arXiv:2406.13474v1 [cs.LG] 19 Jun 2024

Attention-aware Post-training Quantization without Backpropagation

Junhan Kim, Ho-young Kim, Eulrang Cho, Chungman Lee, Joonyoung Kim, Yongkweon Jeon
Samsung Research

{jun_one.kim, hoyoung4.kim, eulrang.cho, chungman.lee, joon5369.kim, dragwon.jeon}@samsung.com

Abstract

Quantization is a promising solution for deploy-
ing large-scale language models (LLMs) on
resource-constrained devices. Existing quanti-
zation approaches, however, rely on gradient-
based optimization, regardless of it being post-
training quantization (PTQ) or quantization-
aware training (QAT), which becomes prob-
lematic for hyper-scale LLMs with billions of
parameters. This overhead can be alleviated via
recently proposed backpropagation-free PTQ
methods; however, their performance is some-
what limited by their lack of consideration of
inter-layer dependencies. In this paper, we thus
propose a novel PTQ algorithm that consid-
ers inter-layer dependencies without relying on
backpropagation. The fundamental concept in-
volved is the development of attention-aware
Hessian matrices, which facilitates the consider-
ation of inter-layer dependencies within the at-
tention module. Extensive experiments demon-
strate that the proposed algorithm significantly
outperforms conventional PTQ methods, par-
ticularly for low bit-widths.

1 Introduction

The explosive growth in complexity (parameters)
of large-scale language models (LLMs) (Touvron
et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2022) has resulted in a
proportional increase in computational costs, which
has prompted an urgent need for efficient model
processing and compression strategies. Quantiza-
tion has emerged as a pivotal solution in this con-
text, and it serves as an essential step in the de-
ployment of AI models on resource-constrained de-
vices that primarily support fixed-point arithmetic.
By reducing precision, the memory bandwidth re-
quirements can be alleviated, and the significant
parallelism of quantized models can be SIMDified
using highly efficient vector processing units, such
as neural processing unit (NPU).

Two main categories of quantization approaches
have been proposed to preserve the performance

of original full-precision models: quantization-
aware training (QAT) and post-training quantiza-
tion (PTQ). Although QAT can potentially outper-
form PTQ, its practicality diminishes considerably
when handling hyper-scale LLMs featuring billions
of parameters. Consequently, recent quantization
efforts have been directed toward PTQ.

Although classic PTQ methods have success-
fully quantized small-scale models (Nagel et al.,
2020; Li et al., 2021), they rely on time-consuming
gradient-based optimization, so their efficacy de-
creases when the complexity of LLMs increases.
Accordingly, backpropagation-free PTQ methods
have been developed for LLMs (Frantar et al., 2023;
Xiao et al., 2023; Jeon et al., 2023b); however,
their performance is somewhat limited owing to
the lack of consideration of inter-layer dependen-
cies. Recent studies have attempted to consider
inter-layer dependencies (Shao et al., 2023; Ma
et al., 2024), but they still rely on time-consuming
gradient-based optimizations.

In this paper, we propose a novel quantization
algorithm that considers inter-layer dependencies
without relying on backpropagation. Our primary
contributions can be summarized as follows:

* We propose a novel PTQ algorithm called
BOA.! To avoid time-consuming gradient-
based optimization, we adopt the Hessian-
based strategy introduced by (Frantar and Al-
istarh, 2022). The primary novelty lies in
the fact that we exploit the attention recon-
struction error, not the layer-wise reconstruc-
tion error, when approximating the Hessian.
This facilitates the consideration of the inter-
layer dependencies within the attention mod-
ule (Section 3.1).

* While the proposed Hessian facilitates the con-
sideration of inter-layer dependencies, it re-

'"BOA: Backpropagation-free optimization for Attention-
aware PTQ



quires a large amount of memory and high
computational cost. Therefore, we incorpo-
rate several techniques to mitigate the com-
putational overhead, including Hessian relax-
ation, efficient computation of inverse Hes-
sians, and head-wise simultaneous quantiza-
tion (Section 3.2).

* We evaluate BOA via extensive experiments
on publicly available LLMs (Section 4). Our
results demonstrate that BOA outperforms
conventional LLM PTQ methods by a signifi-
cant margin, particularly for low-bit precision
(e.g., INT2).

2 Related Works
2.1 PTQ for LLMs

When calibration data are available, PTQ primarily
aims to minimize the increase in task loss incurred
by quantization. Consider a neural network param-
eterized by weights W. Provided that the network
is trained to convergence, the problem of quantiz-
ing W to minimize task loss degradation can be
formulated as (LeCun et al., 1989)

nAlin Awl . H™ . Aw, (D

where H(W) is the Hessian related to the flattened
weight w and Aw is a weight perturbation caused
by the quantization. Owing to the infeasibility of
computing and storing the exact Hessian H(™),
many studies have assumed independence between
layers, which relaxes (1) into the following layer-
wise reconstruction problem (Nagel et al., 2020):
2

bwoxcf, o

min

AW®)

where X(~1) is the input to the (-th layer parame-
terized by W0,

To solve (2), early efforts aimed to optimize the
weight-rounding mechanisms (Nagel et al., 2020;
Hubara et al., 2021; Li et al., 2021; Jeon et al.,
2022, 2023a). Instead of selecting the nearest
quantization bin, these studies attempted to assign
quantized values that minimize layer-wise recon-
struction errors. In AdaRound (Nagel et al., 2020),
an algorithm for optimizing the weight-rounding
mechanism through backpropagation has been pro-
posed. Further, this algorithm has been extended to
BRECQ (Li et al., 2021) to consider the inter-layer
dependencies within a certain network block (e.g.,

Transformer block), thereby enhancing the low-bit
quantization performance.

Although these algorithms have successfully
quantized small-sized models such as ResNet,
they are heavily dependent on time-consuming
gradient-based optimizations. This renders their
application to LLMs with billions of parameters
challenging. Consequently, recent efforts have
shifted towards the development of cost-effective
quantization methods for LLMs. For example,
a backpropagation-free weight-rounding method
called OPTQ (or GPTQ) has been proposed (Fran-
tar et al., 2023). Furthermore, algorithms lever-
aging additional “foldable” parameters capable of
being integrated into other layers (e.g., LayerNorm)
have been proposed (Xiao et al., 2023; Lin et al.,
2024; Jeon et al., 2023b; Shao et al., 2023; Maet al.,
2024). Rather than optimizing a weight-rounding
mechanism, these studies focused on enhancing the
performance of the nearest-rounding by suppress-
ing activation outliers or conducting more precise
quantization based on foldable parameters.

