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Abstract

Quantizing the activations of large language models (LLMs) has been a signifi-
cant challenge due to the presence of structured outliers. Most existing methods
focus on the per-token or per-tensor quantization of activations, making it difficult
to achieve both accuracy and hardware efficiency. To address this problem, we
propose OutlierTune, an efficient per-channel post-training quantization (PTQ)
method for the activations of LLMs. OutlierTune consists of two components:
pre-execution of dequantization and symmetrization. The pre-execution of de-
quantization updates the model weights by the activation scaling factors, avoiding
the internal scaling and costly additional computational overheads brought by
the per-channel activation quantization. The symmetrization further reduces the
quantization differences arising from the weight updates by ensuring the balanced
numerical ranges across different activation channels. OutlierTune is easy to im-
plement and hardware-efficient, introducing almost no additional computational
overheads during the inference. Extensive experiments show that the proposed
framework outperforms existing methods across multiple different tasks. Demon-
strating better generalization, this framework improves the Int6 quantization of the
instruction-tuning LLMs, such as OPT-IML, to the same level as half-precision
(FP16). Moreover, we have shown that the proposed framework is 1.48× faster
than the FP16 implementation while reducing approximately 2× memory usage.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have attracted considerable attention and demonstrated remarkable
performance in various tasks [1–7], but their actual deployments have been hindered due to the signif-
icant memory and computational overheads [8, 9]. As an effective method to alleviate the deployment
difficulties of LLMs, quantization can effectively reduce the computational and storage costs by
converting the model parameters into the fixed-point or low-precision floating-point representations
[10–14].

Quantization presents an appealing solution for the deployment of LLMs, yet its practical imple-
mentation poses challenges. Quantization-aware training (QAT) [15–17], which quantizes models
during training, offers significant improvements, but isn’t always practical for LLMs due to the
vast number of parameters involved. Compared to QAT, post-training quantization (PTQ) [18, 19]
is an easier-to-implement scheme, simplifying the process by eliminating the expensive training
prerequisites [20, 21], but performing low-bit PTQ on the weights and activations of LLMs presents
a formidable challenge, often resulting in a significant degradation in model performance [22]. This
degradation is primarily due to the structured outliers in certain fixed activation channels [23], which
serve as the primary source of quantization errors during the low-bit activation quantizations.
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To address the challenge posed by the outlier channels during quantization, some works have dedicated
to reduce their impacts on the quantization scale. LLM.int8 [23] effectively isolates the outliers
in activation quantization by preserving the outlier channels at FP16 precision. SmoothQuant [24]
employs a smoothing technique to prepare activations for easier quantization. Outlier Suppression
[25] narrows the numerical range of outlier channels to reduce the quantization errors. The above
methods focus on quantizing activations in the token or tensor dimension, which inevitably introduces
significant quantization errors when operating at low precision.

Recent studies have shown that per-channel activation quantization can effectively mitigate quantiza-
tion errors by reducing the influence of outlier channels on the quantization scale [24, 27]. However,
the per-channel activation quantization faces significant hurdles during the dequantization process. A
primary reason is the scaling inside matrix multiplications caused by the per-channel quantization,
which not only introduces considerable computational overheads but also poses difficulties in aligning
with hardware-accelerated kernels. To address this challenge, several methods have been developed
to reduce the additional computational overhead of per-channel quantization by utilizing simple re-
ordering techniques [26, 27]. However, such methods still cannot simultaneously satisfy the efficient
hardware implementation and have poor latency performance. In comparison, SPIQ [28] implements
the per-channel activation quantization in a static quantization manner, but its applicability is limited
to smaller vision models such as MobileNet and DenseNet.

In this paper, we introduce OutlierTune, a novel weight-activation quantization framework, which
enables efficient inference while maintaining the accuracy of per-channel activation quantization. Out-
lierTune incorporates two pivotal components: pre-execution of dequantization and symmetrization.
The pre-execution of dequantization updates the weights by the activation scaling factors and avoids
the internal scaling of dequantization by a mathematically equivalent transformation. This optimizes
the per-channel activation quantization process and improves the model latency performance. Then
to further improve accuracy, we employ the symmetrization to balance the numerical ranges across
different activation channels. This adjustment reduces the adverse effects of the activation scaling
factor on weight quantization and fosters the quantization-friendly activations. OutlierTune is easy to
implement and hardware-efficient. Experimental results demonstrate its ability to quantize the model
weights and activations to 6 bits without significant accuracy loss.

The proposed OutlierTune framework shows the efficient implementation of per-channel activation
quantization on LLMs: prior works resulted in poor latency performance or were not suitable for
LLMs [26–28]. The pre-execution of dequantization and symmetrization in OutlierTune can be
accomplished beforehand by tuning the weights and biases, thus avoiding the additional computations
during the inference. Moreover, OutlierTune eliminates the need for tedious parameter search process.

The main contributions are outlined as follows:

• We study in detail the difficulty of quantizing activations along the channel dimension
and propose our OutlierTune framework including the pre-execution of dequantization and
symmetrization. This framework is simple and efficient, and can be plug-and-play.

