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ABSTRACT
Diffusion models have emerged as preeminent contenders in the realm of generative models, showcasing re-
markable efficacy across diverse tasks and real-world scenarios. Distinguished by distinctive sequential genera-
tive processes of diffusion models, characterized by hundreds or even thousands of timesteps, diffusion models
progressively reconstruct images from pure Gaussian noise, with each timestep necessitating full inference of
the entire model. However, the substantial computational demands inherent to these models present challenges
for deployment, quantization is thus widely used to lower the bit-width for reducing the storage and comput-
ing overheads. Nevertheless, current quantization methodologies primarily focus on model-side optimization,
disregarding the temporal dimension, such as the length of the timestep sequence, thereby allowing redundant
timesteps to continue consuming computational resources, leaving substantial scope for accelerating the genera-
tive process. In this paper, we introduce TMPQ-DM, which jointly optimizes timestep reduction and quantization
to achieve a superior performance-efficiency trade-off, addressing both temporal and model optimization aspects.
For timestep reduction, we devise a non-uniform grouping scheme tailored to the non-uniform nature of the de-
noising process, thereby mitigating the explosive combinations of timesteps. In terms of quantization, we adopt
a fine-grained layer-wise approach to allocate varying bit-widths to different layers based on their respective con-
tributions to the final generative performance, thus rectifying performance degradation observed in prior studies.
To expedite the evaluation of fine-grained quantization, we further devise a super-network to serve as a precision
solver by leveraging shared quantization results. These two design components are seamlessly integrated within
our framework, enabling rapid joint exploration of the exponentially large decision space via a gradient-free
evolutionary search algorithm. Experiments on 5 representative datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of pro-
posed method, we achieve more than 10× overall BitOPs savings while maintaining the comparable generative
performance. Code will be available soon.

1 INTRODUCTION

Diffusion models have recently attracted widespread at-
tention, demonstrating significant potential across various
generative tasks (e.g. image generation, inpainting, and
even object detection and segmentation), spanning mul-
tiple domains including image, text, speech, and biology
(Liu et al., 2023; Lugmayr et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2023;
Avrahami et al., 2022; Bai et al., 2023). Usually, diffu-
sion models initiate with pure Gaussian noise and itera-
tively generate the desired image, achieving better gen-
eration quality than previous state-of-the-art methods like
GANs (Dhariwal & Nichol, 2021; Peebles & Xie, 2023;
Sadat et al., 2023). Despite the excellent generation results,
diffusion models require extensive generation steps, rang-
ing from hundreds to thousands, and rely on complex neu-
ral networks, such as Transformers (Vaswani et al., 2017;
Bao et al., 2023; Peebles & Xie, 2023), to parameterize
the denoising process. This not only increases computa-

tional demands but also results in slower generation speeds
compared to GAN models. For example, generating 50k
32×32 images takes about 20 hours on a NVIDIA 2080 Ti
GPU (Song et al., 2020), whereas a GAN completes the
task in under a minute.

Furthermore, the expansive parameter count of models like
Stable Diffusion-XL (Podell et al., 2023), which boasts
6.6 billion parameters, significantly burdens GPU mem-
ory, posing challenges for deployment in latency-sensitive
and memory-constrained environments such as edge de-
vices. To address these limitations, recent efforts have con-
centrated on developing efficient sampling methods (Song
et al., 2020; Lu et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2022; Watson et al.,
2021) that aim to shorten the sampling trajectory. Never-
theless, these methods often overlook the substantial com-
putational costs associated with each timestep due to the
complexity of the underlying neural networks, leaving con-
siderable room for improving the efficiency of denoising
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process (Li et al., 2023c).