2.2 Review of OPTQ

Among the quantization methods developed for
LLMs, OPTQ has been extensively focused upon
owing to its efficiency. OPTQ can quantize hyper-
scale LLMs with more than 30B parameters in a
few GPU hours with negligible performance degra-
dation for INT3/INT4 (Frantar et al., 2023). In
addition, OPTQ can be used to boost the perfor-
mance of other quantization methods that leverage
foldable parameters (Lin et al., 2024; Jeon et al.,
2023b; Lee et al., 2023).

In OPTQ, weights are quantized one by one ac-
cording to a pre-defined order. Once a weight is
quantized, OPTQ updates the remaining (not-yet-
quantized) weights to compensate for the task loss
degradation caused by quantization. When the g-th
weight w, is quantized, the weight-update dw is
mathematically expressed as

_ Wg— Q(wy)
ow = [Ulg.q Vo -
U = Chol(H™H7T, (3b)

where Chol(-) denotes a Cholesky decomposition
(i.e., U is an upper triangular matrix satisfying
H~' = UTU). Owing to the difficulty in com-
puting the exact Hessian H, OPTQ approximates
H by assuming layer-wise independence. Conse-
quently, the task loss degradation is relaxed to a



Table 1: Proposed attention-aware Hessians
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layer-wise reconstruction error (as in (2)) (Nagel
et al., 2020), which yields the following Hessian
equation:

H@Y) xoxEDXEDT o1 (4

where ® denotes the Kronecker product operation
and I is the identity matrix.> In Appendix D, we
provide the pseudocode of the OPTQ algorithm.

As evident, the approximated Hessian relies only
on the input. Therefore, OPTQ cannot consider the
influence of other layers when compensating for
the quantization error based on the Hessian (see
(3a)). In other words, OPTQ does not consider the
inter-layer dependency within the attention mod-
ule, which is a key feature of Transformers. Owing
to ignorance of inter-layer dependency, OPTQ ex-
hibits somewhat limited low-bit (e.g., INT2) quan-
tization performance (Jeon et al., 2023b). Thus, we
aim to develop attention-aware Hessians, thereby
incorporating the inter-layer dependencies within
the attention module.

3 Method

3.1 Proposed attention-aware Hessian

To consider the inter-layer dependencies within the
attention module, we exploit the attention recon-
struction error rather than the layer-wise reconstruc-
tion error when approximating the Hessian.

For an input sequence X € R%*Z, the output of
the multi-head attention (MHA) is expressed as

H
MHA(X) = Zwout,h(Ahvh)Ta

(5a)
h=1
T

(Qn|Kr| Vi = XT[WFZS,MW%,MW\T/JLL (5¢)

where o is the row-wise softmax function, dj, is the
embedding dimension of the h-th attention head,
W0 k,vn € R4 and Wy, € R,

For any M; and M, the second-order derivative of
[|IM; AWMS,||3 with respect to Aw is 2MoM3 @ M{ M;
(see Appendix A for the proof).

Hessian for Wg;, When Wy, is quantized,
Wouin and Vi, in (5a) remain unchanged, but the
attention weight A, changes. Using the first-order
Taylor polynomial, the perturbation in A}, can be
approximated as

AA, = o <(Qh + AQh)KZ) Y (QhK;‘f>

Vdy Vdy
_ AQthJT _ XTAWg,hKZJaT ©)
Vd, 7 Vi, ’

where J, is the Jacobian matrix of the softmax
function o. Thus, the attention reconstruction error
is expressed as

2 T2
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Combining this with Footnote 2 yields the follow-
ing Hessian for Wg, 1,
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Hessian for Wy ;, When Wk, is quantized,
the attention weight A, changes as in the quantiza-
tion of W, ;,. By following the steps for (6), Aj,
can be approximated as

QuAK]) 7 QuAW g XJ7
v, ° Vi ’

and thus the attention reconstruction error can be
expressed as

AAh ~ (9)

IAMHA(X)[3 =|| AAL VW[5
2
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H Vdp bR

F
Thus, we obtain the following Hessian for W g j,:
HWk.n)
T T T T Qth
=2XJ; VW Wour n Vi Jo X7 ® —d
(1)

Hessian for Wy, When quantizing Wy, only
V}, changes. Thus, the attention reconstruction
error is expressed as

IAMHA(X)|% = [Woun(AnAV,)T |3
= ‘|Wout7hAW‘/',hXA£||%'a



Algorithm 1 BOA

Input: weights W € R%ov*deol and inputs X of the Transformer layer

1: def BOA(W, X)

2: Initialize quantized output: Q < Oy g, /H xdw

3: Initialize (row-wise) quantization errors: E < Ofxq,,

4: Compute attention-aware Hessians: H;, = Heop j, ® Higw 1, > See Table 1
5: Set step size (scale) S: ming tr (AWHCOl’hAWT)

6: Compute inverse Hessians Hcﬁ , and H;()vlv h

7: Compute U, = Chol(H;O}h)T and Uy p, = Chol(Hrfovlv h)T

80 forj=0,...,dow/H —1do ’

9: Construct W) e RH*deol by stacking the j-th rows [Whlj.:

10: Quantize W); Q. E) « OPTQ(W(j), Ucol b, S) > See Appendix D
11: Update remaining rows: [Wy];.. < [Wp];.. — [Ugw’fljmjwa};]leh

12: end for

Output: quantized weights Q

which yields the following Hessian for Wy 5,

H(WV,h) = QXAZA}LXT & Wg;t’hwout,h
(12)

Hessian for W, When W, is quantized,
the attention reconstruction error is expressed as

IAMHAX)|7 = [IAWou (AR V)" |7
Thus, the corresponding Hessian is obtained as

H(Wout,h) — QVZAZAth ®1

= 2Xou XL, @1, (13)

where Xy, = (AL V)T is the input to the out-
projection layer.

3.2 Proposed BOA

The proposed BOA algorithm quantizes weights
by repeating the quantization and weight-update
steps; once BOA quantizes one weight, it updates
the remaining (not-yet-quantized) weights by ex-
ploiting the Hessian-based weight-update formula
in (3a) (see Algorithm 1). The key difference over
OPTQ is that we exploit the attention-aware Hes-
sians developed in Section 3.1, which facilitates
the consideration of the inter-layer dependencies
within the attention module.

Notably, the proposed attention-aware Hessians
are significantly more complex than the conven-
tional Hessian in (4), which may incur high com-
putational costs. For example, computing the pro-
posed Hessians is more expensive than computing
the existing Hessian in (4). In this subsection, we

present techniques for mitigating the computational
overheads incurred by the proposed attention-aware
Hessians.

Hessian relaxation The largest overhead related
to the computation of the proposed Hessians is
the Jacobian matrix J, in (8) and (11). For one
input sequence, the shape of J,is H x L X L X L,
which requires a large amount of memory and high
computational cost.