• The pre-execution of dequantization optimizes the per-channel activation quantization
process by eliminating internal scaling and reducing computational overheads. Meanwhile,
the symmetrization harmonizes the numerical ranges of outlier channels to mitigate the
quantization errors of updated weights.

• We validate the effectiveness of our OutlierTune framework across different LLMs. The eval-
uation results across different tasks demonstrate that OutlierTune does not incur significant
model performance loss when operating under 8-bits and 6-bits quantizations. Compared
to FP16, OutlierTune can achieve up to 1.48× inference speed-up and approximately 2×
memory saving.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Quantization

Quantization reduces memory usage and increases computational efficiency by converting high-
precision floating-point to fixed-point representation [19]. Governed by scaling factor s and zero
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Figure 1: Differences in different quantization dimensions. The quantization settings in Fig. 1a,1b,
tensor-tensor and token-channel, can perform the efficient external scaling operation, but result in
high quantization loss. The channel-channel quantization in Fig. 1c only causes minimal quantization
loss (< 0.1) but lacks computational efficiency. We pre-execute the dequantization operation in the
channel-channel quantization through weight updating to ensure computational efficiency, as shown
in Fig. 1d. The perplexity of WikiText2 is measured with OPT-6.7B under INT8 quantization.

point z, quantization can be mathematically expressed as:

x̃ = clip
(⌈x

s

⌋
+ z, 0, 2b−1

)
, x̄ = (x̃− z)s, (1)

where x is the floating-point tensor, x̃ is the fixed-point representation, x̄ is the inverse quantized
counterpart, b is the quantization bits, ⌈⌋ denotes the rounding operation. Quantization techniques
can be categorized into symmetric and asymmetric types based on the position of the zero point z.
Symmetric quantization, centered on the zero point (z = 0), is well-suited for processing data with
evenly distributed positive and negative numbers [24]. In contrast, asymmetric quantization permits a
flexible zero point (z ̸= 0), which allows for better adaptation to various data distributions [20].

2.2 Matrix multiplication after quantization

We consider the matrix multiplication WX , where both activation X ∈ Ri×n and weight W ∈ Rn×j

are subjected to the per-tensor symmetric quantization, as shown in Fig. 1a. The matrix multiplication
after the per-tensor symmetric quantization can be expressed as Y = (sXX̃)(sW W̃ ), and sX , sW

are two constants that denote the scaling factors of the tensor W and tensor X . Each element of
output Y can be calculated as:

Yij = sXsW
(∑n

k=1
X̃ikW̃kj

)
. (2)

In Eq. (2), the scaling of dequantization can be done efficiently outside the matrix multiplication
via the scaling factors sX , sW shared by the whole tensors. This approach ensures compatibility
with the hardware-accelerated kernels, e.g. Cutlass Int8 GEMM, which only support external scaling
within matrix multiplication. In the case of per-channel weight quantization and per-token activation
quantization, as shown in Fig. 1b, which is currently the most widely studied quantization setting,
the scaling factors sX ∈ Ri and sW ∈ Rj represent two vectors. Each element of output Y can be
calculated as,

Yij = sXi sWj

(∑n

k=1
X̃ikW̃kj

)
. (3)

Similarly, Eq. (3) allows external scaling of each output element via the weight scaling factor
sW ∈ Rj shared per channel and the activation scaling factor sX ∈ Ri shared per token, and can be
mapped to the hardware-accelerated kernels.

However, in the case of per-channel quantization of both weight and activation, as shown in Fig. 1c,
with the scaling factors sX ∈ Rn and sW ∈ Rj , each element of output Y can be calculated as,

Yij = sWj

(∑n

k=1
sXk X̃ikW̃kj

)
. (4)

Here, the scaling factor sX cannot be extracted for the external scaling of matrix multiplication,
rendering it incompatible with hardware-acceleration kernels. In addition, we note that Eq. (4)
introduces an additional multiplication operation, resulting in about {i·j ·n} times extra multiplication
operations over the entire matrix multiplication.
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Limitations of different quantization dimensions. (i) Although the per-tensor and per-token
activation quantizations map the hardware-accelerated kernels in matrix multiplication well and
perform efficient scaling, they lead to significant performance degradation of the quantized model.
The intuitive reason is that the outlier channels dominate the quantization scales of tensor and token.
For example, in the quantization examples shown in Fig. 1a and Fig. 1b, the outlier channel {-60, -75,
-93} cause the numerical range of tensor or token to span widely, thereby affecting the rounding of
normal values and adversely affecting the quantization. (ii) For the per-channel activation quantization
shown in Fig. 1c, the dominance of outlier channels is avoided by the efficient separation of the
outlier channels. However, its internal scaling of matrix multiplication cannot be mapped to the
hardware acceleration kernels (see Eq. (4)) and introduces additional computational overheads.

