining sensitivity. Current ViDiT-Q’s sensitivity analysis requires iterative model
testing, taking about 10 GPU hours. Enhancing the accuracy and speed of sensitivity analysis remains
a future direction.

A.4 Estimation of Hardware Resource Savings

In Sec.[4.3] we present the efficiency improvement of ViDiT-Q and provide a more detailed analysis
here. The efficiency improvement is shown in the table within Fig. [§]in the main paper. Due to the lack
of W6A6 and W4A8 GPU kernels, we report the computational savings in BitOps, following prior
literature [34]. Their latency is represented by W8AS8’s latency. With negligible visual degradation
under W6A6-MP and W4A8-MP, ViDiT-Q achieves 7.11 x and 5.05x computation resource savings,
respectively.

Memory Optimization: GPU memory usage comprises two parts: allocated memory for storing
model weights and intermediate activations. With FlashAttention, the need for storing the huge
attention map is eliminated. We find that the current peak memory for activation storage is the QKV
embeddings. ViDiT-Q’s weight quantization reduces the model size, and activation quantization
effectively reduces the size of QKV embeddings. By combining these benefits, ViDiT-Q effectively
reduces the peak memory of the model. Both the “W6A6-MP” and “W4A8-MP” models adopt
mixed precision and set some highly sensitive layers with higher bit-widths. Therefore, the memory
optimization achieved is less than the theoretical statistics (W4A8-MP: 2.42x < W4AS: 2.67x).

Latency Optimization: As shown in Fig.[8}(b) in the main paper, we measure the latency of the
three parts of the quantized model: the unquantized layers, the quantized layers, and the quantization
overhead of FP16-to-INT8 conversion. These are summed to produce the overall latency. ViDiT-Q
achieves a 1.47 x latency speedup compared to the FP16 baseline. Further improvements in latency
speedup with lower bit-width or system-level optimizations (e.g., W4A8 GPU kernels) remain for
future exploration.

B Detailed Description of Evaluation Metrics

B.1 Benchmark Suite

Following VBench [24]], our benchmark suite encompasses three key dimensions.
(1) Frame-wise Quality assesses the quality of each individual frame without taking temporal quality
into concern.
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* Aesthetic Quality evaluates the artistic and beauty value perceived by humans towards each
video frame.

» Imaging Quality assesses distortion (e.g., over-exposure, noise) presented in the generated
frames

(2) Temporal Quality assesses the cross-frame temporal consistency and dynamics.

» Subject Consistency assesses whether appearance of subjects in the video remain consistent
throughout the whole video.

* Background Consistency evaluates the temporal consistency of the background scenes.

* Motion Smoothness evaluates whether the motion in the generated video is smooth and
follows the physical law of the real world.

* Dynamic Degree evaluates the degree of dynamics by calculating average optical flow on
each video frame.

(3) Semantics evaluates the video’s adherence to the text prompt given by the user. consistency.

* Scene Consistency evaluates whether the video is consistent with the intended scene
described by the text prompt.

* Overall Consistency reflects both semantics and style consistency of the video.

We utilize three prompt sets provided by official github repository of VBench. We generate one video
for each prompt for evaluation.

* subject_consistency.txt: include 72 prompts, used to evaluate subject consistency, dynamic
degree and motion smoothness.

* overall_consistency.txt: include 93 prompts, used to evaluate overall consistency, aesthetic
quality and imaging quality.

* scene.txt: include 86 prompts, used to evaluate scene and background consistency.

B.2 Selected Metrics

FVD and FVD-FP16: FVD measures the similarity between the distributions of features extracted
from real and generated videos. We employ one randomly selected video per label from the UCF-101
dataset (101 videos in total) as the reference ground-truth videos for FVD evaluation. We follow
[2]] to use a pretrained 13D model to extract features from the videos. Lower FVD scores indicate
higher quality and more realistic video generation. However, due to relatively smaller video size
(e.g. 101 videos in our case), employing FVD to evaluate video generation models faces several
limitations. Small sample size cannot adequately represent either the diversity of the entire dataset
or the complexity and nuances of video generation, leading to inaccurate and unstable results. To
mitigate limitations above, we propose an enhanced metric, FVD-FP16, for assessing the semantic
loss in videos generated by quantized models relative to those produced by pre-quantized models.
Specifically, we utilize 101 videos generated by the FP16 model as ground-truth reference videos.
The FVD-FP16 has significantly higher correlation with human perception.

CLIPSIM and CLIP-temp: The CLIPSIM and CLIP-temp metrics are computed using implementa-
tion from EvalCrafter [33]]. For CLIPSIM, We use the CLIP-VIT-B/32 model [47] to compute the
image-text CLIP similarity for all frames in the generated videos and report the averaged results. The
metric quantify the discrepancy between input text prompts and generated videos. For CLIP-temp, we
use the same model to compute the CLIP similarity of each two consecutive frames of the generated
videos and then get the averages on each two frames. The metric indicates semantics consistency of
generated videos.