To mitigate such computational overhead, we
establish a relaxed Hessian that does not require
the computation of J,. To this end, we build an
upper bound for the attention reconstruction error
in (7), which will be used as its surrogate:

1A MHA(X)|7
< H Wout,hd\fg'la ?

Moreover, we note that the term |[Woy , VE I [|%
in (14) is constant and does not affect quantiza-
tion.> Thus, we do not need to consider this term
when computing the Hessian. In short, we use the
term || K,AW ,X||% as a surrogate of the atten-
tion reconstruction error when deriving the Hessian
for W, 1, which results in the following relaxed
Hessian:

F

HWer) = 9XX" @ KT'Kj,. (15)

Similarly, we can establish a relaxed Hessian for

3The weight-update §w in (3a) is not affected by the con-
stant multiple of H ([cU]g,:/[c¢Ulq,q = [Ulq,:/[Ulq,q)-
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Figure 1: Illustration of the proposed BOA for the query projection Wy,.

W i 1, as follows:

HWxn) = 2XXT © Q' Qp. (16)

Table 1 summarizes the proposed Hessians for each
layer inside the Transformer block.

Efficient computation of inverse Hessians Ow-
ing to the size of the proposed attention-aware Hes-
sians being dd;, X ddj, the complexity of the com-
putation of the inverse Hessian (see (3b)) would
be O(d®d}) in our approach. This is consider-
ably more expensive than the complexity O(d®) in
OPTQ, where the inverse of only the column-wise
Hessian XX € R%*? (in (4)) is needed (Frantar
et al., 2023).

For the efficient computation of the inverse Hes-
sians, we exploit the useful properties of the Kro-
necker product ((17a)-(17c) in Appendix A). For
simplicity, let H = H.q ® H;ow where He, €
R4 and H,oy € R then we obtain

H'= (Hcol ® Hrow)_1 = H;)} ® Hr_ogv

This implies that the inverse Hessian H™! can be
computed by computing H__| and Hy;}, (line 6 in
Algorithm 1) whose complexity is O(d?) + O(d3)
(= O(d3)) and not O(d3d3). Similarly, we can effi-
ciently compute the Cholesky decomposition with
the same order of complexity as OPTQ. Specifi-
cally,if L; = Chol(HC_O}) and Ly = Chol(H,,}),
H~! can be expressed as

H'=L LT ® L,LT =(L; ® Ly)(L; ® Ly)T.

Subsequently, noting that the Kronecker product of
lower triangular matrices is also lower triangular,
we obtain

CholH™ ') =L; ® Ly
= Chol(H_;) ® Chol(H,qy,).

Thus, we can obtain Chol(H™!) by computing
Chol(H_;) and Chol(Hg}) (line 7 in Algo-
rithm 1). Consequently, the computational com-
plexity of the Choleksy decomposition would be
O(d?) and not O(d3d3).

Simultaneous quantization of different heads
In contrast to OPTQ wherein only column-wise
Hessian is considered, the proposed BOA models
both column- and row-wise Hessians (see Fig. 1(a)).
Using the row-wise Hessian, we can compensate
for the quantization error of a certain row by up-
dating the other rows. However, in this case, the
rows must be quantized sequentially (not simul-
taneously). For example, the second row can be
quantized after being updated to compensate for
the quantization error of the first row. This is in con-
trast to OPTQ, wherein the two rows are quantized
simultaneously.

To accelerate the quantization process, we as-
sume independence between different attention
heads (see Fig. 1(a)). Under this assumption, the
rows related to different heads are independent and
can thus be quantized together. For a better under-
standing, we consider the query projection Wq,



Table 2: INT2 quantization performance (perplexity J) of the proposed BOA and the conventional OPTQ.

(a) OPT

Dataset ~ Method 125M 350M 13B 27B 67B 13B  30B
RTN 55¢3 28e¢4 1.de5 95¢3 2.8e4 195 1.7e5
WikiText-2 OPTQ 2328 98.65 66.76 3744 2474 1897 13.12
BOA  141.6 57.40 4871 2620 2271 1876 12.15

RTN 4.3e3 2.8¢4 1.1e4 6.8¢3 1.8e4 1.2e5 1.7¢5

PTB OPTQ 3848 1359 1120 6459 4236 2695 2025
BoA 1992 90.87 7873 40.76 33.77 2534 18.52

RTN 37¢3  1.6e4 77¢3  7.7¢3  lded 97c4  5.8¢4

C4 OPTQ 1786 7189 6411 3394 2486 20.08 14.45
BoA  118.1 54.07 4892 2657 23.03 1922 13.84

(b) BLOOM and LLaMA

BLOOM LLaMA

Dataset  Method 560M 1.0B 178 3B 7.1B 38 308
RTN 78¢5 98¢5 3.5e5 14e5 2.1e5 57c4 274
WikiText-2 OPTQ 5923 4393 3648 2925 20.20 12.67 8.844
BOA 5209 3816 30.76 2425 17.54 11.56  7.993
RTN 74e5 1.le6 255 12e5 2.2e5 8.le4 3.3e4
PTB OPTQ 1426 1764 9532 6748 43.73 2055 14.64
BOA 113.0  139.1 69.98 53.10 35.97 18.49 13.24
RTN 14e6  2.1e6 275 92¢4 13e5 59¢4  2.8¢4
C4 OPTQ 5731 4348 3869 3097 23.52 1424 1178
BOA 5212 39.03 3371 2726 21.22 1334 10.53

* INT3/INT4 quantization results are provided in Appendix C.1 due to the page limitation.

as an example (see Fig. 1(b)). In the quantization
step, we stack the j-th rows [Wg 1], constructing

Wg) € R¥*d (line 9 in Algorithm 1). Because

the rows of Wg ) are mutually independent (i.e.,
the row-wise Hessian is the identity), Wg) can be
quantized quickly, as in OPTQ (line 10 in Algo-
rithm 1). Following quantization, we compensate
for the quantization error by updating the remain-
ing rows. In this update step, we use the refined
weight-update formula (line 11 in Algorithm 1);
the detailed derivation for this is provided in Ap-
pendix B.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental setup

To evaluate the performance of the proposed BOA,
we quantize publicly available language models in-
cluding OPT (Zhang et al., 2022), BLOOM (Scao
et al., 2022), and LLaMA (Touvron et al., 2023)).
As in (Frantar et al., 2023; Jeon et al., 2023b; Chee
et al., 2023), we quantize only weights and retain
activations with full precision because activations
do not pose a significant bottleneck for the infer-
ence of LLMs (Frantar et al., 2023; Kim et al.,

2023). As a calibration dataset, we use 128 random
2048 token segments from the C4 dataset (Raffel
et al., 2020). Thus, we do not use any task-specific
data for quantization. We evaluate the performance
of the quantized models using benchmark datasets
(e.g., WikiText-2 (Merity et al., 2016), C4 (Raffel
et al., 2020), and PTB (Marcus et al., 1993)) and
zero-shot tasks. All experiments were conducted
using a single NVIDIA A100 GPU (80 GB).

