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Abstract—The recent advance of self-supervised learning associated with the Transformer architecture enables natural language processing (NLP) to exhibit extremely low perplexity. Such
powerful models demand ever-increasing model size, and thus,
large amounts of computations and memory footprints. In this
paper, we propose an efficient inference framework for largescale generative language models. As the key to reducing model
size, we quantize weights by a non-uniform quantization method.
Then, quantized matrix multiplications are accelerated by our
proposed kernel, called nuQmm, which allows a wide trade-off
between compression ratio and accuracy. Our proposed nuQmm
reduces the latency of not only each GPU but also the entire
inference of large LMs because a high compression ratio (by
low-bit quantization) mitigates the minimum required number of
GPUs. We demonstrate that nuQmm can accelerate the inference
speed of the GPT-3 (175B) model by about 14.4 times and save
energy consumption by 93%.
Index Terms—Non-Uniform Quantization, Model Compression, Generative Language Model, Deep Learning, Transformer,
AI Inference

I. I NTRODUCTION
Recent years have observed large-scale language models
presenting state-of-the-art performance on various natural language process (NLP) tasks. Such rapid progress in NLP
performance has been highly facilitated by the self-supervised
learning method. Through self-supervised learning, a model
is first pre-trained by using unlabeled data and then finetuned by a small number of labeled data [1]–[4]. Since
pre-training dominates the entire training process without an
expensive labeling process, the size of the training dataset can
substantially increase. Combined with efficient sequence-tosequence model architectures, such as the Transformers [5],
the number of model parameters also significantly increases.
As for NLP tasks, it is reported that LM performance
follows predictable power-law scaling as a function of model
size [6], [7]. Since then, especially for generative LMs,
researchers proposed numerous large-scale models including
GPT-3 (175B) [6], HyperCLOVA (204B) [8], Gopher (280B)
[9], and Megatron Turing NLG (530B) [10]. Note that models
of billions of parameters cannot be accommodated by one
GPU since GPU memory size is sacrificed and limited in order
to enhance memory bandwidth [11], [12]. To address such
concerns, model parallelism has been suggested to distribute
computations over multiple GPUs through GPU-to-GPU communication [13], [14]. As shown in Fig. 1, model parallelism
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Fig. 1. A large language model deployed with 8 GPUs supported by model
parallelism, or with 1 GPU only using quantized weights. Assuming 40GB
GPU memory size, 8 GPUs are required to serve a 320GB language model
unless model compression is engaged.

splits parameters of a large LM model into numerous GPUs,
and information during training/inference can be shared among
GPUs through dedicated channels.
Model parallelism can be divided into tensor parallelism
and pipeline parallelism to improve latency and throughput, respectively. Such parallelism schemes, however, require various
communication primitives, such as AllReduce, Reduce,
Broadcast, and AllGather, to synchronize partial outputs produced by GPUs [15]. Even though GPU-specific
external communication protocols (e.g., NVLink [16]) can
reduce communication latency, an inherent variance of GPU
performance (caused by various random factors such as fabrication process variation and operating system conditions) is
another performance bottleneck [17]. In addition, since a large
matrix is separated into submatrices, each GPU faces tall-andskinny matrix multiplications with low utilization of resources
[18], [19]. As a result, performance gain by model parallelism
becomes a sub-linear function of the number of GPUs.
To alleviate the challenges of model parallelism, parameter
quantization [20]–[22] is a practical solution to reduce the
model size such that the number of GPUs to serve inference
can be lower, as described in Fig. 1. Among various quantization schemes, uniform quantization is a popular choice
since we can exploit integer-based arithmetic units [23]–[26].
Uniform quantization, however, is practically limited to 8 bits
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Fig. 2. An illustration of the autoregressive language model. Given an input
context, a single token is generated for each iteration. The entire generation
procedure can be categorized into the summarization stage (along with a large
batch size using an input context) and the generation stage executing singlebatch operations using the previously generated token.

while non-linear operations (e.g., softmax and normalization
techniques) can be imprecise [27], [28]. Moreover, activation
quantization/dequantization should be implemented on-thefly on top of the requirement of accurate estimation of the
distribution of activations in advance.
In this paper, we consider non-uniform quantization to
achieve a high compression ratio. Specifically, we utilize
binary-coding quantization (BCQ) scheme [29] to gain benefits
of simple arithmetic operations. Note that non-uniform quantization inherently relies on customized hardware to support
bit-level operations. To enable efficient BCQ scheme for
inference on GPUs, we propose a new BCQ-dedicated matrix
multiplication kernel, called nuQmm, to obtain low inference
latency while avoiding the necessity of activation quantization.
Our major contributions in this work include the following:
•

•

•

•

Compared to the previously proposed matrix multiplication kernels with quantized parameters, nuQmm provides
a wide search space of trade-offs between compression ratio and latency (based on GPU-specific efficient
hardware utilization method to implement various BCQ
formats).
Under such new search space, we quantize a few wellknown generative LMs, such as GPT-2 and GPT Neo, to
investigate the range of compression ratio achievable by
nuQmm.
For large LMs, we show that nuQmm can considerably
accelerate matrix multiplications with small quantization
bits while power consumption is saved a lot by reducing
the number of GPUs. Consequently, nuQmm leads to low
energy consumption.
In the case of GPT-3 (175B), our experimental results
show that matrix multiplications can be accelerated by
about 14.4 times while overall energy consumption can
be saved by 93%.