DOVER’s VQA: We employ the Dover [64]] method to assess generated video quality in terms of
aesthetics and technicality. The technical rating(VQA-T) measures common distortions like noise,
blur and over-exposure. The aesthetic rating(VQA-A) reflects aesthetic aspects such as the layout,
the richness and harmony of colors, the photo-realism, naturalness, and artistic quality of the frames.
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Flow Score: We employ flow score proposed by [33] to measure the general motion information of
the video. we use RAFT [58]], to extract the dense flows of the video in every two frames. Then, we
calculate the average flow on these frames to obtain the average flow score of each generated video.

Temporal Flickering: We utilize the temporal flickering score provided by VBench [24]] to measure
temporal consistency at local and high-frequency details of generated videos. We calculate the
average MAE(mean absolute difference) value between each frame.

C Detailed Analysis of Experimental Results

In this section, we present more detailed analysis of the experimental results in Sec. 4]

—— FP16
Motion Smooth. Naive PTQ:W8A8

—e— VIiDIiT-Q:W8A8
1-ADynamic De

—e— ViDiT-Q-MP:W6A6
—e— ViDiT-Q-MP:W4A8

Aesthetic Quality

Imaging Quality

BG. Consist.

Subject Consist. Overall Consist.

Scene Consist.

Figure 11: The radar chart corresponding to the data presented in Table (1| from Sec. 4.1.
ViDiT-Q has a superior performance on VBench compared with the naive PTQ.

C.1 Text-to-Video Performance on VBench

VBench is a comprehensive benchmark suite for video generation models, covering a wide range of
dimensions, such as motion smoothness and subject consistency. The metric values of ViDiT-Q’s
performance on VBench is presented in Tab. [I| Sec. ] We visualize the Radar plot of the VBench
performance in Fig. [T1] the metric values are normalized by the maximum value in each diemsnion.
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It’s clearly illustrated that ViDiT-Q achieves similar performance with FP16 for all bit-widths (W8AS8
, W6A6 mixed precision, W4A8 mixed precision), outperforming the Naive PTQ W8AS. We further
analyze the generated video’s performance from three aspects as follows:

Dynamic Degree: Dynamic degree indicates the range of motion in the video, higher dynamic
degree denotes more dynamic movement in the video. Lower dynamic degree denotes that the video
barely moves, resembling a static image. Normally, higher dynamic degree is favored. However, in
the quantization scenario, we discover that quantization often causes the generated videos to jitter and
tremble. It is not favorable but results in notable dynamic degree value increase. In our experimental
setting, too high or too low dynamic degree means degradation. Therefore, in the radar plot, using
FP16 generated videos as the ground-truth reference, we use the (fo — frp)/ frp to denote “relative
dynamic degree changes from FP generated videos”, and use 1 — (fo — frp)/frp as dynamic degree
scoring in the radar plot. As illustrated Fig. [T dynamic degree dimension, Naive PTQ W8AS8’s
scoring (< 0.8) is notably lower than ViDiT-Q results. The video examples in Fig. [I2]supports this
finding. In Fig. the navive PTQ W8AS8 generated buildings have jittering and glitches, and
changes significantly across frames (ref the supplementary for the video). In contrast, both the FP16
and ViDiT-Q W8AS generated buildings moves acutely.

Consistency: The consistency denotes whether some object remains consistent (does not disappear,
change significantly) across frames. Vbench evaluates consistency from the subject, scene, back-
ground, and overall level. From the Radar plot, we witness ViDiT-Q also notably outperforms naive
PTQ, especially in the “scene consistency” dimension (< 0.8). As seen in the aforementioned video
example in Fig. the buildings (act as the “scene”) changes significantly across frames. It violates
the scene consistency and lead to lower scoring. Also, as presented in Fig. the generated bear’s
ear does not exist in earlier frames, and suddenly appears. This also reflects the degradation of subject
consistency.

Quality: VBench evaluates the quality from both the aesthetic (composition and color), and imaging
quality (clarity, exposure) dimension. Fig. [I4]shows the example of Naive PTQ W8AS8’s quality
degradation. The color notably turns blue, and the mountain on the left is blurred. Similar color
shifting degradation is also witnessed in Fig.
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(c) Naive PTQ: W8AS8

Figure 12: The qualitative results on VBench about the ViDiT-Q’s ability to maintain the
dynamic degree.
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(c) Naive PTQ: W8AS

Figure 13: The qualitative results on VBench about the ViDiT-Q’s ability to maintain the
consistency.