Hence, there are also several attempts to compress the dif-
fusion models for saving the single-step cost (Li et al.,
2023b;c; Shang et al., 2023; Fang et al., 2024), both adopt-
ing the model compression techniques such as neural ar-
chitecture search (Yu et al., 2020b; Zoph & Le, 2016),
pruning (Molchanov et al., 2019), and quantization (Tang
et al., 2022b; Zhou et al., 2016). Among them, quan-
tization is a promising method for lowering the runtime
and storage overheads since its simplicity in avoiding ar-
chitectural modifications. Specifically, post-training quan-
tization (PTQ) is favored over quantization-aware train-
ing (QAT) as it does not require extensive fine-tuning
on large datasets. However, existing studies neglect the
meaningful interactions between timestep reduction (tem-
poral optimization) and quantization (model optimization).
For example, previous quantization methods mainly fo-
cus on transferring the quantization techniques from well-
established research of discriminative models, neglecting
the fact that some timesteps are rather redundant (Li et al.,
2023c; He et al., 2024; Shang et al., 2023). For example,
as shown in our experiment, we can generate comparable
results with only 1.5% timesteps on CIFAR-10 dataset.

In this paper, we propose to simultaneously reduce the
time-step length and perform low-precision quantization
for the diffusion model. Our target is to reduce the trouble-
some costs of models on both temporal and model dimen-
sions. For temporal optimization, we search for the optimal
subsequence of the previous full sequence timesteps, accel-
erating the denosing process by identifying and removing
the redundant timesteps. For quantization on model op-
timization, we further adopt mixed-precision quantization
for the generative models, i.e., different layers are assigned
to different quantization precision according to their quan-
tization sensitivities, while maintaining the overall model
compression ratio.

However, the resulting combinations of these two dimen-
sions grow exponentially, posing significant challenges for
efficient and effective optimization and evaluation. For
DDPM model (Ho et al., 2020), suggesting each layer has
4 bit-width choices and the expected timestep sequence is
to be shortened from 1000 to 20, the resulting total com-
binations are roughly 4250 × 1042 ≈ 3 × 10192, which is
already 10100 times larger than the number of atoms in our
universe.

To enhance the efficiency of model optimization, we first
design a weight-sharing precision solver for fast evaluation
of the goodness of a specific layer-wise quantization policy,
which eliminates the needless of repetitive calibration dur-
ing PTQ process. For enhancing the temporal efficiency,
we conduct comprehensive experiments and observe the
timestep exhibits well non-uniform property, i.e., timestep

contributes unequally to the final generated images. Moti-
vated by this observation, we design a non-uniform time-
step grouping scheme for reducing the combinatorial num-
ber of possible timestep sub-squence. Then, inspired by
Neural Architecuture Search (NAS) (Tang et al., 2023b;
Yu et al., 2020b; Li et al., 2023b), we showcase that both
timestep reduction and precision selection can be integrated
into a unified search space and thus search jointly. The
overall framework is shown in Fig. 1.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

• We propose TMPQ-DM, the first method that jointly
optimizes the timestep reduction and performs mixed-
precision quantization for the diffusion models.

• To better navigate in the large joint space, we de-
vise a weight-sharing precision solver for accelerating
the evaluation process of mixed-precision quantiza-
tion, and leverage the non-uniform property to group
the timesteps for reducing the needless timestep sub-
squence. Furthermore, we stuff the search process into
a unified search space and perform joint search with a
gradient-free evolutionary search algorithm.

• Extensive experiments are conducted on 4 represen-
tative datasets with different resolution, including
32×32 CIFAR, 256×256 LSUN-Churches, 256×256
LSUN-Bedrooms, 256×256 ImageNet and 512×512
COCO. We achieve more than 10× BitOPs savings on
all these tasks while maintaining the same generative
performance, showcasing the potential and universal-
ity of proposed method.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Diffusion Models

Different from previous straightly one-step sampling meth-
ods such as variational autoencoder, generative adversarial
networks, flow models and so on, diffusion models sample
gradually from random noise to realistic images.

Given real images x0 ∼ q(x), diffusion models (Ho et al.,
2020) gradually add noise and eventually transform real
images to noise as the following equation:

q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;
√

1− βtxt−1, βtI) (1)

where βi ∈ (0, 1) is hyper-parameter controlling the diffu-
sion process. Based on markov chain property, Eq. (1) can
then be transformed to:

q(xt|x0) = N (xt;
√
αtx0, (1− αtI) (2)

where αt = 1− βt and αt =
∏t

s=1 αs.
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Figure 1. Top: We jointly perform timestep sub-sequence search and fine-grained layer-wise quantization precision selection within a
unified search space via a gradient-free evolutionary search algorithm. Bottom: 1⃝ To deal with the explosive search space, we leverage
a property of denoising process (Sec. 3.1) to design a non-uniform timestep grouping scheme; and 2⃝ introduce a weight-sharing mixed-
precision solver to accelerate the evaluation process by reusing the results of PTQ calibration.