3 Method

We introduce OutlierTune, a novel framework for weight-activation quantization that addresses the
challenges posed by the internal scaling of matrix multiplication, while preserving the accuracy of per-
channel activation quantization. Firstly, the pre-execution of dequantization achieves the equivalent
of internal scaling by tuning the corresponding weights, which facilitates the efficient implementation
of per-channel activation quantization. Secondly, the symmetrization further reduces the discrepancy
between the quantized results and the original high-precision expressions by balancing the numerical
ranges of different outlier channels.

3.1 Pre-execution of dequantization

Internal scaling based on Weight updates. Considering the significant challenges arising from
the internal scaling operation in the implementation of per-channel activation quantization, we find
that it can be simplified by updating the associated weights. As shown in Fig. 2b, we avoid the need
of internal scaling by updating the linear layer weights after Layernorm. The weight update process
is conducted as follows:

Ws = W ⊙ sX = W ⊙


s1 s2 · · · sn
s1 s2 · · · sn
...

...
. . .

...
s1 s2 · · · sn

 , (5)

where sX is a row vector representing the scaling factor associated with the per-channel activation
quantization, ⊙ denotes the element-wise multiplication. According to Eq. (5), the scaling operations
required for dequantization in Eq. (4) can be preemptively performed by integrating sX into the
weights of the linear layer following LayerNorm. This integration effectively embeds the scaling
factor into the model parameters, thereby streamlining the quantization process.

Matrix multiplication after per-channel quantization. Based on Eq. (5) and Eq. (4), the matrix
multiplication after the per-channel quantization can be writen as:

Yij = sWj

(∑n

k=1
sXk

⌈
Xik

sXk

⌋⌈
WT

kj

sWj

⌋)
= sWs

j

(∑n

k=1

⌈
Xik

sXk

⌋⌈
(WT

s )kj

sWs
j

⌋)
. (6)

Incorporating the weight updates (5) and matrix multiplication (6), we outline the quantization scheme
for the per-channel activation quantization. This scheme involves updating weights through activation
scaling factors while pre-performing the internal scaling operation. By integrating the internal scaling
process with the multiply-accumulate operation of matrix multiplication, we effectively eliminate the
need for additional computation overheads associated with the per-channel activation quantization.
It’s noteworthy that both X̃ik and (W̃s)kj are represented by fixed-point representation and can be
mapped to the efficient hardware-accelerated kernels to accelerate the matrix multiplication outlined
in Eq. (6).

3.2 Symmetrization

As discussed in Section 3.1, Eq. (5) updates the weights via the activation scaling factors, effectively
pre-executing the activation dequantization process. It’s important to note that the per-channel weight
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Figure 2: Comparison of quantization flows of multi-head attention (MHA) and feed-forward
network (FFN) under different quantization settings. OutlierTune avoids the additional computational
overheads caused by the internal scaling required for per-channel quantization (right), thereby
achieving similar efficiency as per-tensor or per-token quantization (left).

quantization occurs after the weight updates, which is inevitably affected by the difference in the
activation scaling factors arising from the outlier channels and normal channels.

Considering the asymmetric numerical distribution of outlier channels, we use a symmetrization
operation to equalize scaling discrepancies between outlier and normal channels. Inspired by [22], we
determine the symmetrization factors based on the maximum and minimum values of each activation
channel, i.e. z = (max(X:,k) + min(X:,k))/2, and combine it with the bias of LayerNorm to
achieve the symmetrization of per-channel numerical range, i.e. X̂ = X − z. To maintain operational
consistency, the adjustments are carried back to the network by updating the biases in the linear layers,
ensuring that the changes in the front-end are mirrored in subsequent computations. The specific
symmetrization process is shown in Fig. 2b. The linear mapping after symmetrization is as follows:

(X̂ + z)WT + b ≈ sW⊙sX̂ ⊙

(⌈
X̂

sX̂

⌋⌈
(W ⊙ sX̂)T

sW⊙sX̂

⌋)
+ (zWT + b). (7)

When applying the residual connection after LayerNorm, we can achieve the equivalent by using the
bias of out and fc2 linear layers. The equivalence is shown as follows:

XWT + b+ (Xsym
res + z) ≈ sW sX ⊙

(⌈
X

sX

⌋⌈
WT

sW

⌋)
+ (b+ z) +Xsym

res , (8)

where Xsym
res represents the residual connection after symmetrization. Since there are no obvious

activation outliers in out and fc2 linear layers, we use the quantization methods in Eq. (2) and Eq.
(3) to perform the efficient matrix multiplication.

OutlierTune achieves efficient per-channel activation quantization by modifying the linear layers
subsequent to LayerNorm, as detailed in Eq. (7). It’s important to note that the per-channel
activation quantizations

⌈
X̂/sX̂

⌋
in Eq. (7) can be implemented offline through the kernel fusion

[29] with its previous LayerNorm module. Furthermore, the per-channel weight quantizations⌈
(Wl ⊙ sX̂)T /sWl⊙sX̂

⌋
can be predetermined offline once the static activation scaling factors are

obtained. Therefore, our OutlierTune framework can achieve the same efficiency as per-tensor
quantization while achieving low quantization loss of per-channel quantization.