TABLE I
S IZES , ARCHITECTURES , AND RELEASE TYPES OF VARIOUS GENERATIVE
LANGUAGE MODELS

Model Name
GPT-2 Small
GPT-2 Medium
GPT-2 Large
GPT-2 XL
GPT Neo 1.3B
GPT Neo 2.7B
GPT-J 6B
GPT-3 6.7B
GPT-3 13B
GPT-3 175B
MT-NLG

nparams
124M
355M
774M
1.5B
1.3B
2.7B
6.1B
6.7B
13.0B
175.0B
530.0B

nlayers
12
24
36
48
24
32
28
32
40
96
105

dmodel
768
1024
1280
1600
2048
2560
4096
4096
5140
12288
20480

Release
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Private
Private
Private
Private

II. BACKGROUND
A. Generative Language Models
Well-known large-scale generative LMs, such as GPT-3,
are autoregressive models that predict future tokens using
the previous tokens in a feed-forward fashion. For example,
as shown in Fig. 2, assuming an input context is given
(for in-context learning [6]), a new token can be predicted
by using the previously generated tokens. Correspondingly,
autoregressive modeling employs both large-batch operations
(for the summarization stage conducting in-context learning
using a given input context) and single-batch operations (for
the generation stage to generate a single token at a time index).
Since the Transformer introduced a self-attention mechanism and a parallelized training algorithm for autoregressive
models using a teacher forcing technique [5], virtually all
large-scale generative LMs follow the decoder structure of
the Transformer. In addition to the architectural advantages of
the Transformer to scale the model size, generative LMs are
increasing the number of parameters (as depicted in Table I)
because: 1) self-supervised learning alleviates the burden of
the expensive labeling process and 2) scaling-law [6], [7]
provides a predictable performance on the cross-entropy loss
as the model size increases. Surprising qualitative evaluation
results (e.g., human-like writing) of extreme-scale LMs also
fueled the competition in model size [8], [9].
B. GPU-Accelerated Generative LMs
For the Transformers and their variants, the processing
time of matrix multiplications dominates the entire inference
latency because of higher time complexity compared to activation functions, normalization layers, and so on [27], [28], [30].
To validate such a claim, Fig. 3 shows the latency breakdown
of representative large-scale generative LMs (GPT-2 Medium,
GPT Neo 1.3B, and GPT Neo 2.7B) with a various number
of tokens to be generated. Fig. 3 is obtained by RTX-3090
and FasterTransformer inference framework of Nvidia1 . We
can observe that matrix multiplications dominate the entire
processing time (at least 80%) for various LM sizes and tokens
to be generated. Hence, GPUs are widely adopted to accelerate
inference because GPUs embed lots of arithmetic units and
1 https://github.com/NVIDIA/FasterTransformer
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Fig. 3. Latency breakdown of GPT models with a different number of tokens
to be generated. The overall performance is dominated by MatMul operations
especially when a larger model size and a small number of tokens are
employed. Experiments are conducted with RTX-3090 and FasterTransformer
inference framework.

support multiple threads that are critical to expediting matrix
multiplications [11], [14]. Note that extracting high performance from GPUs depends on arithmetic intensity. In other
words, batch size should be large enough to ensure a high reuse
ratio of data once retrieved from main memory [31]. In the
extreme case of a single batch, matrix multiplication becomes
memory-bound (in the form of a matrix-vector multiplication)
such that utilization of internal arithmetic units is forced to
be low. As such, for the generation stage (shown in Fig. 2)
requiring single-batch operations, we can expect the speed of
GPUs running generative LM inference to be far from peak
performance. Another issue with running GPUs for inference
is that GPUs have prioritized high memory bandwidth over
memory size [31], [32]. Consequently, large LMs need to be
distributed across multiple GPUs so as to incur GPU-to-GPU
communication overhead.
C. Binary-Coding Quantization
Quantization reduces the number of bits to represent model
parameters. Shrinking memory footprint by quantization for
generative LMs is effective to address the concerns on GPU
performance, namely, 1) memory-bound single-batch operations for generating tokens and 2) the usage of multiple GPUs
and associated communication overhead. Note that various
uniform quantization methods are being intensively studied
because uniform quantization can be implemented by simple
fixed-point operations [24], [27], [28], [33]. On the other hand,
non-uniform quantization usually demands complicated operations of low parallelism while supporting hardware instructions
may not be available [20], [34].
In this paper, we choose binary-coding quantization (BCQ),
first introduced in [29], which is one of the non-uniform
quantization schemes. When a weight vector w (of size n) is
quantized by BCQ andP
q is the number of quantization bits, w
q
is approximated to be i=1 αi bi where αi ∈ R+ is a scaling
factor and bi ∈ {−1, +1}n is a binary vector. Note that a
scaling factor α can be shared by many weights (n can be any

q
X

2

αi bi

,

(1)

i=1

which does not have analytical solutions except when q = 1.
Thus, scaling factors and binary vectors are obtained by
iterative search methods [20], [34] or by quantization-aware
training [30]. In this work, we discuss the unique mathematical properties of BCQ to enable efficient quantized matrix
multiplications.
III. D ESIGN M ETHODOLOGY