After that, the reverse process is defined to gradually re-
move noise and eventually recover from noise image to real
image under the following equation:

q(xt−1|xt, x0) = N (xt−1; µ̃t(xt, x0), β̃tI) (3)

In practice, the number of timesteps in diffusion models
is usually very huge, up to 1000 steps. Each step needs
to forward the model once, which brings a lot of time and
computing resource overhead. Compared with traditional
generative models, diffusion models take more than 1000
times longer to sample the same number of images on the
CIFAR-10 dataset (Song et al., 2020), which hinders the
application of diffusion models.

Efficient Sampling Techniques. Numerous studies have
been devoted to addressing the inefficiencies inherent in
the sampling processes of diffusion models from various
perspectives, significantly enhancing the speed of diffusion
models’ sampling operations.

A class of methods leverage numerical techniques to min-
imize the number of sampling steps required in diffusion
models. Notably, DDIM (Song et al., 2020) circumvents
the traditional Markovian constraints imposed on diffusion

models by redefining the sampling process’s underlying
formula, achieving a reduction of up to 90% in the re-
quired sampling timesteps. In addition, PLMS (Liu et al.,
2022), DPM-Solver (Lu et al., 2022) treat diffusion process
as solving differential equations (SDE) and give solution
from SDE prospective. While these innovations substan-
tially improve the operational efficiency of diffusion mod-
els, they rely on pre-defined timestep selection strategies,
which may not always be optimal.

A class of methods employ strategic search techniques to
optimize sampling efficiency. DDSS (Watson et al., 2021)
treats the sampling method (e.g., DDIM, DPM-Solver,
PLMS) and the selection strategy of different timesteps as
a comprehensive search domain. AutoDiffusion (Li et al.,
2023a) treats timestep selection and skipping strategies in
model layers as search space. While these approaches have
succeeded in formulating more efficient sampling strate-
gies, there remains an unexplored potential for enhancing
sampling efficiency within the realm of quantization, a gap
yet to be addressed by existing research.
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2.2 Quantization

In this paper, we consider the context in post-training
quantization (PTQ), as it can achieve higher efficiency
than quantization-aware training (QAT) (Nagel et al., 2020;
Hubara et al., 2021) and avoid substantial training costs for
performing finetuning.

Quantization aims to map the full-precision inputs v to
low-precision quantized outputs vq , thus the storage and
computation costs can be cut down significantly. The quan-
tization function, also known as the quantizer, is used for
performing uniform quantization (Choi et al., 2018; Esser
et al., 2020) rather than non-uniform quantization (Li et al.,
2019; Wang et al., 2021a), due to uniform quantization is
more hardware-friendly. For a bit-width b, the uniform
quantization function is typically parameterized by a scal-
ing s and a zero-point z for activation quantization is as
follows:

vq = Q(v; b, s, z) = s ·
(
clip(

⌊
v
/
s
⌉
+ z, 0, 2b − 1)− z

)
,

(4)

and the uniform quantizer for weight activation is as fol-
low:

vq = Q(v; b, s, z) = s ·
(

clip(
⌊
v
/
s
⌉
+ z,−2b−1, 2b−1 − 1)− z

)
.

(5)

For PTQ, a block-wise reconstruction loss,
argmins,z ||f̂

(l)
b (x) − f (l)(vq)||2, is applied for opti-

mizing the scaling and zero-point, where f (l)(·) indicate
the output of full-precision i−th block (e.g., the bottleneck
block), and f̂

(l)
b (x) indicate the output of quantized i−th

block under b bits.