Implementation. OutlierTune is designed to optimize matrix multiplication following per-channel
activation quantization, which is crucial for minimizing memory usage and enhancing model inference
speed. Given the presence of structured outliers exclusively in the output of LayerNorm, we choose
to use Eq. (7) for replacement of the linear layers after LayerNorm. We employ W8A8 quantization
for all matrix multiplication operations. In addition to lightweight operations such as ReLU, Softmax
and LayerNorm, OutlierTune retains the biases of linear layers as FP16. We demonstrate the marginal
impact of this choice on overall inference speed and memory usage in Sec. 4.3.
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Table 1: We evaluate the perplexity of our OutlierTune framework on different OPT models. Our
evaluation includes perplexity measurements across three different datasets: WikiText2, Ptb, and C4.
These results are then compared to two baselines to assess the performance improvements facilitated
by our framework.

Model OPT-6.7B OPT-13B OPT-30B OPT-66B

Task/PPL↓ FP16 Int8* Int8 Int6 FP16 Int8* Int8 Int6 FP16 Int8* Int8 Int6 FP16 Int8* Int8 Int6

Wiki2

LLM.int8

10.86

- 10.86 -

10.13

- 10.13 -

9.56

- 9.57 -

9.34

- 9.35 -

Smoothquant 10.89 10.88 12.55 10.37 10.37 13.60 9.59 9.59 127.57 9.80 9.79 1002.23

Ours 10.87 10.87 11.49 10.18 10.14 11.78 9.59 9.57 10.26 9.35 9.34 9.67

Ptb

LLM.int8

13.09

- 13.12 -

12.34

- 12.35 -

11.84

- 11.85 -

11.36

- 11.37 -

Smoothquant 13.14 13.14 16.10 12.57 12.57 23.04 11.88 11.88 215.45 11.67 11.67 707.30

Ours 13.10 13.10 13.83 12.36 12.34 16.29 11.85 11.85 13.30 11.36 11.37 11.52

C4

LLM.int8

11.74

- 11.75 -

11.20

- 11.21 -

10.69

- 10.70 -

10.28

- 10.29 -

Smoothquant 11.80 11.80 14.16 11.24 11.24 18.33 10.72 10.72 255.23 10.47 10.47 844.24

Ours 11.75 11.75 12.22 11.21 11.21 12.43 10.70 10.70 11.13 10.29 10.29 10.45

4 Experiments

In this section, we present three sets of experiments aimed at validating the effectiveness of our
OutlierTune framework. Sec. 4.2 provides a comparative analysis between OutlierTune and existing
methods across several zero-shot tasks and language datasets. In Sec. 4.3, we demonstrate the
practical improvements in inference speed and memory usage through the implementation of the
OutlierTune framework. Finally, Sec. 4.4 explores the impact of each individual component.

4.1 Experimental setup

Models and Datasets. This study rigorously evaluates the efficacy of our OutlierTune framework
on two base models: Bloom [5], OPT [6], and an instruction-tuned model: OPT-IML [30]. Our
evaluation includes eight zero-shot benchmark tasks, including ARC (Challenge) [31], ARC (easy)
[31], HellaSwag [32], PIQA [33], WinoGrande [34], RTE [35], COPA [36], BoolQ [37], and
three language modeling datasets, WikiText2 [38], Penn Treebank [39], and C4 [40]. To ensure
consistency and reliability in our evaluation process, we use the lm-eval-harness [41] across all
accuracy experiments.

Baseline. Our primary baselines include LLM.int8 [23] and SmoothQuant [24]. LLM.int8 adopts
the per-token activation quantization while retaining the outlier channels as FP16 format. This
approach achieves favorable results in Int8 quantization by isolating the effect of outlier channels,
but its delay performance is worse due to the mixed-precision effect. SmoothQuant migrates the
quantization difficulty from activations to weights by a mathematically equivalent transformation,
thereby achieving near-lossless int8 quantization. Other methods, such as RTN and ZeroQuant [42],
have not shown superior performance compared to SmoothQuant and were therefore excluded from
our analysis.

Quantization setting. Unless explicitly specified, OutlierTune employs the per-channel symmetric
quantization for activations after LayerNorm and the per-token symmetric quantization for other
activations. This decision is based on the observation that the activation outliers occur predominantly
after LayerNorm [25]. For the baselines, all activations utilize the per-token symmetric quantization
method. In order to optimise latency and accuracy, we explore two different weight quantization
strategies. The first, denoted by Int8*, adopts the per-channel symmetric quantization, prioritizing
inference speed. The second, denoted by Int8, employs the per-channel asymmetric quantization,
emphasizing high performance. More implementation details can be found in Appendix A.

4.2 Accuracy Evaluation

Results of OPTs. We investigated the effect of OutlierTune by compressing the weights and
activations of OPT models into 6 and 8 bits. Subsequently, we evaluated the model’s perplexity across
three language tasks (see Table 1), and its accuracy on 8 zero-shot tasks (see Table 2). For Table
1, our OutlierTune framework slightly outperforms the Smoothquant and matches the performance
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Table 2: The accuracy of our OutlierTune framework is compared with the baselines on 8 different
zero-shot tasks. Int8* represents the weight of per-channel symmetric quantization. Since LLM.int8
involves mixed-precision dynamic quantization, we only give the results without comparison.