When determining a quantization order, the
heuristic introduced by (Frantar et al., 2023) can
be employed; the column/row corresponding to the
largest diag(Hco) /diag(Hyow) (i.e., the most sensi-
tive column/row for quantization) is first quantized
for better compensation. Empirically, we observed
that this heuristic could occasionally enhance the
performance, yet at other times, it may result in in-
ferior performance. We conduct experiments with
and without this heuristic and report the better re-
sults.

4.2 Comparison with OPTQ

We compare the proposed BOA with the conven-
tional OPTQ (Frantar et al., 2023), which is our
primary baseline. For both algorithms, we set per-
channel quantization parameters (i.e., scale and



Table 3: INT2 zero-shot task performance (accuracy 71) of the proposed BOA and the conventional OPTQ.

Model Size Method ARC-c  ARC-e HellaSwag MMLU  Average
1.3B OPTQ 22.53 35.61 34.03 22.93 28.78
’ BoA 22.53 38.72 36.00 23.12 30.09
2 7B OPTQ 24.40 38.47 37.87 23.04 30.95
’ BoOA 25.51 42.89 43.68 23.14 33.81
OPTQ 25.60 42.85 43.29 24.09 33.96
OPT 67B  BoA™ 2662 4491 4452 2433 35.10
13B OPTQ 26.62 44.15 50.09 24.59 36.36
BOA 27.47 47.39 54.42 25.21 38.62
30B OPTQ 31.57 52.99 60.55 25.27 42.60
BoOA 31.48 53.24 62.58 26.41 43.43
13B OPTQ 32.17 58.71 57.48 23.53 42.97
BoOA 33.79 59.01 59.73 23.90 44.11
LLaMA 30B OPTQ 37.12 62.84 65.09 31.16 49.05
BoOA 37.88 63.47 66.31 33.11 50.19

Table 4: INT2 performance (perplexity |) of BOA integrated with methods exploiting foldable parameters.

Folding Param. OPT
Comput. Method ~ D2@set  Method —em—ssrur—3p—— 75678 138 308
WikiToxy OPTQ 2204 N/A 3988 2731 2003 1532 1355
BoA 1512 N/A 3162 2445 1855 1429 12.49
OPTQ 2923 N/A 6417 4475 3201 2203 19.26
SmoothQuant PTB BOoA 2239 N/A 58.17 38.87 27.85 1979 17.97
o OPTQ 1514 N/A 3813 2680 2122 1619 14.42
BOA 1304 N/A 3420 2495 2092 1533 13.90
WikiTexy OPTQ 1560 1025 3397 2710 1807 1629 1324
BoA 1079 5472 2938 2396 17.18 15.14 12.41
) OPTQ 2069 130.7 53.80 46.08 2679 2373 19.27
Z-FoLp PTB BOA 1661 8227 49.18 3945 2494 2286 18.11
ca OPTQ 1088 7137 3167 2598 1979 1721 14.13
BoA  86.07 4939 28.65 2419 1901 1617 13.67

* SmoothQuant does not support OPT-350M where the post-LayerNorm architecture has been used.

zero-point) to minimize the layer-wise reconstruc-
tion error (line 5 in Algorithm 1). We note that in
OPTQ, the Min-Max-based quantization parame-
ters have been used (Frantar et al., 2023); however,
this results in significantly worse quantization per-
formance (Chee et al., 2023; Jeon et al., 2023b).
To compare the pure performance of the proposed
BOA and OPTQ, we do not use foldable param-
eters in this experiment. The results of using the
foldable parameters are presented in Section 4.3.
First, we compare the perplexity (PPL) perfor-
mance of BOA and OPTQ (Table 2). The perfor-
mance of the rounding-to-nearest (RTN) method
(which naively assigns the nearest quantized value)
is also included for comparison, as in (Frantar et al.,
2023). While RTN collapses completely for low bit-
widths, BOA and OPTQ exhibit reasonable PPL,
even for INT2 quantization. This is because BOA

and OPTQ minimize the task loss degradation, not
the weight quantization error AW, by exploiting
the Hessian. Moreover, our method outperforms
OPTQ for all models. In particular, the perfor-
mance gap is significant for low bit-width (i.e.,
INT?2) and small-sized models suited for resource-
limited devices (e.g., mobile devices).

To compare the zero-shot performance of the
proposed BOA and OPTQ, we measure the accu-
racy of the quantized models for several tasks and
then average the results. We note that the zero-shot
setting is maintained in our experiments because
we do not use task-specific data for quantization.
As shown in Table 3, the proposed BOA outper-
forms OPTQ for all models. The key factor leading
to such an outstanding performance is that we con-
sider inter-layer dependencies within the attention
module by targeting attention-wise reconstruction.



Table 5: INT2 zero-shot performance (accuracy 1) of BOA integrated with methods exploiting foldable parameters.

Folding Param.

Tasks

Comput, Method OF T Method —p e e R e HellaSwag  MMLU ~ Average
Lap OPTQ 2338 4015 3747 2300 31.00
B BoA 2218 4200  37.48 2310 31.19
oo OPTQ 2585 4272 4246 2310 3353
7B BoA 2773 4470 4424 295 3491
OPTQ 2568 4625 4524 2340  35.14
SmoothQuant — 6.7B g4~ 3756 4815 4620 2390 3645
g OPTQ 2952 5253 5663 2490  40.90
BOA 3157 5366  58.69 2535 42.32
sp OPTQ 2018 5446 60.04 2454 42.06
BOA 3157 5593 6218 2554 4381
L3 OPTQ 2389 4205 4045 2307 3237
3B BoA 2474 4398 4031 2345 33.12
oo OPTQ 2500 4146 43.13 2316 33.19
7B BoA 2637 4306  45.18 2350 3453
) OPTQ 3046 4878 5246 2564 3934
Z-FoLD 678 BoA 2858 4975 55.45 2667  40.11
3p OPTQ 2858 4878 5538 2475 3937
BOA 2884 4987 5832 260 4041
sp OPTQ 3183 5370 6134 2496 42.96
BOA 3012 5753  63.63 2485  44.03

This is in contrast to OPTQ, where layers are as-
sumed to be independent.