Mixed-Precision Quantization. Mixed-Precision Quanti-
zation (MPQ) (Tang et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2019; Guo
et al., 2020; Cai & Vasconcelos, 2020; Wang et al., 2021b)
is a technique to achieve low-precision quantization, ac-
knowledging the intrinsic diversity in redundancy across
various layers within the architectures of deep model.
Through assigning lower bit-widths to layers exhibiting
pronounced redundancy and keeping higher bit-widths to
layers having more contributions to final performance,
MPQ endeavors to compress model complexity whilst mit-
igating any notable degradation in performance. The chal-
lenge resides in assigning the optimal bit-width for individ-
ual layers, given the discrete nature of bit-width selection
and the exponentially expanding realm of potential poli-
cies, encompassing distinct combinations of bit-widths and
layers.

Allocator-based methods (Wang et al., 2019; Elthakeb
et al., 2020) adopt reinforcement-learning (RL) to learn the
policy assignment agent, and then use this agent to allo-
cate the layer-wise precision. Inspired by neural archite-
cure search (NAS), differential-based approaches (Cai &

Vasconcelos, 2020; Yu et al., 2020a; Tang et al., 2023a;
Wang et al., 2021b) aim to design low-cost weight-sharing
methods to learn the probability of bit-width for a given
computational resource constraint. Furthermore, indicator-
based techniques (Dong et al., 2019; 2020; Chen et al.,
2021; Tang et al., 2022a) use heuristic methods (e.g., Tay-
lor expansion (Dong et al., 2019; 2020), scaling factors of
quantizer (Tang et al., 2022a), etc.) to construct the quanti-
zation sensitivity proxy for assisting bit-width assignment.
However, the above MPQ methods are designed to discrim-
inative models (e.g., CNNs for classification tasks).

2.3 Neural Architecture Search

Neural Architecture Search (NAS) (Howard et al., 2019;
Tan & Le, 2019; Zoph & Le, 2016) automates the process
of deep models design, which typically consists of several
operators (e.g., kernel size, channels, etc.) in a well-defined
search space.

Earliest NAS research resorts to reinforcement learning
(RL), which is hampered by the inherent exploration-
exploitation dilemma, restricting their exploration to
diminutive datasets and consequently yielding suboptimal
generalization performance of the discovered architectures
(Guo et al., 2020; Zoph & Le, 2016). To generalize NAS to
real-world scenarios, recent works (Guo et al., 2020; Tang
et al., 2023b; Yu et al., 2020b) have focus on the utilization
of super-networks. These super-networks leverage weight-
sharing mechanisms, wherein subsets of weights within the
search space are shared among architectures. This signif-
icantly shortens the evaluation time of the goodness for a
given architecture (Liu et al., 2018; Pham et al., 2018). In
this paper, we leverage this paradigm to the optimization
of quantization precision for individual layers and the de-
termination of optimal subsequences of timesteps, with the
overarching goal of concurrently optimizing temporal and
model efficiency.

3 METHOD

In this section, we introduce several techniques in Sec 3.1
to provide a foundation for conducting efficient optimiza-
tion of diffusion models. Specifically, we first introduce
the mixed-precision solver for fast evaluation of a spe-
cific quantization policy to avoid repetitive calibration of
PTQ. Then, we design a non-uniform timestep grouping
scheme to achieve search space reduction for fast optimiza-
tion, which is motivated by the observation that timesteps
contribute differently to the final generation quality.

3.1 Foundation of Efficient Optimization

Mixed-Precision Solver. To identify the optimal mixed-
precision quantization settings for each layer, we should
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Figure 2. Number of shared precision under 500 randomly sam-
pled mixed-precision quantization policies under same BitOPs
constraint.

evaluate its performance under different resource con-
straints (e.g., BitOPs, latency, etc.). However, it is non-
trivial to efficiently obtain the direct performance because
the calibration process for post-training quantization is
costly. Moreover, the intricate architectural composition of
diffusion models, characterized by the presence of encoder
and decoder blocks, leads to a higher layer count relative
to conventional discriminative models, thereby intensify-
ing the computational demands inherent in this endeavor.