Model OPT-6.7B OPT-13B OPT-30B OPT-66B

Task/Acc↑ Methods FP16 Int8* Int8 Int6 FP16 Int8* Int8 Int6 FP16 Int8* Int8 Int6 FP16 Int8* Int8 Int6

ARC
(Challenge)

LLM.int8

30.55

- 30.80 -

33.02

- 33.11 -

34.73

- 35.07 -

37.29

- 37.63 -

Smoothquant 30.20 30.20 30.12 32.51 32.25 25.60 34.22 33.62 19.62 37.12 37.12 20.82

Ours 30.12 30.97 31.06 33.45 33.70 32.25 33.96 34.47 32.94 37.03 36.77 36.77

ARC
(Easy)

LLM.int8

65.66

- 65.74 -

67.05

- 66.96 -

70.08

- 69.82 -

71.63

- 71.46 -

Smoothquant 65.49 65.49 63.80 66.54 66.58 51.35 69.57 69.82 40.95 70.88 71.00 27.69

Ours 65.87 65.45 65.45 67.21 67.21 66.16 69.78 69.74 67.97 72.01 71.72 71.13

BoolQ

LLM.int8

65.99

- 65.78 -

65.81

- 65.96 -

70.37

- 70.33 -

69.66

- 69.54 -

Smoothquant 66.18 66.36 62.63 64.95 65.11 66.97 70.83 71.01 50.55 68.20 68.07 42.66

Ours 65.93 66.12 62.72 65.81 66.12 61.34 70.55 70.12 68.84 69.69 69.63 69.42

Copa

LLM.int8

81.00

- 81.00 -

86.00

- 86.00 -

82.00

- 82.00 -

86.00

- 86.00 -

Smoothquant 82.00 83.00 85.00 85.00 85.00 64.00 82.00 84.00 65.00 84.00 84.00 54.00

Ours 82.00 81.00 83.00 86.00 86.00 85.00 82.00 83.00 84.00 85.00 86.00 85.00

HellaSwag

LLM.int8

50.47

- 50.48 -

52.46

- 52.44 -

54.28

- 54.32 -

56.42

- 56.38 -

Smoothquant 50.44 50.39 48.19 52.15 52.20 45.17 54.18 54.30 28.05 56.39 56.23 26.58

Ours 50.50 50.55 49.90 52.28 52.37 48.90 54.35 54.33 53.29 56.31 56.38 55.69

PIQA

LLM.int8

76.22

- 76.28 -

76.01

- 75.90 -

77.58

- 77.64 -

78.73

- 78.62 -

Smoothquant 76.28 75.95 74.97 75.68 75.57 67.41 77.48 77.69 57.51 78.29 78.84 53.26

Ours 76.22 76.39 76.12 76.27 75.63 75.24 77.53 77.31 76.77 78.94 78.89 78.24

RTE

LLM.int8

55.23

- 55.60 -

58.12

- 58.12 -

57.76

- 59.21 -

60.29

- 61.01 -

Smoothquant 55.23 55.60 53.43 54.87 57.04 53.79 58.12 56.32 52.34 62.45 61.73 52.35

Ours 56.32 56.32 54.51 58.12 58.12 55.23 60.29 59.21 56.68 60.64 61.37 59.21

WinoGrande

LLM.int8

65.43

- 64.48 -

65.19

- 65.11 -

68.35

- 67.80 -

68.82

- 68.82 -

Smoothquant 66.14 66.06 66.38 65.35 65.04 54.38 68.11 68.67 51.62 67.64 68.03 48.86

Ours 64.64 64.72 63.06 64.33 64.96 64.72 68.35 68.35 65.43 68.82 69.14 67.72

Table 3: The performance of our OutlierTune framework on Bloom-7B1.
Task/Acc↑ ARC(Challenge) ARC(Easy) BoolQ Copa HellaSwag PIQA RTE WinoGrande

FP16 30.29 65.03 62.91 72.00 46.27 72.63 54.15 64.56

Smoothquant-Int8 30.38 64.86 63.15 71.00 46.18 73.07 54.16 63.30

Ours-Int8 29.52 64.98 63.12 71.00 46.08 72.52 54.51 63.69

Smoothquant-Int6 29.43 61.91 61.44 56.00 44.57 72.03 53.79 59.51

Ours-Int6 29.61 63.09 62.63 58.00 45.14 72.31 55.60 61.23

of LLM.int8 in Int8 quantization. It’s noteworthy that, given the negative impact of LLM.int8 on
inference latency in most cases, we only provide results for LLM.int8 without a direct comparison.
Smoothquant shows a notable performance degradation when quantizing to int6, especially for the
larger models. This degradation is likely attributable to the presence of more significant outliers
in larger models, making the accurate quantization more difficult. Interestingly, our OutlierTune
framework appears to be more adaptable to the larger models. For example, OutlierTune results in a
minimal perplexity increase of only 0.16 on the OPT-66B model under Int6 quantization.