22



[ ] ] [ [ [ [ ] [ [ [ [

(c) Naive PTQ: W8AS

Figure 14: The qualitative results on VBench about the ViDiT-Q’s ability to maintain the image
quality.
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C.2 Comparison with other quantization methods

In this section, we provide more detailed analysis of comparison with other quantizatio methods in
Table.[3] We also visualize the radar plot in Fig. [I3]of the statistics within the table. Similar to the
abovementioned “dynamic degree” in VBench. The “flow Score” metric measures video dynamics.
Therefore, we adopt similar 1 — (fo — frp)/frp for the flow score metric. For all bit-width.
ViDiT-Q achieves similar performance with FP16, while baseline methods notably degrades or even
fails. We will further elaborate the performance from each dimension with the assistance of example
videos in Fig.[16]

—— FP16 —e— FP16
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—e— Q-Diffusion
—e— ZeroQuant
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—e— VIiDiT-Q-MP

VQA-Aesthe} = VQA-Aesthepic

VQA-Technica VQA-Technical

1-AFlow Score 1-AFlow Score

(a) WBAS8 (b) W6A6

—e— FP16

—&— Naive PTQ
—e— PTQ4DM
—8— SmoothQuant
—e— ViDIT-Q-MP

CLIP-Temp

VQA-Aesthetic

%% |CLIPSIM

VQA-Technical

1-AFlow Score

(c) W4A8

Figure 15: The radar chart corresponding to the data presented in Table from Sec. 4.2. We
compare ViDiT-Q with other quantization method designed for LLMs and UNet based diffusion
models.

CLIP-Temp and CLIPSIM: CLIP-temp measures the similarity between frames. Despite baseline
quantization methods faces subject and scene consistency degradation between frames, the main
content of the frame does not change much. Therefore, we witness similar CLIPSIM score (close
to 1.) for all methods. CLIPSIM measures the text-video alignment, which represents how well the
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generated video follows the text instruction. Except for some extreme cases (Naive,PTQ4DM for
W6A6,W8AS8), which fail to generate reasonable contents, the CLIPSIM score remain similar.

Flow Score: Flow Score measures the dynamic degree of the video. We witness both higher and
lower flow score for quantized model. Some videos witness flickering and glitches similar to Fig.
and others have reduced motion (Refer to the videos in the supplementary for visual effect). The
W6AG6 Naive quantization generates pure noise, it significantly changes over frames and results in
abnormally large Flow Score values.

VQA: The VQA metric we adopted evaluates video quality from two perspectives: the aesthetic
and the technical (similar to VBench). As could be seen from Fig. @, ViDiT-Q achieves VQA-A
and VQA-T similar to FP16, while other baseline methods notably degrades. It’s consistent with
the visual perception from examples in Fig.[T6] Naive PTQ could only generate readable content in
WR8AS, it generates pure noise for W6A6, and blank image for W4AS8. PTQ4DM generates turtle that
are hardly recognizable for W8A8 and W6AG6, and also produce nearly blank images for W4AS8. For
improved quantization techniques Q-Diffusion and SmoothQuant, although the main object (turtle) is
distinguishable, its movement is still unnatural and violates physics.

- [ - [ - -l - ] - ] - ] -
- - u — =

WS8AS8
PTQ4DM Naive PTQ QDiffusion ViDiT-Q
VQA-A=50.06 VQA-A=48.23 VQA-A=51.68 VQA-A=60.70
VOA.T=25.13 VQA-T=25.59 VQA-T=38.26 VQA-T=54.63
Flow Score=0.63 Flow Score=0.61 Flow Score=0.65 Flow Score=0.89
] [ [ [ [ ) [ [ ) [ [ [ [
W6A6
Naive PTQ PTQADM ViDiT-Q-MP
VQA-A=14.63 VQA-A=20.96 VQA-A=60.81
VQA-T=10.96 VQA-T=8.65 VQA-T=53.44
Flow Score=33.61 Flow Score=0.76 Flow Score=1.23
W4AS8

Naive PTQ PTQ4DM SmoothQuant ViDiT-Q-MP

VQA-A=0.17 VQA-A=0.47 VQA-A=31.96 VQA-A=60.61
VQA-T=0.086 VQA-T=0.26 VQA-T=22.84 VQA-T=49.38
Flow Score=1.57 Flow Score=1.53 Flow Score=0.56 Flow Score=1.13

Figure 16: Example videos of different quantization methods for different bit-widths.
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C.3 Text-to-image Generation on COCO

We present more qualitative results of generated images by baseline quantization and ViDiT-Q
quantization in Fig. As shown, the Naive PTQ’s generated images are highly blurred. While the
WS8AS images depict outlines of objects, the W4A8 images generate nearly pure noises. In contrast,
ViDiT-Q generates images nearly identical to the FP16 ones, preserving both visual quality and
text-image alignment.