OF NU Q MM

Our overall goal is to explore high-performance and lowenergy inference systems for large-scale generative language
models such as GPT-3 175B. To this end, an efficient quantization method is supposed to compress models with a high
compression ratio while reducing quantization error (for given
quantization bits) in consideration of the characteristics of
large-scale LMs. In addition, a new kernel that efficiently
supports such an efficient quantization technique is also necessary so that latency improvement through quantization can
be maximized. In this section, we propose new advanced
BCQ formats that can be supported by our proposed kernel
nuQmm. The proposed nuQmm is designed to directly utilize
binary weights in a compressed format without additional
overhead such as dequantization. As a result, we demonstrate
that we can reduce the number of GPUs to run large-scale LM
inference.
A. Group-wise Binary-Coding Quantization
In practice, conventional BCQ methods assume that a scaling factor is assigned to each row of a weight matrix (or
even to the entire matrix) so as to support vector instructions
of CPUs or GPUs [20], [29]. As large-scale LMs introduce
deeper and wider model structures along with ever-increasing
parameter size [9], [13], however, we argue that such conventional row-wise BCQ format encounters various challenges.
Suppose that a relatively small hidden size (e.g., dmodel = 1024
in Table I) is selected along with small weight matrices
correspondingly, row-wise assignment of scaling factors might
be reasonable to obtain low quantization error. On the other
hand, if the hidden size increases rapidly (e.g., dmodel = 12288
for GPT-3 175B in Table I) according to the advent of largescale LMs, it would be more difficult to compute a proper
scaling factor shared by a larger number of weights. One
possible solution to lower quantization error is to increase
the number of quantization bits. Such a method, however,
sacrifices the compression ratio considerably in a regime of
low-bit quantization. As a result, for a given number of
quantization bits, it is necessary to investigate different ways
of assigning scaling factors as long as a new assignment can
be backed by practical implementation.
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Fig. 4. Group-wise BCQ example with two different (g, q) configurations to
quantize an (8 × 8) matrix. Assuming a scaling factor of 32 bits, smaller q
can yield a larger memory footprint if g is also small.

a) Group-wise α Assignment: As an alternative to rowwise quantization, we propose group-wise quantization in
which a scaling factor can be shared by an arbitrary number
of weights. Our proposed new BCQ format introduces a new
hyper-parameter g as a group size that represents the number
weights to be shared by a scaling factor. In this paper, g is a
fixed number with a range of 8 (as the minimum) to the column
width of a matrix (equivalent to row-wise quantization). Since
g is a constant number, the hidden size does not affect our
group-wise BCQ formats. We discuss how to implement the
proposed group-wise BCQ efficiently on GPUs later.
b) Impact on Compression Ratio: For a given q (i.e.,
the number of quantization bits), a smaller group size g can
lower quantization error at the expense of increased memory
footprint for scaling factors. For a target quantization error,
thus, a compression ratio is a compromise between q and g.
In other words, due to the introduction of g, we can control
the amount of scaling factors and binary vectors as a trade-off
process. Note that the memory footprint of conventional rowwise quantization techniques is dominated by the size of binary
vectors because the size of scaling factors is usually ignorable
if the column width of a matrix is large enough. Compared
to the conventional scheme, our proposed group-wise BCQ
provides a new wide search space for quantization formats
to meet a target compression ratio. Fig. 4 shows an example
with two (g, q) configurations to quantize an (8 × 8) matrix.
Indeed, even if the number of quantization bits is smaller, the
memory footprint can be large when the group size g is small
(i.e., more scaling factors are employed).
c) Exploration of Compression Ratio: To study the capability of group-wise BCQ to enlarge search space for com-

pression, we conduct experiments using GPT-2 Medium2, GPT
Neo3 1.3B and 2.7B whose pre-trained models are publicly
available. Specifically, we apply post-training quantization
(with an iterative solver introduced in [20]) to those three
pre-trained models while g and q vary. Then, each quantized
model is evaluated on the WikiText-2 dataset to obtain the
perplexity (PPL) to find the relationship between compression
ratio and PPL. Fig. 5 shows PPL degradation and compression
ratio4 when we try various q values (from 3 to 6) and g values
(from 8 to matrix column width (i.e., row-wise)). From Fig. 5,
we observe that the relationship between PPL degradation and
g are vastly different depending on q. As a result, compared
to the conventional row-wise quantization, group-wise BCQ
offers new optimal configurations. For example in the case
of the GPT-2 Medium model in Fig. 5, when a target PPL
degradation is around 4.0, then 4-bit quantization is superior to
3-bit quantization in terms of compression ratio (even though
g values are different). Thus, for a target PPL degradation
(or a target compression ratio), we need to explore various q
and g values simultaneously to achieve the best compression
ratio (or the minimum PPL degradation). Note that for GPT
Neo 1.3B and 2.7B, as we discussed the limits of row-wise
quantization for large-scale LMs, a small g value is critical to
achieving low PPL degradation. All in all, the effects of q and
g on accuracy differ with each model such that q and g are
hyper-parameters to be optimized.
Fig. 6 describes PPL (of four GPT-2 models with different
sizes and one GPT Neo model) when diversified model sizes
for each model are available by exploring q and g values.
Even though we adopt post-training quantization instead of
quantization-aware training (that might be too expensive for
recent large LMs), the sizes of all 5 models in Fig. 6 are
reduced a lot by our group-wise quantization. Suppose that
we can tolerate some reasonable PPL degradation, we notice
that larger models tend to be compressed by a higher compression ratio, which is consistent with a report in [35]. In the
next subsections, we study a matrix multiplication kernel to
facilitate the potential benefits of group-wise BCQ formats.
B. Quantized Matrix Multiplication based on Lookup Tables
Under our quantization scheme that quantizes weights by
using BCQ format and maintains activations to be fullprecision, naive matrix multiplications result in duplicate and
redundant partial computations. To illustrate, assume that a
binary matrix B ∈ {−1, +1}4×4 and an activation vector
x ∈ R4 are given as




+1 −1 −1 +1
1.2
+1 −1 +1 −1
−0.7
⊤



B=
(2)
+1 −1 −1 −1 , x =  0.3 .
−1 +1 −1 +1
0.6
Then, computing Bx⊤ (that is to be multiplied by scaling
factors) would repeat (1.2 − (−0.7)) three times and (−0.3 +
2 https://huggingface.co/gpt2-medium
3 https://huggingface.co/EleutherAI
4 Calculated

as FP32 model size divided by each quantized model size.
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TABLE II
E XAMPLE OF

A LOOKUP TABLE TO STORE PRE - COMPUTED VALUES WITH
A SUB - VECTOR OF x WHEN µ=3.