In Table 2, OutlierTune shows accuracy levels comparable to LLM.int8 in int8 quantization and
outperforms Smoothquant in most tasks. Despite the challenges encountered with Smoothquant
in int6 quantization, OutlierTune can still maintain the accuracy of different tasks, with significant
improvements observed: 43.44% in ARC (Easy), 31% in Copa, and 26.76% in BoolQ. In summary,
our proposed OutlierTune framework achieves performance close to FP16 in Int8 quantization and
only causes about 1-2 points of accuracy loss in Int6 quantization.

Results of different LLMs. To illustrate the generalizability of our OutlierTune framework across
different models, we show the evaluation results on eight zero-shot tasks by quantizing Bloom-7B1
to 6 and 8 bits, as shown in Table 3. The quantization challenge posed by Bloom-7B1 is comparable
to that of OPT-6.7B: both the baseline and our OutlierTune framework can guarantee an average
accuracy loss of less than 0.3% under int8 quantization compared to FP16. Upon further quantized to
int6, OutlierTune demonstrates superior robustness, consistently outperforming Smoothquant across
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Table 4: The performance of our OutlierTune framework on OPT-IML-30B.
Task/Acc↑ ARC(Challenge) ARC(Easy) BoolQ Copa HellaSwag PIQA RTE WinoGrande

FP16 38.31 71.46 79.82 79.00 52.70 76.93 81.95 67.80

Smoothquant-Int8 38.05 71.76 79.48 79.00 52.84 77.04 79.42 69.06

Ours-Int8 37.80 71.30 80.03 79.00 52.72 76.66 80.87 68.43

Smoothquant-Int6 30.46 60.94 70.73 75.00 39.55 70.18 70.75 59.66

Ours-Int6 38.40 71.51 79.27 80.00 52.41 76.06 80.87 68.19
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Figure 3: Real latency and memory footprint of our
proposed OutlierTune and Baseline. The batch size and
sequence length are set to 1 and 512, respectively.

Table 5: Real latency of OutlierTune over
different batch sizes on OPT Models. The
sequence length is set to 128.

Models BS
Latency (ms)

FP16 Ours Speedup(↑)

OPT-6.7B
8 12.1 8.2 1.48×

16 11.2 8.1 1.38×

OPT-13B
8 21.9 15.6 1.41×

16 19.1 14.3 1.34×

all tasks, with an average accuracy improvement of 2%. These results highlight the adaptability of
the OutlierTune framework across different model architectures.

Results of Instruction-Tuned LLM. We now investigate the effectiveness of OutlierTune on the
instruction-tuned model, OPT-IML-30B [30], as detailed in Table 4. The results show that both
OutlierTune and the baseline method preserve model accuracy under int8 quantization, with the
average accuracy loss across various tasks remaining below 0.2%. Notably, OutlierTune continues to
preserve the model accuracy under more restrictive INT6 quantization, limiting the average accuracy
loss to just 0.16%, whereas the baseline demonstrates a significant reduction, with an average accuracy
loss of approximately 10%. We speculate that this may be attributed to the training of instruction-
tuned LLM, which reduces the numerical range of outliers, thus facilitating easier quantification of
the model. The results in Table 4 underline the suitability of OutlierTune, highlighting its potential to
minimize the accuracy losses during aggressive quantizations.

4.3 Speedup and Memory Saving

In Fig. 3, we show the actual inference speed and memory usage of OutlierTune. Compared to
FP16, OutlierTune exhibits remarkable improvements, with speedups of about 1.38x and 1.48x on
OPT-6.7B and OPT-13B models, respectively. These performance gains are comparable to those
observed with the Smoothquant method, with both techniques showing more efficient as the scale of
the model expands. Regarding memory utilization, both methods show approximately 2× savings. In
Table 5, we show that OutlierTune can significantly speed up the inference of LLMs across different
batch sizes. Compared with FP16, OutlierTune significantly reduces the per-token decoding latency,
achieving a maximum improvement factor of 1.48×.

4.4 Ablation study

In this subsection, we investigate the effects of removing the symmetrization step prior to quantization.
As shown in Table 6, the symmetrization operation only provides a marginal improvement under Int8
quantization. This observation suggests that Int8 quantization is sufficient to accurately represent
the updated weights and activations under per-channel quantization. Moreover, advancing the
quantization to Int6, the results with the symmetrization operation remain acceptable. In contrast,
omitting symmetrization leads to a significant performance degradation. This is due to the substantial
variance between outlier and normal channels, which increases the disparity between different weights
and heightens the challenge of weight quantization.
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Table 6: Effectiveness of the symmetrization operation.
Model OPT-6.7B OPT-13B OPT-30B