FP16 W8A8 — Naive PTQ W8AS8 - VIiDITQ W4A8 — Naive PTQ W4A8 - ViDITQ PixArt-
Alpha

Abuilding in the
sky that has the
lights on.

A succulent
flower has a lime
green center.

A big body of

" water with a
freeze be next to
it.

W4AS8 - Naive PTQ W4A8 - ViDiITQ PixArt-
' Sigma

A plate of food
placed next to a
compulter.

Aslice of cheese
cake sitting on a
plate next to a
fork.

A decorative
vase with some
yellow flowers in
it.

Figure 17: Qulitative results of text-to-image generation
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C.4 Ablation Studies

We present the generated videos for the ablation studies in Tab.[] As seen in Fig.[I8] video quality
improves from blank images to similar to the FP16 baseline. For the challenging W4A8 quantization,
the baseline method generates blank images. After adding dynamic quantization, some meaningful
background (deep ocean) appears, but the main object (turtle) is still missing. Channel balancing
reduces color deviation (from dark blue to green-blue), but the main object remains unrecognizable
and changes significantly across frames (please refer to the supplementary materials for the video).
Timestep-wise channel balancing improves the consistency of the main object, but notable degradation
is still observed compared to the FP16 video. Finally, with mixed precision, a similar generation
quality to the FP16 baseline is achieved."

Generated Videos Example of Ablation Studies: STDIT W4A8

“A serene underwater scene featuring a sea turtle swimming through a coral reef. The turtle, with its greenish-brown shell, is the main focus of the video, swimming gracefully towards the
right side of the frame. The coral reef, teeming with life, is visible in the background, providing a vibrant and colorful backdrop to the turtle's journey. Several small fish, darting around the
turtle, add a sense of movement and dynamism to the scene. The video is shot from a slightly elevated angle, providing a comprehensive view of the turtle's surroundings. The overall style of
the video is calm and peaceful, capturing the beauty and tranquility of the underwater world.”

- - - - - - - - - -l - - ]

I ————

Baseline + Dynamic +Channel 4 Timestep-aware 4 Mixed Precision FP16
Quantization Balancing Channel Balancing

Figure 18: Generated videos of ablation studies.

We also present the comparison of quantization with naive channel balance and timestep-aware
channel balance. As seen in Fig.[T9] The main object in text instruction (“turtle” and “wispy grasses”)
in the left images are hardly recognizable. After introducing timestep-aware channel balancing,
notable improvements are witnessed.

With & Without Timestep-aware Channel Balancing

“A serene underwater scene featuring a sea turtle swimming through a coral reef. The turtle, with its greenish-brown shell, is the main focus of the video, swimming
gracefully towards the right side of the frame. The coral reef, teeming with life, is visible in the background, providing a vibrant and colorful backdrop to the turtle's journey.
Several small fish, darting around the turtle, add a sense of movement and dynamism to the scene. The video is shot from a slightly elevated angle, providing a
comprehensive view of the turtle's surroundings. The overall style of the video is calm and peaceful, capturing the beauty and tranquility of the underwater world.”

“The dynamic movement of tall, wispy grasses swaying in the wind. The sky above is filled with clouds, creating a dramatic backdrop. The sunlight pierces through the
clouds, casting a warm glow on the scene. The grasses are a mix of green and brown, indicating a change in seasons. The overall style of the video is naturalistic, capturing
the beauty of the landscape in a realistic manner. The focus is on the grasses and their movement, with the sky serving as a secondary element. The video does not contain
any human or animal elements.”

J— .
i + Timestep-aware ‘
—_—

g Ly ok "r.' f">

Figure 19: Comparison of generated videos with naive and timestep-aware channel balancing.

27



	Introduction
	Related Works
	Diffusion Transformers for Image and Video Generation
	Image and Video Generation Evaluation Metrics
	Model Quantization

	Methods
	Challenges for DiT Quantization
	ViDiT-Q: Improved DiT Quantization Scheme
	Token-wise Quantization
	Dynamic Quantization
	Timestep-aware Channel Balancing

	Metric Decoupled Mixed Precision Design
	Arch-level and Timestep-level Mixed Precision
	Metric Decoupled Sensitivity Analysis


	Experiments
	Implementation Details and Experimental Settings
	Main Results
	Hardware Resource Savings

	Conclusion and Limitations
	Hardware Experiments Details
	Profiling Settings
	Motivation for quantizing linear layers only
	Cost of ViDiT-Q quantization
	Estimation of Hardware Resource Savings

	Detailed Description of Evaluation Metrics
	Benchmark Suite
	Selected Metrics

	Detailed Analysis of Experimental Results
	Text-to-Video Performance on VBench
	Comparison with other quantization methods
	Text-to-image Generation on COCO
	Ablation Studies