4.3 Integration with Existing Works

As mentioned in Section 2.1, recent studies have
used foldable parameters for more precise quantiza-
tion (Xiao et al., 2023; Jeon et al., 2023b; Lin et al.,
2024; Shao et al., 2023; Ma et al., 2024). Because
these approaches are orthogonal to ours, we can
further enhance the quantization performance by in-
tegrating them with the proposed BOA. Among the
various algorithms, we employ SmoothQuant (Xiao
etal., 2023) and Z-FOLD (Jeon et al., 2023b) in our
integration because they efficiently compute fold-
able parameters without time-consuming gradient-
based optimization.*

Table 4 summarizes the PPL performance of
the proposed BOA combined with SmoothQuant
and Z-FoOLD. For comparison, we also summarize
the integration results for the conventional OPTQ.
Overall, the performances of both BOA and OPTQ
improve when using the folding parameters. More-
over, the performance gap between the proposed
BOA and OPTQ remains significant, even when
the folding parameters are used. In particular, when

*SmoothQuant and Z-FOLD determine foldable parame-
ters using a pre-defined heuristic rule and alternating least
squares, respectively.

combined with Z-FOLD, BOA outperforms other
algorithms that learn attention-aware folding pa-
rameters via backpropagation by a significant mar-
gin (further details in Appendix C.3).

A similar behavior is observed in the zero-shot
results (Table 5); the performance is boosted by
leveraging the folding parameters, and BOA out-
performs OPTQ for all models regardless of the
folding parameter computation method.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a novel PTQ algorithm
called BOA. To consider the inter-layer dependen-
cies within the attention module while circumvent-
ing time-consuming gradient-based optimization,
we approximated the Hessian matrices by exploit-
ing the attention reconstruction error. Furthermore,
to mitigate the computational overhead incurred
by the proposed attention-aware Hessians, we in-
corporated several techniques, such as Hessian re-
laxation, efficient computation of inverse Hessians,
and head-wise simultaneous quantization. Finally,
through extensive experiments, we demonstrated
the efficacy of the proposed BOA algorithm.



6 Limitations

Recall that we used the attention reconstruction
error to approximate the Hessian matrix. If the re-
construction error for the entire Transformer block
is used, then the dependencies between more lay-
ers, including fully-connected layers, can be con-
sidered, resulting in further enhancement at the ex-
pense of higher computational cost. Furthermore,
we did not consider activation quantization in this
study because activations do not pose a significant
bottleneck, and the inference of LLLMs can be suf-
ficiently accelerated by reducing memory move-
ment via weight quantization (Frantar et al., 2023;
Kim et al., 2023). For the scenarios wherein the
activation needs to be quantized, orthogonal tech-
niques (Xiao et al., 2023; Yao et al., 2022) can be
combined with the proposed BOA, which will be
considered in future studies.
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Appendices
A Proof of Footnote 2

In our proof, we use the following useful properties of the Kronecker product:

vec (MiMoM;3) = (ME @ M) vee(Moy), (17a)
(My ® Mp)" = M7 ® M3, (17b)
(M; ® M) (M3 ® My) = M M3 @ MaMy, (17¢)

where vec(+) denotes the vectorization operation.
Using (17a), we have

ML AWML 7 = [ (M5 @ M) Awl; = Aw” (M} @ My)" (M} @ M;) Aw,
where Aw = vec(AW). In addition, by (17b) and (17c), we have

AwT (ME e M,)" (MF @ M,) Aw = Aw” (M, @ MT) (M} @ M,) Aw
= Aw" (MpM] @ M{M;) Aw.

Finally, by exploiting the fact that 82’5;1"" = A + AT, we obtain

9% M AWM, |2 T
SAwE = MaMy @ MM + (MM © Mj M)

@ MaME o MIM, + (MaME) @ (M)

= o2M,MI @ MIM;,

where (a) follows from (17b). This completes the proof.



B Refined Weight-update Formula

We recall that the Hessian-based weight-update formula is given by (Frantar and Alistarh, 2022; Frantar
etal., 2023)

wg — Q(wg)
[Ulg.q

For the proposed attention-aware Hessians in Table 1, we have

ow = — [U],.. where U = Chol(H™ )7

Uh = Ucol,h & Urow,h7

where U, ;, = Chol(H col, h) and Uyoy p, = Chol(Hmle h) (see Section 3.2). Therefore, the weight-
update formula can be recast as

wg — Q(wg)
dwy, = — . —[Ucoth ® Urow,h)q,:-
[Ucol,h & Urow,h]q,q o o
Quant. of Update of
1st row 2nd row
Ucol ,h /
Urow ,h
® a b aUcol h bUcol h
CUcol h
Quant. of
2nd row

Figure 2: lustration of the Hessian information when d,, = 2 and d.o = 3

For simplicity, suppose we quantize the first (0-th) row. When the weight [W]o ;(= [W(?)];, ;) in the
j-th column is quantized, the weight-update of the i-th row is simplified as (see Fig. 2 for the ease of
understanding)

[Whlo; — Q([Who,)

(sW i = — U W 7 U ]
[ h] I [Urowyh]070 [UCOLh]jJ‘ [ IO ,h]O, [ C()l,h]j7
__[Whoj = 2(Whlo)  [Urow,nlo.i[Ucornl;.
[Ucol,h]j,j [Urow,h]O,O

Thus, after the quantization of all weights in the first row, the total amount of the weight-update for the
i-th row can be expressed as

[6Wh total

CO| 1
_ Zl: [Whlo ,] Q([Whlo)  [Urow,n]o,i[Ucol,nls:
col h} [Urow,h}O,O

[Urow )0 dil Wilo — Q([Whlo,)
7=0

o }O 7
[Urow,r]0,0 (Ucol,nljij

: [Ucol,h]j,r

Furthermore, by noting that (see line 8 in Algorithm 2)

[Whloj — Q([Whrlo,;)
[Ucot,nlj,j ’

[Eoptqlh,j =



we obtain

dcol -1

Z [Eoprrqlh,; - [Ucolnlj: = —
=0

[Urow,h](),i
[Urow,h]O,O

[Urow,h}O,i

[OW otal)i, = — [Urow.1]0,0

[Eoptqlh,:Ucol -

As a result, the weight-update matrix to compensate for the quantization error of the first row is given by

[ng)w,h] 0:,0 [EOPTQ} h,:Ucol,h

OWy totatlo:: = — (18)
[ oot ] [Urow,h]O,O
By taking similar steps as above, we can easily generalize (18) for the j-th row as follows:
(U n)iiEoptaln,: Ucoln
[6Wh,total]j:,: = - — . (19)

[Urow,h]j,j



C Additional Experimental Results
In this appendix, we provide experimental results omitted in the main text due to the page limitation.

C.1 Comparison with OPTQ

Table 6 and Table 7 summarize the INT3/INT4 quantization performances (perplexity) of the proposed
BOA and the conventional OPTQ on various sizes of OPT, BLOOM, and LLaMA models. As evident
from Table 2, Table 6, and Table 7, BOA uniformly outperforms OPTQ, and the performance gap is
significant for low bit-width (i.e., INT2) and small-sized models suited for resource-limited devices (e.g.,
mobile devices).