Task Wiki Ptb C4 PIQA↑ Wiki Ptb C4 PIQA↑ Wiki Ptb C4 PIQA↑
Ours Int8 10.87 13.10 11.75 76.39% 10.14 12.34 11.21 75.63% 9.57 11.85 10.70 77.31%

Non-Sym Int8 10.93 13.19 11.78 76.06% 10.15 12.36 11.22 75.78% 9.59 11.86 10.71 77.91%

Ours Int6 11.49 13.83 12.22 76.12% 11.78 16.29 12.43 75.24% 10.26 13.30 11.13 76.77%

Non-Sym Int6 6768 6838 10552 51.47% 7077 5531 6109 52.01% 1348 979 934 52.29%

5 Related Work

Quantization. Quantization is a key compression method in reducing the computational complexity
by converting floating-point values into fixed-point or low-precision floating-point representations
[43]. This process effectively reduces the memory footprint of model parameters and speeds up
the model inference. Quantization techniques are typically divided into two main approaches:
quantization-aware training (QAT) [18, 19] and post-training quantization (PTQ) [15, 17]. QAT
entails utilizing backpropagation to update quantized weights. However, this method incurs significant
training costs, making it difficult to apply directly to LLMs [44]. In contrast, PTQ requires only a
small number of samples and minimal resource consumption, facilitating rapid completion of model
quantization [16].

Quantization of Transformer based LLMs. Based on the difference of quantized objects, PTQ
can be classified as: weight-only quantization [45–50] and weight-activation quantization [51–53].
In weight-only quantization, model parameters are compressed, often to 4 bits or even lower, to
reduce memory footprint and speed up inference [20, 21]. On the other hand, weight-activation
quantization involves the compression of both model weights and activations, typically to int8,
offering potential acceleration through hardware-accelerated kernels [22, 24]. This paper focuses on
the weight-activation quantization.

Recent studies have shown that the structured outliers in activations as the primary cause of activation
quantization errors [54]. Based on this finding, LLM.int8 [23] mitigates quantization errors by
preserving outlier channels as FP16. Smoothquant [24] optimizes int8 matrix multiplications by
balancing the numerical ranges of activation and weight. Outlier suppression [25] shows that scaling
in LayerNorm expands the range of outlier channels, which can be mitigated by readjusting the scaling
operation. QLLM [55] employs outlier channel splitting to promote a more uniform distribution of
activation numerical ranges. These methods are dedicated to the per-token or per-tensor activation
quantization, which leads to higher quantization errors due to the presence of structured outliers.

Research by Xiao et al. [24] indicates that the per-channel activation quantization can mitigate
the dominant influence of outlier channels on the quantization scale. However, its dequantization
process incurs a high additional computational burden, making it impractical for real applications.
While methods like [26] and [27] have been proposed to mitigate the computational overhead of
per-channel quantization by directly reordering, they face challenges in achieving efficient hardware
implementation and exhibit poor latency performance. We present OutlierTune, a novel weight-
activation quantization framework that not only preserves the benefits of per-channel quantization but
also addresses the computational inefficiencies inherent in current methods.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose the OutlierTune framework for the efficient inference while maintaining the
accuracy of per-channel activation quantization. By implementing the pre-execution of dequantization
and symmetrization, OutlierTune efficiently performs the per-channel activation quantization and
significantly mitigates the quantization errors during inference. Experimental results show that
OutlierTune is superior to existing methods on various tasks, improving the Int6 quantization of
instruction-tuned LLM (OPT-IML) to the same level as FP16. In addition, it is 1.48x faster than
FP16 with approximately 2x less memory usage. This framework provides a viable and efficient
solution for the deployment of LLMs in practical applications, promising broader and more effective
utilization in future implementations.
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A Implementation details

To gather the essential statistics for pre-execution dequantization and symmetrization, we calibrate
the symmetrization factors and determine static activation quantization parameters by analyzing
512 randomly selected sentences from the Pile dataset [56] for zero-shot tasks. To achieve a
balance between computational efficiency and model accuracy, we employ min-max calibration
for weight quantizations in Int8* and all activation quantizations, along with the addition of zero
points specifically for weight quantizations in Int8. The simplicity of our approach obviates the
need for intricate search algorithms, permitting the uniform application of our the pre-execution of
dequantization and symmetrization framework across different models. This uniform application
of our pre-execution dequantization and symmetrization framework allows for a comprehensive
assessment of the generality and zero-shot efficacy of our proposed OutlierTune framework. All
empirical evaluations are conducted using the PyTorch framework on 2 NVIDIA RTX A100 GPUs.

For the OPT and Bloom architectures, we note the implementation of residual connections prior to
LayerNorm, an arrangement which allows us to substitute the post-LayerNorm linear layers with the
mapping defined in (7) to establish symmetric equivalence. For Llama families [2], such models do
not contain biases and cannot be symmetrized. Fortunately, our analysis reveals that their activation
outliers have less impact on the activation quantizations than Blooms and OPT models, and the outlier
sizes vary across different tokens. Consequently, we apply Token-Wise Clipping as described in [25]
during calibration, enabling accurate and efficient per-channel activation quantization.