Binary Patterns
{−1, −1, −1}
{−1, −1, +1}
{−1, +1, −1}
{−1, +1, +1}
{+1, −1, −1}
{+1, −1, +1}
{+1, +1, −1}
{+1, +1, +1}

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Key
(b’000)
(b’001)
(b’010)
(b’011)
(b’100)
(b’101)
(b’110)
(b’111)

Value
−x1 − x2 − x3
−x1 − x2 + x3
−x1 + x2 − x3
−x1 + x2 + x3
+x1 − x2 − x3
+x1 − x2 + x3
+x1 + x2 − x3
+x1 + x2 + x3

0.6) two times. Such redundant computations are caused by
digitized elements of B, and thus, we expect more duplicated
computations as the size of matrices increases according to
the growth of model size. Moreover, loading each element
of B requires bi-level memory accesses that can be slow for
commercial CPUs and GPUs.
To avoid bit-level memory accesses and perform Bx⊤ efficiently, we can pre-compute all possible combinations of fullprecision activations and binary patterns. Note that a lookup

table (LUT) has been widely used to save processing time
when numerous computations yield outputs within a restricted
set [36]–[38]. LUT-based computation is justified especially
when retrieving a value from a LUT is much faster than
carrying out the original calculations. BCQ format (without
quantizing activations that require heavy modifications in
training codes and model structure [23], [25]) is also useful
to be implemented by LUT-based approaches. For example,
with every 3 elements {x1 , x2 , x3 } in x, we can pre-compute
8 (=23 ) possible values as shown in Table II and store those
values in a LUT. Let µ be the length of a sub-vector of x
to construct a LUT (hence, µ is 3 in Table II). Once 2µ
values of a LUT are generated by using a sub-vector of x,
arithmetic operations to obtain partial dot products (of Bx⊤ )
are replaced with LUT retrieval operations while a key is
given by concatenating µ binary elements of B. To complete
Bx⊤ computation, as the final step, those partial products are
summed and then multiplied by scaling factors. When the row
dimension of B is enlarged (as generative LMs get larger),
the utilization of a LUT increases due to more occurrences of
redundant computations.
Let us briefly explain how to optimize µ that is also
discussed in [19]. If µ increases, LUT construction cost
increases as well by 2µ . Such increased µ, however, can
enhance computational parallelism because we can replace
the µ number of FP32 additions with one LUT retrieval
operation. Thus, as reported in [19], there exists an optimal µ
to maximize the speed-up. Note that optimizing µ also needs
to consider aligned memory accesses. In our work, µ = 8 is
used as a practical choice.
C. nuQmm for Group-Wise BCQ Format
In addition to the LUT-based scheme (eliminating redundant
computations and bit-level memory accesses), our proposed
nuQmm needs to achieve high performance with group-wise
quantization in order to enhance accuracy for a given q.
Targeting single-batch operations on GPUs, we propose the
following as our strategy:
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Fig. 7. The overview of nuQmm implementation on GPUs. In this example, we assume m = 12, n = 96, µ = 8, th = 4, l = 4, tw = 32, q = 1, and
g = 32. “◦” denotes element-wise multiplication and “·” indicates a tensor product.

•

•

•

To improve parallelism, we create as many threads as
possible while each thread is allowed to perform independent LUT accesses.
Binary weights accessed by a thread can share a common
scaling factor such that operations related to scaling
factors do not degrade the performance of a thread.
If we allocate too small resources to a thread, then LUT
utilization can be low and synchronization overhead can
increase. As such, we need to optimize thread configurations empirically.

For the sake of simplicity, we formulate the proposed group-wise quantized matrix multiplication as y =
P
q
i=1 (Ai ◦ (Bi · x)), where A is an (m × n) FP32 scaling
matrix, B is an (m × n) FP32 binary matrix, x is an FP32
input vector of size n, and the operator ◦ indicates elementwise multiplication. Note that in real situations, the memory
footprint of A is reduced by g since every g weights share a
scaling factor.
a) Overall Architecture: For nuQmm, we assign l number of LUTs to a thread block (TB) of GPU. Then, the size
of submatrix of A and B allocated to each TB becomes
(th × tw ) when tw = l × µ. Small th can increase the number
of available threads while large th enhances LUT utilization
inside a TB. Thus, th is empirically determined (2048 is a
practical number for large-scale LMs). Note that the amount
of resources allocated to each TB is small enough such that
multiple TBs can share a scaling factor as long as g is larger
than l × µ. The overall nuQmm implementation scheme on
GPUs is presented in Fig. 7 when we assume µ = 8, l = 4,
tw = 32, th = 4, q = 1, and g = 32. For q > 1, the entire
process of Fig. 7 can be iterated q times while intermediate
results are accumulated.
b) Detailed Implementation: Each TB first conducts precomputation using partial x values assigned in order to fill up
the l number of LUTs. Then l LUTs can be shared by all
threads inside a TB (so as to mitigate costly global memory
accesses) and multiple rows of a submatrix of B can be
processed by multiple threads (so as to improve throughput).