Table 6: Quantization performance (perplexity |) of the proposed BOA and the conventional OPTQ on OPT.

(a) WikiText-2

Precision  Method 125M  350M 1.3B 2.7B 6.7B 13B 30B
FP16 Baseline 27.65 22.00 14.63 1247 1086 10.13 9.56

RTN 3728 2594 4820 1692 1210 11.32 10.98
INT4 OPTQ 3024 2350 1484 12,53 11.09 1026 9.608
BoA 28.93 2290 14.72 1244 1088 10.16 9.571
RTN 1.3e3 6457 13e4 1.6e4 5.8e3 3.4e3 1.6e3

INT3 OPTQ 38.74 2631 1670 14.01 1191 10.85 90911
BoA 33.68 24.69 1593 1343 1153 10.58 9.826

(b) PTB

Precision  Method 125M  350M 1.3B 2.7B 6.7B 13B 30B
FP16 Baseline 3899 31.08 2029 1797 1577 1452 14.04

RTN 53.88 3679 7537 3241 1886 1641 1544
INT4 OPTQ 4431 3341 2123 1870 16.09 14.69 14.18
BoA 41.50 3258 21.02 1842 1590 14.63 14.18

RTN 14e3 8721 15e4 lded 53e3 22e3  15e3
INT3  OPTQ  57.62 3935 2477 2153 1756 15.68 14.56
BOA 4850 36.83 23.53 2033 1686 1521 14.50

(c) C4

Precision  Method 125M 350M 13B 27B 6.7B 13B 30B
FP16 Baseline 26.56 2259 16.07 1434 1271 12.06 11.44

RTN 33.88 2621 2750 18.83 1437 1332 13.55
INT4 OPTQ 2853 2373 1651 1472 12.88 1216 11.50
BoA 27.56 2320 16.39 14.61 12.84 12.16 11.51

RTN 8344 5515 6.6e3 1.2e4 5.0e3 283 1.8e3
INT3 OPTQ 3390 2668 18.18 16.10 13.60 12.62 11.76
BoA 3112 2539 17.74 1583 13.34 1252 11.75




Table 7: Quantization performance (perplexity |) of the proposed BOA and OPTQ on BLOOM and LLaMA.

(a) WikiText-2

.. BLOOM LLaMA
Precision = Method
560M 1.1B 1.7B 3B 7.1B 13B 30B
FP16 Baseline 2242  17.69 1539 1348 11.37 5.091 4.101
RTN 25.82 1998 1696 14.75 12.09 5.525 4.536
INT4 OPTQ 2344 1854 1590 1390 11.63 5.262 4.285
BOA 2328 1832 1581 13.84 11.58 5.243 4.262
RTN 56.74 49.85 63.37 39.07 17.35 11.78 14.87
INT3 OPTQ 26.63 20.80 17.71 1539 1242 5.721 4.848
BOA 2590 20.28 17.12 1491 12.19 5.676 4.725
(b) PTB

Precision = Method BLOOM LLaMA
560M 1.1B 1.7B 3B 7.1B 13B 30B
FP16 Baseline 43.69 5796 30.00 2534 20.83 9.081 8.159
RTN 50.96 66.79 33.52 27.65 22.40 9.775 8.653
INT4 OPTQ 4533 61.94 31.37 2639 21.40 9.306 8.344
BOA 44.92 6140 30.67 26.23 21.34 9.255 8.304
RTN 124.8 184.0 105.5 6624 3494 2894 28.79
INT3 OPTQ 5239 70.68 35.06 28.99 2346 9.928 8.925
BOA 50.71 67.77 33.92 28.67 22.86 9.857 8.737

(c) C4

Precision  Method BLOOM LLaMA
560M 1.1B 1.7B 3B 7.1B 13B 30B
FP16 Baseline 2660 2205 1949 1749 15.20 6.798 6.131
RTN 29.80 2442 2124 1875 16.05 7.232 6.537
INT4 OPTQ 27.39 22,69 20.03 17.89 15.44 6.973 6.294
BOA 27.23 2254 1990 17.82 15.42 6.958 6.267
RTN 6699 6041 113.6 79.84 22.54 14.46  30.04
INT3 OPTQ 29.89 2448 2144 19.07 16.24 7.504 6.840
BOA 2939 24.17 21.02 18.74 16.09 7.454 6.718




C.2 Integration with SmoothQuant and Z-FOLD

Table 4 and Table 8 summarize the PPL performances of the proposed BOA combined with SmoothQuant
and Z-FoOLD. For comparison, we also summarize the integration results for the conventional OPTQ.
Overall, we observe that the performances of both BOA and OPTQ improve when leveraging the folding
parameters. We also observe that even when the folding parameters are used, the performance gap between
the proposed BOA and OPTQ is still significant, especially for INT2 quantization and small-sized models
suited for resource-limited devices. In particular, when combined with Z-FOLD, BOA outperforms other
algorithms that learn attention-aware folding parameters via backpropagation (e.g., OmniQuant (Shao
et al., 2023), AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024)) by a large margin (see Table 9 in Appendix C.3).

Table 8: INT3 performance (perplexity |) of BOA integrated with methods exploiting foldable parameters.

Folding Param. OPT
Comput. Method ~ P@set  Method —ep—ssrur—2p—— 75678 138 308

OPTQ 3956 N/A 1632 1355 1190 10.68 9.857

WikiText-2 gz 3458 N/A 1583 1333 1158 10.38 9.846

OPTQ 5800 N/A 2400 2036 17.18 1545 14.46

SmoothQuant PTB BoA 5144 N/A 2278 1983 1674 1518 14.40
4 OPTQ 3498 N/A 1778 1568 1350 12.55 11.74

BOA 3152 N/A 1743 1548 1335 1248 11.73

o OPTQ 3959 2597 1610 1354 11.65 10.64 9.887

WikiText-2 g,z 3331 2422 1591 13.33 1128 10.53 9.814

. OPTQ  53.08 3923 2273 20.18 1664 1522 1457
Z-FoLp PTB BOA 4659 3680 2229 1954 1644 1516 14.53
4 OPTQ  33.67 2645 1733 1550 1328 1246 11.73

BoA 30.00 25.04 17.13 1532 1320 1241 11.71

* SmoothQuant does not support OPT-350M where the post-LayerNorm architecture has been used.