B Algorithm efficiency

This paper investigates the quantization of both weights and activations through the introduction of the
OutlierTune framework. OutlierTune does not necessitate re-training and seamlessly integrates with
existing pre-trained models. In contrast to methods that involve the complicated parameter search
process, our framework is efficient. We evaluated the efficiency of OutlierTune by measuring the time
required for calibration and full model quantization. As shown in Table 7, OutlierTune effectively
computes symmetrization factors and static quantization parameters for an OPT-66B model in 9.3
minutes. In addition, the complete quantization of the model parameters is accomplished in just 43.5
minutes. This rapid processing positions OutlierTune as a compelling solution for deploying LLMs
in resource-constrained environments.

Table 7: OutlierTune runtime for full quantization of the 4 OPT models.
Models OPT-6.7B OPT-13B OPT-30B OPT-66B

Calibration 1.9m 2.8m 4.1m 9.3m

Runtime 4.3m 8.6m 19.6m 43.5m

C Supplementary experiments

Results of Llama models. In the Llama models, the absence of bias terms in each module precludes
the use of symmetry mechanisms applied in other models. Fortunately, we found that the activation
outliers in Llama exhibit a relatively small impact on activation quantization compared to other
architectures. We calibrate the static activation scaling factor through token-wise cropping, thereby
mitigating the impact of the scaling factor on weights. As shown in Table 8, we show that OutlierTune
quantizes the Llama2-7B to Int6 without incurring significant performance degradation.

Results of different LLMs. In Table 9, we provide a detailed evaluation of the perplexity perfor-
mance of the Bloom-7B1 and OPT-IML-30B models. Our OutlierTune framework shows comparable
or better perplexity results relative to the baselines across different quantization settings. In particular,
in the case of 6-bit quantization, OutlierTune achieves significant perplexity improvements compared
to the baselines. For example, OutlierTune improves perplexity scores by 27 and 12 on the Ptb task,
respectively. Furthermore, the quantization of Bloom-7B1 is more challenging for the OutlierTune
method, as evidenced by a more pronounced performance degradation between the quantized Bloom
model and the full-precision model compared to OPT-IML-30B.
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Table 8: The perplexity of our OutlierTune framework on Llama Models.
Model Llama-2-7B Llama-3-8B

Tesk FP16 Int8 Int6 FP16 Int8 Int6

WikiText2 5.47 5.51 6.15 6.14 6.26 7.70

Ptb 20.83 18.33 22.23 10.59 10.75 12.57

C4 11.07 7.04 7.79 8.88 9.04 6.15

Table 9: The perplexity of our OutlierTune framework on Bloom-7B1 and OPT-IML-30B.
Bloom-7B1 FP16 Smooth-Int8 Ours-Int8 Smooth-Int6 Ours-Int6

WikiText2 11.37 11.51 11.40 18.83 12.16

Ptb 19.40 19.79 19.45 33.87 21.15

C4 14.12 14.29 14.45 21.47 14.98

OPT-IML-30B FP16 Smooth-Int8 Ours-Int8 Smooth-Int6 Ours-Int6

WikiText2 10.56 10.56 10.56 16.81 11.18

Ptb 12.71 12.74 12.73 40.94 13.39

C4 11.48 11.51 11.49 26.43 11.78

D Combination with the GPTQ

We conducted a detailed analysis of the quantification difficulty distribution of OutlierTune, and the
specific results are shown in Table 10. Our analysis revealed a significant change in the difficulty of
quantizing both weights and activations after implementing the pre-execution of dequantization and
symmetrization. The modifications in the weights emerged as the primary contributors to quantization
errors. Notably, our results show that, by keeping weight parameters constant, it is possible to quantize
activations to Int4 with minimal quantization losses. This highlights the potential for optimizing
quantization strategies to improve performance while minimizing performance degradation.

Table 10: Quantitative difficulty analysis of weights and activations under the OutlierTune framework.
Tesk FP16 W8A6 W6A6 W8A4 W4A4

WikiText2 10.86 10.95 11.49 15.95 810.39

Ptb 13.09 13.20 13.83 14.42 1102.17

C4 11.74 11.82 12.22 15.99 1260.09

Based on the above analysis, we combine the OutlierTune and GPTQ methods. GPTQ quantizes the
model weights based on a second-order approximation, and the weights can be quantized to Int3
without excessive loss in accuracy. Table 11 illustrates the outcomes of combining the OutlierTune
and GPTQ techniques. The results show that our approach complements GPTQ, thereby improving
the performance of W6A6 quantization. Nonetheless, a significant performance degradation is
observed with W4A4 quantization. We leave this problem as the focus of our future work.
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Table 11: When combined with GPTQ, the performance gap under W6A6 is further reduced.
Tesk FP16 Our-Int6 (Our+GPTQ)-Int6 Our-Int4 (Our+GPTQ)-Int4

WikiText2 10.86 11.49 11.08 810.39 691.45

Ptb 13.09 13.83 13.41 1102.17 881.09

C4 11.74 12.22 12.00 1260.09 1032.06
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