TABLE III
C OMPARISON BETWEEN FP32 GEMM IN CU BLAS AND NU Q MM . A N
(m × n) MATRIX IS MULTIPLIED BY (n × 1) MATRIX AS AN
SINGLE - BATCH OPERATION .
m=n

2048

4096

8192

12288

q
2
3
4
5
2
3
4
5
2
3
4
5
2
3
4
5

Memory (MB)
nuQmm
cuBLAS
(Reduction)
1.06 (x15.9)
1.58 (x10.6)
16.78
2.11 (x8.0)
2.63 (x6.4)
4.21 (x15.9)
6.31 (x10.6)
67.11
8.40 (x8.0)
10.50 (x6.4)
16.81 (x16.0)
25.20 (x10.7)
268.44
33.59 (x8.0)
41.98 (x6.4)
37.80 (x16.0)
56.67 (x10.7)
603.98
75.55 (x8.0)
94.42 (x6.4)

Latency (µs)
nuQmm
cuBLAS
(Speed up)
9.54 (x3.2)
10.23 (x3.0)
30.99
10.93 (x2.8)
11.43 (x2.7)
15.17 (x5.8)
17.35 (x5.1)
88.01
20.98 (x4.2)
23.48 (x3.7)
37.65 (x8.3)
44.94 (x7.0)
313.22
52.06 (x6.0)
60.19 (x5.2)
73.45 (x9.5)
84.45 (x8.3)
697.85
99.93 (x7.0)
117.67 (x5.9)

When threads finish retrieving and summing LUT values,
scaling factors are fetched (only once for each thread) and
n
multiplied to produce partial outputs. Finally, l×µ
partial
outputs are accumulated across TBs (through atomicAdd
operations, as illustrated in Fig. 7) to generate the final outputs.
LUTs are stored in shared memory inside GPU and the shared
memory presents high bandwidth (e.g., 17TB/s for RTX3090). Thus, high memory accesses for LUTs (while multiple
FLOPs can be replaced with one LUT access) enable fast
matrix computations. As for memory size of LUTs, only 1KB
is required for every 8 hidden dimensions and the shared
memory size is more than a few megabytes (e.g., 10MB for
RTX-3090 with 128KB per SM and 82 SMs available). Thus,
the whole LUTs can be safely stored in shared memory. To
illustrate, the hidden dimension can be up to 80,000 for RTX3090 while 16,384 is the hidden dimension for GPT-3 175B.
Table III compares memory footprint and latency between
conventional FP32 GEMM kernel in cuBLAS library and our

m = n 
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m = n = 12288

4





3

~
}
|
z{y
x

2
wv
u
t

1
8

16

32

64

128

256

512

1024

g

Fig. 8. Normalized matrix multiplication latency when a (m × n) weight
matrix is quantized by (q=4) bits with different g values.
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Fig. 9. Relationship between latency and compression ratio when nuQmm
performs quantized matrix multiplications with m = 12288 and various (q,
g) pairs.

proposed nuQmm. For experiments, we multiply an (m × n)
matrix (that can be quantized by q bits) and an (n × 1) matrix
using a single Nvidia 3090 GPU with CUDA 11.5. We can
observe that the memory size and execution time required for
both cuBLAS and nuQmm increase with larger m (and q for
nuQmm). It is clear that the relative reduction of memory
footprint and latency by nuQmm increases when a larger
weight matrix is employed. Such observation can be partly
explained by the fact that kernel launch overhead appears
as a performance bottleneck for small matrices (such as
m = 2048). Thus, the merits of nuQmm would be outstanding
as larger-scale generative LMs are introduced.
To examine latency variance of nuQmm on group size g,
we perform matrix multiplications (using an (m × n) matrix
and an (n × 1) matrix) when g values vary. In Fig. 8, for each
m (= n) selection, matrix multiplication latency of different g
is compared with that of row-wise (i.e., g = n) BCQ format.
Interestingly, when g > 64, group-wise nuQmm is as fast as
row-wise nuQmm regardless of m in Fig 8. In other words,

a reasonably large g (such as 256 and 512) can result in
fast nuQmm while accuracy improvement by group-wise is
substantial as can be seen in Fig. 5.
To understand the underlying mechanisms in Fig. 8, we
analyze memory footprint of nuQmm because single-batch
operations are basically memory-bound such that latency is
proportional to memory footprint. Let Sb and Sα represent
space complexity of binary weights and scaling factors, respectively. Then the overall space complexity S can be described
as
!
n
S = Sb + Sα = O 1 · m · n · q + 32 · m · · q)
g
!!
(3)
32
.
=O m·n·q 1+
g
As a consequence, if g ≫ 32, S can be independent of g
and approximated to be O (m · n · q). To verify our claim that
latency of nuQmm is proportional to memory footprint (when
running single-batch operations), we explore various (q, g)
pairs and compression ratios correspondingly, and measure
matrix multiplication latency when m = 12288 as shown in
Fig. 9. It can be noticed that the additional search parameter
g allows a fine-grained search space of compression ratio that
is not available by q alone. Across all available compression
ratios in Fig. 9, latency is a function of compression ratio. For
instance, if two different pairs (q1 , g1 ) and (q2 , g2 ) exhibit a
similar memory footprint, then we can expect similar latency
by nuQmm.
D. Comparison with Tensor Parallelism (of Full-Precision)
Since the model size is rapidly increasing in order to
empower language models to improve accuracy on various
tasks, computing systems are scaled up with a growing number of computation units and memory capacity. Note that
for highly parallel computing systems, such as GPUs, high
memory bandwidth is essential to feed lots of arithmetic
units so as to maintain high resource utilization. The main
memory system of GPUs, hence, is inclined to focus on high
bandwidth instead of large capacity. Correspondingly, even
though new innovative memory architectures (e.g., HBM [39])
are proposed, the maximum memory capacity for a single
GPU is still limited up to a few tens of gigabytes [16]. Such
limited GPU’s memory capacity derived various parallelism
ideas to partition a large-scale LM over multiple GPUs [13],
[14]. In this work, we consider tensor parallelism that can
split matrix multiplications over multiple GPUs, which is
useful for both training and inference. Note that even though
tensor parallelism can generate smaller sub-tasks that can
be executed simultaneously, synchronization and GPT-to-GPU
communication overhead are additionally induced. Our new
BCQ format and nuQmm can reduce the model size with low
latency such that the overhead of tensor parallelism can be
alleviated.
For a comparison between nuQmm and cuBLAS, we measure the latency of completing a large matrix multiplication as