C.3 Comparison with OmniQuant and AffineQuant

We compare the proposed BOA with OmniQuant (Shao et al., 2023) and AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024),
recently proposed algorithms that learn attention-aware folding parameters via backpropagation (see
Table 9). As evident, BOA itself outperforms conventional attention-aware quantization schemes in almost
all cases, even though BOA does not rely on time-consuming backpropagation and thus enables fast
quantization (see Table 9(c)). While OmniQuant shows comparable speed by reducing the number of
learnable parameters (Shao et al., 2023), it sometimes diverges or collapses (i.e., PPL is larger than 103)
for INT2 quantization.’> Furthermore, when combined with SmoothQuant or Z-FOLD (that finds folding
parameters without backpropagation), the performance gap between BOA and OmniQuant/AffineQuant is
significant, which demonstrates the efficacy of the proposed method.

Table 9: Performance (perplexity |) of BOA and conventional backpropagation-based attention-aware methods.

(a) INT2 quantization

Dataset Method 125M 1.3B 2.7B 6.7B 13B 30B

OmniQuant (Shao et al., 2023) NaN NaN NaN 2.3e4  4.5e5 3.8e5
AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024) 174.5 NaN 4226 2625 3889  5.6e5

WikiText-2  BoA 141.6 4871 2620 2271 18.76  12.15
BOA + SmoothQuant 151.2  31.62 2445 1855 1429 1249
BOA + Z-FoLD 1079 2938 2396 17.18 15.14 1241

OmniQuant (Shao et al., 2023) NaN NaN NaN  5.0e4 3.7¢5  2.9e5
AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024) 254.2 NaN 55.58 37.36  50.10 3.1e5

PTB BoA 199.2 7873 40.76 33777 2534 1852
BOA + SmoothQuant 2239 58.17 3887 2785 19.79 1797
BOA +Z-FoLD 166.1  49.18 3945 2494 2286 18.11

OmniQuant (Shao et al., 2023) NaN NaN NaN 3.0e4  2.0e5 2.1e5
AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024) 107.0  NaN 3445 2511 3150 3.3e5

C4 BoA 118.1 4892 26,57 23.03 1922 13.84
BOA + SmoothQuant 1304 3420 2495 2092 1533 13.90
BOA +Z-FoLD 86.07 28.65 2419 19.01 16.17 13.67

" “NaN’ means that loss diverges in the quantization process.

(b) INT3 quantization

Dataset Method 125M 1.3B 2.7B 6.7B 13B 30B

OmniQuant (Shao et al., 2023)  41.59 1823 1511 1286 1249 11.26
AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024) 37.75 17.12 1432 1242 1193 10.72

WikiText-2  BoA 33.68 1593 1343 11.53 10.58  9.826
BOA + SmoothQuant 3458 1583 1333 1158 1038  9.846
BOA +Z-FoLD 3331 1591 1333 11.28 1053  9.814

OmniQuant (Shao et al., 2023)  59.51 26.08 22.68 1831 1776 16.02
AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024) 53.02 2447 2118 17.27 1727 1531

PTB BoA 48.50 2353 2033 1686 1521  14.50
BOA + SmoothQuant 5144 2278 1983 1674 15.18 14.40
BOA +Z-FoLDb 46.59 2229 19.54 1644 1516 14.53

OmniQuant (Shao et al., 2023)  35.73 19.10 1680 1440 1348 1244
AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024) 33.37 18.56  16.15 1391 13.31 12.14

C4 BoA 31.12 1774 1583 1334 1252 1175
BOA + SmoothQuant 3152 1743 1548 1335 1248 11.73
BOA +Z-FoLD 30.00 17.13 1532 1320 1241 1171

(c) INT2 quantization processing time

Method 125M 1.3B 2.7B 6.7B 13B 30B

OmniQuant (Shao et al., 2023) 16.20 min 61.20 min 1.627 hr 2.933 hr 5.309 hr 11.57 hr
AffineQuant (Ma et al., 2024) 28.33 min 1542 min  4.597hr  9.854 hr 1841 hr  44.25hr

BoA 5099 min  31.64min 1101 hr 2.830hr 4.964hr 10.55hr

5In OmniQuant and AffineQuant, group-wise quantization parameters have been used to supplement the INT2 quantization
performance (Shao et al., 2023; Ma et al., 2024), which incurs additional memory and computational costs.



C.4 Results for Different Calibration Datasets

When constructing a calibration dataset, we randomly sample 128 sequences from the C4 dataset (see
Section 4.1). By changing the seed for the sampling, we can obtain different calibration datasets, which
leads to different quantization results.® In this appendix, we report the corresponding results and overall
statistics. Due to the limited computational resources, we conducted this experiment only for our main
comparison (i.e., the performances of the proposed BOA and the conventional OPTQ).

Table 10: Performance (perplexity |) of the proposed BOA and the conventional OPTQ for different seeds.

(a) INT2 Quantization

Dataset Seed Method 125M 350M 1.3B 2.7B 6.7B 13B 30B
0 OPTQ 232.8 98.65 66.76 37.44 24.74 18.97 13.12

BOA 141.6 57.40 48.71 26.20 22.71 18.76 12.15

10 OPTQ 276.2 103.4 66.30 36.74 24.64 20.05 13.34

BOA 147.4 57.54 47.23 25.95 23.11 18.52 12.17

20 OPTQ 2439 98.70 65.09 36.33 24.94 19.78 13.17

BOA 139.4 61.30 45.11 27.00 24.06 17.82 12.33

WikiText-2

50 OPTQ 269.9 90.11 64.88 33.84 24.54 19.47 13.41

) BoA 160.7 59.47 44.13 26.75 23.09 18.70 12.15

100 OPTQ 228.3 98.94 71.51 36.72 25.55 19.39 13.18

BOA 147.8 60.56 47.43 26.85 23.61 18.49 12.17

Mean OPTQ 2502 +£22 9796 +£48 6691 +2.7 3621 £ 1.4 24.88 £0.40  19.53 +0.41 13.24 £ 0.12
+ Stdev  BOA 1474 +83 5925+18 4652+19 2655+045 2332+053 1846 £0.38  12.19 £+ 0.077

0 OPTQ 384.8 1359 112.0 64.59 42.36 26.95 20.25
BOA 199.2 90.87 78.73 40.76 33.77 25.34 18.52
10 OPTQ 324.1 161.6 112.7 62.42 38.91 27.92 19.80
BoA 185.4 86.16 76.02 39.73 33.79 23.55 18.08
20 OPTQ 350.4 127.9 111.6 62.64 39.84 27.80 20.57
PTB BoA 188.7 86.60 79.31 41.69 34.89 24.59 18.06
50 OPTQ 433.8 134.2 122.1 59.46 43.05 27.64 20.43
BOA 206.8 84.94 87.29 41.91 36.36 24.56 18.27
100 OPTQ 479.2 142.9 125.8 59.49 38.26 27.56 20.02
BoA 164.8 87.16 77.32 41.67 35.19 24.56 17.98

Mean OPTQ 394.5 £ 63 140.5 £ 13 116.8 £ 6.6 61.72 +£2.2 40.48 £ 2.1 27.57 £0.38 20.21 £ 0.31

+ Stdev  BOA 189.0 +16 87.15+22 79.73+44 4115+ 091 34.80 + 1.1 24.52 + 0.64 18.18 + 0.22
0 OPTQ 178.6 71.89 64.11 33.94 24.86 20.08 14.45
BoA 118.1 54.07 48.92 26.57 23.03 19.22 13.84
10 OPTQ 189.7 72.94 64.19 33.27 24.40 20.40 14.44
BOA 115.8 51.41 49.76 27.00 24.04 18.58 13.83
20 OPTQ 163.1 71.75 64.19 32.83 24.66 20.37 14.41
4 BOA 111.1 50.92 48.81 26.96 23.31 19.15 13.80
50 OPTQ 190.8 69.02 64.99 32.69 24.55 20.13 14.48
BOA 119.2 51.21 46.68 27.11 23.73 18.96 13.80
100 OPTQ 168.5 69.56 67.54 33.65 25.25 20.23 14.51
BoOA 116.7 50.69 48.49 27.17 24.09 19.63 13.91

Mean OPTQ 1782+£12  71.03+1.7 650015 3328+£053 2475+£033 2024+£0.14 1446 £0.039

+ Stdev  BOA 1162 +3.1 51.66 +14 4853+1.1 2696+ 024 23.64 £046 19.11 £0.38 13.83 £ 0.045

STables 2 to 9 present the results for seed 0.



(b) INT3 Quantization

Dataset Seed Method 125M 350M 1.3B 2.7B 6.7B 13B 30B
0 OPTQ 38.74 26.31 16.70 14.01 11.91 10.85 9911
BoA 33.68 24.69 15.93 13.43 11.53 10.58 9.826
10 OPTQ 40.72 26.33 16.99 13.97 11.89 10.84 9.881
BOA 34.30 24.74 16.15 13.43 11.43 10.59 9.756
20 OPTQ 38.72 26.74 17.17 13.89 11.98 10.94 9.941
BOA 34.24 24.94 16.02 13.32 11.66 10.51 9.791
WikiText-2
50 OPTQ 37.72 26.55 16.93 14.08 11.86 10.92 9.769
BOA 34.73 25.00 16.19 13.44 11.44 10.54 9.768
100 OPTQ 38.37 26.10 16.97 14.27 11.89 10.88 9.840
BoOA 34.51 24.92 16.14 13.72 11.49 10.52 9.847
Mean OPTQ 38.85 + 1.1 26.41 + 0.24 16.95 £+ 0.17 14.04 £ 0.14 11.91 £ 0.044  10.89 £ 0.045 9.868 + 0.067
+ Stdev.  BOA 34.29 + 0.39 24.86 + 0.13 16.09 + 0.11 13.47 + 0.15 11.51 + 0.094  10.55 + 0.036 9.798 + 0.038
0 OPTQ 57.62 39.35 24.77 21.53 17.56 15.68 14.56
BOA 48.50 36.83 23.53 20.33 16.86 15.21 14.50
10 OPTQ 55.56 39.13 25.19 21.60 17.19 15.66 14.66
BoA 48.37 36.81 23.35 20.27 16.71 15.13 14.50
20 OPTQ 56.22 39.97 25.47 21.42 17.24 15.67 14.60
PTB BOA 47.01 37.07 23.31 20.22 16.68 15.16 14.54
50 OPTQ 56.68 39.69 24.94 21.44 17.36 15.74 14.52
) BoA 51.05 37.14 23.69 20.19 16.76 15.22 14.46
100 OPTQ 52.15 38.75 25.13 21.32 17.44 15.79 14.53
BOA 48.66 36.52 23.50 19.93 16.77 15.21 14.46
Mean OPTQ 55.65 + 2.1 39.38 + 0.48 25.10 + 0.26 21.46 + 0.11 17.36 £ 0.15 15.71 £ 0.057 14.57 + 0.058
+ Stdev  BOA 48.72 £ 1.5 36.87 + 0.24 23.48 + 0.15 20.19 + 0.16 16.75 + 0.068  15.19 + 0.038 14.49 + 0.035
0 OPTQ 33.90 26.68 18.18 16.10 13.60 12.62 11.76
BOA 31.12 25.39 17.74 15.83 13.34 12.52 11.75
10 OPTQ 34.16 26.68 18.19 16.07 13.60 12.63 11.76
BOA 31.72 25.34 17.72 15.70 13.34 12.52 11.74
20 OPTQ 34.07 26.88 18.19 16.07 13.58 12.62 11.75
ca BOA 31.29 25.46 17.72 15.73 13.33 12.53 11.74
50 OPTQ 33.68 26.80 18.16 16.06 13.60 12.67 11.76
BOA 31.11 25.40 17.73 15.73 13.37 12.54 11.74
100 OPTQ 33.80 26.57 18.20 16.12 13.61 12.66 11.76
BoA 31.38 25.41 17.75 15.70 13.36 12.55 11.75
Mean OPTQ 33.92 £ 0.20 26.72 + 0.12 18.18 £ 0.015 16.08 & 0.026  13.60 £ 0.014  12.64 £ 0.023 11.76 £+ 0.0045
+ Stdev  BOA 31.32 £ 0.25 2540 +0.044 17.73 £0.013 1574 £ 0.053  13.35+0.016 12.53 + 0.012  11.75 + 0.0053




D Pseudocode for OPTQ

In this appendix, we provide the pseudocode of the conventional OPTQ (Frantar et al., 2023), which is
omitted in the main manuscript due to the page limitation.

Algorithm 2 OPTQ
Input: weights W, Hessian information U, pre-determined step size S, and blocksize B
1: def OPTQ(W, U, S, B = 128)
2: Initialize quantized output: Q <— Og4, . x4,

col

Initialize total quantization errors: Eipa < 04, xdoy
Initialize block quantization errors: Epjock <= 04, x B
for: =0,B,2B,...do
forj=1---,i+B—1do
Quantize the j-th column: Q. ; <— quant(W. ;, S)
Estimate quantization error: [Epjock]: j—i < (W.; — Q. ;)/[Ucoll;,

,

R U

Update weights in block: W. ;4B < W._ it B — [Eblock]:,j—i - [Ucol]j’j:(HB)
10: end for

11: Update all remaining weights: W. ;, g. < W. ;1 . — Epjock - [Ucol]i:(i+B),(i+B):
12: Save block quantization errors: [Eal]: i:i+-B < Eblock
13: end for

Output: quantized weights Q, quantization error Egy
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