TABLE IV
P ROFILING RESULTS OF MATRIX MULTIPLICATIONS ( WITH AN (m × m) MATRIX AND AN (m × 1) MATRIX ). F OR NU Q MM , g = m AND q
Type
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
nuQmm
nuQmm
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
nuQmm
nuQmm
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
nuQmm
nuQmm

(q = 2)
(q = 4)

(q = 2)
(q = 4)

(q = 2)
(q = 4)

GPUs

m

1
2
4
8
1
1
1
2
4
8
1
1
1
2
4
8
1
1

8192
8192
8192
8192
8192
8192
12288
12288
12288
12288
12288
12288
16384
16384
16384
16384
16384
16384

Comput.
Ratio (%)
100.00
84.55
68.84
55.23
100.00
100.00
100.00
90.44
80.56
61.65
100.00
100.00
100.00
93.15
84.04
69.01
100.00
100.00

Comm.
Ratio (%)
0.00
15.45
31.16
44.77
0.00
0.00
0.00
9.56
19.44
38.35
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.85
15.96
30.99
0.00
0.00

Speed up
1.00
1.54
1.95
1.73
8.33
5.90
1.00
1.76
2.46
2.98
12.21
6.89
1.00
1.77
3.06
3.89
13.41
7.43

shown in Fig. 10. We assume that we multiply an (m × m)
matrix and an (m × 1) matrix (as a single-batch operation to
run inference of generation steps in Fig. 1) when m can be
4096, 8192, or 16384. For conventional full-precision (FP32)
cuBLAS [11], one to eight GPUs serve tensor parallelism
through NCCL library [16] to communicate via PCIe 4.0.
When nuQmm is applied (with only one GPU), q is given
as 4 and g is the same as m5 . From Fig. 10, we observe the
following: 1) for cuBLAS, more GPUs with tensor parallelism
can reduce the overall computation latency while communication latency increases, 2) tensor parallelism is more effective
with larger m, and 3) for all three m configurations, nuQmm is
faster than cuBLAS even 8 GPUs are employed. Note that if m
is small, then communication latency (including GPU-to-GPU
communication and synchronization across GPUs) cannot be
ignored. As such, latency improvement by tensor parallelism
is a sub-linear function of the number of GPUs (for any m)
such that certain configurations of tensor parallelism may even
harm the overall inference latency (while the cost of inference
system increases due to more GPUs). In the case of nuQmm,
the requirement for tensor parallelism can be eliminated (or
alleviated) due to reduced model size. As a result, nuQmm
can reduce both latency and system design cost of inference.
Table IV is a summary of profiling results of matrix
multiplications performed by using cuBLAS (with tensor
parallelism) or nuQmm (with one GPU). In this work, GPU
power and other metrics are collected by using nvidia-smi
utility [40], [41]. Again, an (m × m) matrix is multiplied
by an (m × 1) matrix while we select m to be 8192, 12288
(used for GPT-3 175B), or 16384. For Table IV, we include
the case of q = 2 for nuQmm (with g = m) as 2-bit
quantization for the Transformer is reported to be feasible
by quantization-aware training along with BCQ format [30].
We notice that throughout all m configurations, increasing
5 As shown in Fig. 8, unless g is too small, g does not affect latency
noticeably. Thus, we show row-wise quantization results in this section.

GPU
Util. (%)
96.67
88.06
72.82
55.25
85.85
90.85
97.37
93.38
83.29
64.59
91.36
95.02
98.16
94.60
89.86
72.83
93.92
96.94

Memory
Util. (%)
100.00
92.46
59.73
26.92
69.90
82.89
100.00
99.79
81.40
45.33
91.35
99.57
100.00
100.00
94.40
60.33
99.20
100.00

Average
Power (W)
318.33
321.06
260.78
197.01
333.78
331.97
317.90
320.57
310.75
239.83
331.21
327.07
317.83
321.13
319.52
263.67
329.24
327.98

Total
Energy (mJ)
99.80
130.77
168.14
286.50
12.57
17.64
221.59
254.41
351.49
448.29
18.91
33.10
387.72
435.48
510.66
663.54
29.95
53.88

IS

2 OR 4.

Normalized
Energy
1.00
1.31
1.68
2.87
0.13
0.18
1.00
1.15
1.59
2.02
0.09
0.15
1.00
1.12
1.32
1.71
0.08
0.14

GPUs for cuBLAS with tensor parallelism brings about a
higher reduction in GPU utilization, memory utilization, and
latency ratio of computations. As evidenced by the increase
in the latency ratio of communication, such reductions in
utilization indicate that some GPUs can be temporarily idle
until all GPUs are synchronized. Accordingly, the amount of
speed-up that can be obtained by tensor parallelism is a lot
smaller than the number of GPUs. As a result, cuBLAS with
more GPUs causes increased energy consumption for matrix
multiplications. On the other hand, nuQmm (with one GPU)
can offer high speed-up (that cannot be achieved by tensor
parallelism) while retaining high GPU/memory utilization.
Combining low latency and a reduced number of GPUs, thus,
nuQmm saves energy consumption for matrix multiplications
significantly. For example, when m = 12288, nuQmm (with
q = 2) achieves 11.7× energy reduction and 12.2× speed-up
compared to cuBLAS with one GPU.
IV. E XPERIMENTAL R ESULTS

ON

GPT-3 175B

In this section, we apply nuQmm to major matrix multiplications in GPT-3 175GB [6] (chosen as a representative largescale LM) and estimate speed-up and energy reduction. GPT3 follows the structure of the Transformer [5] that consists
of identical layers. Assuming that m is the hidden size (i.e.,
dmodel ), each layer has multi-head attention and feed-forward
network as shown in Fig. 11 and includes 4 major linear
computations of higher time complexity (than the other nonlinear operations) for which we multiply a (m × 1) activation
matrix and the following 4 matrices:
• (m × m) matrix for attention output
• (3m × m) matrix for key, query, and value of attention
• (m × 4m) matrix for the first feed-forward sub-layer
• (4m × m) matrix for the second feed-forward sub-layer
Since all layers of the Transformers have identical structures
and matrix multiplications dominate the entire inference latency [30], we can successfully approximate the overall impact

¸¹º

TABLE V
S PEED - UP AND ENERGY REDUCTION BY NU Q MM ON GPT-3 175B FOR
WHICH m IS SET TO BE HIDDEN DIMENSION SIZE 12288.
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Fig. 10. Latency comparison between full-precision cuBLAS and nuQmm.
We multiply an (m × m) matrix and (m × 1) matrix (for single-batch
inference). For cuBLAS, tensor parallelism is utilized with up to 8 GPUs.
For nuQmm, q and g are 4 and m, respectively.
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Fig. 11. Transformer layer incorporating multi-head attention and feedforward network performing 4 major matrix multiplications.

FFN
1st sub-layer
(m, 4m)
FFN
2nd sub-layer
(4m, m)
Total
(Attention
+ FFN)

Kernel

GPUs

q

Speed-up

cuBLAS
cuBLAS
nuQmm
nuQmm
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
nuQmm
nuQmm
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
nuQmm
nuQmm
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
nuQmm
nuQmm
cuBLAS
cuBLAS
nuQmm
nuQmm

1
8
1
1
1
8
1
1
1
8
1
1
1
8
1
1
1
8
1
1

(FP32)
(FP32)
2
4
(FP32)
(FP32)
2
4
(FP32)
(FP32)
2
4
(FP32)
(FP32)
2
4
(FP32)
(FP32)
2
4

1.00
4.18
14.29
7.47
1.00
3.00
12.25
6.88
1.00
5.65
15.04
7.80
1.00
4.70
14.54
7.41
1.00
4.59
14.41
7.50

Norm.
Energy
1.00
1.65
0.07
0.14
1.00
2.02
0.09
0.15
1.00
1.38
0.07
0.13
1.00
1.47
0.07
0.14
1.00
1.53
0.07
0.14

to cuBLAS with 1 GPU (or 3.2× and 21.9×, respectively,
compared to cuBLAS with 8 GPUs). In our experiments, we
do not consider uniform quantization because 1) at least 8
bits are necessary for the Transformers [27], [28], [30], 2)
activations need to be dynamically quantized during inference
with quantization/dequantization overhead, and 3) to the best
of our knowledge, uniform quantization for generative LMs
has not been reported.
V. E XTENSION OF

NU Q MM FOR

G ENERATIVE LM S

In this section, we discuss additional architectural considerations for nuQmm to be extensively useful for various
generative language models.
A. Mixed Precision using nuQmm

of nuQmm on a generative LM by estimating speed-up and
energy reduction using the above 4 matrix multiplications.
By setting m to be hidden dimension size 12288 of GPT3 175B, Table V compares speed-up and energy reduction
between cuBLAS (1 or 8 GPUs) and nuQmm (q is 2 or 4).
It should be noted that even though we include the result
of FP32 cuBLAS with one GPU, the entire parameters of
GPT-3 175B cannot be stored in the main memory of one
GPU. Thus, multiple GPUs would be mandatory if we do
not quantize GPT-3 175B. We can observe that for all matrix
multiplications in Table V, nuQmm presents high performance
with less energy consumption. Even though we present a
few matrix configurations Table V, such matrix configurations
are repeatedly presented through Transformer blocks of the
same structure. Thus, Table V is useful to estimate the overall
performance improvement of GPT models as m increases or
nuQmm is applied. Overall, the total speed-up and energy
reduction of GPT-3 175B by nuQmm (with q = 2) can be
approximated to be 14.4× and 14.3×, respectively, compared

It is well known that different layers of neural networks
present different sensitivity to model compression [42], [43].
For example, parameter pruning acquires various pruning
rates for layers given a target global pruning rate and test
accuracy [44], [45]. As such, mixed precision techniques for
quantization are eligible for obtaining higher compression ratio
practical techniques by assigning different quantization bits
to layers while measuring accurate sensitivity of layers is
complicated and computationally demanding [42], [46]. Note
that since we introduce an additional parameter g (i.e., group
size for scaling factors), nuQmm can offer wider search space
exploration for mixed precision compared to the conventional
methods allowing the number of quantization bits as the only
search parameter.
For experiments, we consider two sub-layers (multi-head
attention and feed-forward networks) in Fig. 11 to be quantized
by different quantization schemes with nuQmm. In order
to facilitate efficient exploration of search space for mixed
precision, we set the following constraints: 1) all matrices of
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Fig. 12. Mixed precision quantization results using GPT Neo 1.3B. All matrices of the same sub-layer type are quantized by the same (q, g) configuration.
Available sets for exploring q and g are {3, 4, 5} and {128, 256, 512, 2048},
respectively.

each sub-layer type (i.e., multi-head attention or feed-forward
network) across all layers are quantized by the same (q, g)
configuration, 2) q is selected to be one of {3, 4, 5}, and 3) g
is selected to be one of {128, 256, 512, 2048} that lead to less
than 10% latency overhead compared to row-wise quantization
as depicted in Fig. 8.
Fig. 12 shows PPL degradation of GPT Neo 1.3B quantized
by mixed precision (using two (q, g) configurations as described above) in addition to the previous quantization results
of Fig. 5 that allow only one (q, g) configuration across all
layers. Notice that mixed precision combined with additional
parameter g produces extensive trade-offs between PPL degradation and compression ratio. Due to our selected ranges
for q and g, we extract numerous (q, g) pairs enabling high
compression ratio with reasonable PPL degradation in Fig. 12.
Further optimal points would be obtainable by fine-grained
mixed precision with more diversified (q, g) configurations for
layers and matrices at the cost of additional evaluation time.
B. Context Processing using Quantized Weights
As we discussed, inference of generative LMs can be
separated into the summarization stage (using input context)
and the generation stage as shown in Fig. 2. Note that even
though the same weights can be applied to both summarization
and generation, those two processes require different batch
sizes. As for summarization, since tokens for input context
are already provided, multiple tokens can be fed into the
Transformer to improve explicit parallelism. On the other
hand, the generation stage is fundamentally processed by
single-batch operations because of autoregressive properties.
In other words, inference of generative LMs is basically
supposed to support two potentially conflicting operations,
namely, compute-bound context process with high parallelism
and memory-bound generation process with low parallelism.
Because nuQmm is specifically designed for single-batch
matrix multiplications, the context process can be better
performed by conventional kernels with parallel computing
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Fig. 13. Our proposed strategy to support both context process and generation
process using quantized weight with BCQ format.

resources (such as Tensor Cores of Nvidia [31]). As such, we
propose our inference strategy as shown in Fig. 13. Quantized
weights are stored in memory in the form of BCQ and
then 1) dequantized to conduct full-precision cuBLAS matrix
multiplications for context process or 2) used as inputs of
nuQmm for the generation process. The rationale behind our
approach is as follows:
• It is necessary to quantize weights even for the context
process. Otherwise, the effort to save memory by nuQmm
would be worthless.
• Dequantization overhead (in latency) becomes ignorable
as more tokens are utilized for context process and/or
generation process.
• If input context gets longer, then the latency of cuBLAS
matrix multiplications is a lot higher than that of dequantization (due to higher time complexity).
• As target tasks require more tokens to be generated, the
generation stage would dominate inference latency (and
then, the latency of the entire context process including
dequantization can be negligible).
Few-shot learning or in-context learning techniques first introduced in GPT-3 [6] intentionally require a small number of
tokens for context.
VI. D ISCUSSION
In this paper, we consider the FP32 format as a baseline
for various comparisons with the BCQ format. Admittedly,
low-precision formats are actively studied because well-trained
neural networks (with proper regularization) can be robust to
various noise sources. As an example, BFLOAT16 [47] has 16
bits to represent a parameter, and thus, saves memory footprint
and area overhead of arithmetic units compared to FP32.
Recently, large-scale generative models (e.g., [6], [9], [13])
are developed by mixing BFLOAT16 and FP32. Specifically,
BFLOAT16 is selected for major matrix multiplications while
FP32 is utilized to perform various non-linear operations (such
as normalization layers, SoftMAX, and activation functions).
Compared to FP32, BFLOAT16 can halve memory bandwidth
and offer double peak performance. Thus, our estimated speedup and energy savings by nuQmm can be roughly reduced by
50% while such improvements are still significant.
For our experiments, we measured the accuracy of quantized
models by performing a post-training quantization method
for fast design exploration of nuQmm. There are several
ways to further improve accuracy and/or compression ratio.
For example, quantization-aware training for Transformers
[30] is reported to save additional 1 or 2 quantization bits

at the cost of training time with hyper-parameter tuning.
In particular to self-supervised language models, fine-tuning
techniques (e.g., LoRA [48]) using a small dataset can be a
potentially economic choice to improve accuracy after posttraining quantization. Applying nuQmm to such advanced
quantization techniques is left as future works.
Pre-trained extreme-scale language models (e.g., GPT-3
(175B) [6], HyperCLOVA (204B) [8], and Megatron Turing
NLG (530B) [10]) are usually not publicly available. Thus,
in this work, our detailed analysis of group-wise quantization
and nuQmm is limited to relatively smaller models (such as
GPT Neo). In the case of GPT-3 175B, since it is not feasible
to find q for reasonable model accuracy without a pre-trained
model, we assumed q = 2 or q = 4 to estimate speed-up and
energy consumptions of major matrix multiplications based on
the reports that larger neural networks can be quantized by a
smaller number of quantization bits [21], [49].
The parameter pruning technique is a promising complement to parameter quantization in order to further compress
neural networks [43], [50]. When parameters identified as
unimportant are removed first, then quantization can be performed with a reduced number of parameters. Then, the
number of quantization bits can also be reduced along with
a smaller quantization error [51]. Both fine-grained pruning
and structured pruning are investigated because of trade-offs
between compression ratio and the regularity of memory
access patterns [12], [52]. Exploring pruning techniques to
integrate nuQmm with proper sparse representation (to be
practical with GPUs or CPUs) would be interesting.
VII. C ONCLUSION
Generative language models, such as GPT-3 175B, are attracting attention due to their generation capability on various
complicated tasks. It is widely expected that the growth rate in
parameter size would be exponential to follow scaling laws in
natural language processing. The inference speed, however, is
a serious concern not only because of parameter size increase
but also because of autoregressive operations associated with
single-batch operation. Thus, conventional matrix multiplication using cuBLAS leads to low utilization of GPUs and low
performance during the running of the generation stage of the
Transformer decoder.
To improve the inference speed of large-scale generative
models, in this paper, we proposed a new group-wise binarycoding quantization format and a dedicated matrix multiplication kernel nuQmm. By introducing a new hyper-parameter,
group size, it is possible to explore a wider compression
ratio such that conventional row-wise quantization is replaced
with our group-wise quantization. Then, LUT-based matrix
multiplication enables computations with quantized weights
without a special conversion process. As such, our nuQmm
can exploit both low latency and reduced memory footprint.
nuQmm is especially superior to tensor parallelism that is
required if a model size is too big to be accommodated in
a single GPU. Combining low latency and a reduced number
of GPUs, inference of GPT-3 175B can be performed with

significantly reduced energy consumption. We also discussed
additional considerations of nuQmm such as mixed precision
and context processing.
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