Luckily, we have observed different mixed-precision
settings could share some same precision. Specif-
ically, for K mixed-precision quantization settings{
{(w0

l , a
0
l )}

L−1
l=0 , ..., {(wK

l , aKl )}L−1
l=0

}
, we can always find

there has overlapped precision for same layer i of across
different MPQ settings, e.g., wA

i = wB
i = wC

i ..., where
A ̸= B ̸= C. As shown in Fig. 2, we randomly sample
500 non-overlapping mixed-precision settings and count
the shared precision of 5bits and 8bits across layers. One
can observe that there are several repetitive precision selec-
tion patterns of layers, suggesting that it is possible to avoid
repeated calibration by reusing the results of single cali-
bration process. Hence, we introduce the mixed-precision
solver, a pre-build super-network that share the calibration
results and thus only needs one-time calibration for serving
as a accurate performance indicator.

To build the precision solver, we first convert the original
quantizer in Eq. (4) and (5) to support multi-precision.
That’s to say, each quantizer will have N quantization pa-
rameters of scaling and zero-points to match N possible
bit-widths, resulting in a scaling set S = {s0, ..., sN−1}
and zero-point set Z = {z0, ..., zN−1}, where each {zi, si}
corresponding to a specific bit-width for this quantizer. At
each optimization iteration, for j−th block F (j) with k lay-
ers, i.e., F (j) = f{(j),(k−1)}◦...◦f{(j),(0)}(x(j−1)) , where
x(j−1) is the outputs of last block, we sample one bit-width
b from the bit-width candidates and switch the quantiza-
tion parameters of each quantizer to the corresponding bit-
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Figure 3. MSE for timesteps. The temporal feature difference of
quantized model is slightly large than full-precision model, fur-
ther showcasing it needs a non-uniform grouping scheme.

width for the forward, and then update the quantization pa-
rameters in the backward process for the layers in this block
on a small-scale calibration dataset, with the following op-
timization objective:

argmin
{Sl}k−1

l=0 ,{Zl}k−1
l=0

||F̂ (j)
b (x(j−1))− F (j)(x(j−1))||2. (6)

During this process, the parameters of the backbone model
is fixed, we only update the quantization parameters for
the quantizers, as in conventional post-training quantiza-
tion. After all bit-widths are sampled and the correspond-
ing quantization parameters in j−th block are updated, we
switch to next (j + 1)−th block and repeat the above pro-
cedure. The forward and backward processes are shown in
Fig. 1 (a).

Non-uniform Timestep Grouping. On the other hand, the
total number of timestep selection is actually a combinato-
rial number. For example, if we want to pick 20 timestep
out of total 1000 timesteps, the combinatorial number be-
comes

(
1000
20

)
= 1042, which also takes efficiency problem.

A feasible solution is to group the timesteps with simi-
lar denoising behavior, so that we can reduce the daunt-
ing timestep scale. However, a straightforward scheme–
uniform grouping–might be sub-optimal. As shown in
Fig. 3, we calculate the temporal feature difference DT,t

for a given time window T ∈ {70, 80, 90, 100} and current
timestep t by

DT,t =
∑

MSE (xt, xt−T ) =

T∑
i=1

MSE(xt+i−1, xt+i).

(7)
Our empirical observation in Fig. 3 reveals different diver-
gences in the behaviors exhibited by timesteps. Specifi-
cally, smaller timesteps manifest a heightened disparity, at-
tributable to their closer proximity to real images, while
larger timesteps evince a comparatively diminished diver-
gence. This observation motivate us for the formulation of
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the subsequent non-uniform grouping scheme:

g(t) =

{
h, (

√
0.8T h−1

H−1 )
2 ≤ t < (

√
0.8T h

H−1 )
2

H, t ≥ 0.8T
,

(8)
where T denotes the total number of timesteps, H repre-
sents the number of timesteps selected to sample, t repre-
sents the index of timestep. The function g(t) maps each
timestep t to a group index while h serves as the aforemen-
tioned group index where t < 0.8T .

3.2 Unified Configuration Search

Inspired by NAS that encodes the components of interests
into a search space and search accordingly, we describe our
search space and the resource-constrained search as fol-
lows:

Search Space. For precision optimization, we consider the
weight and activation of each layer have independent bit-
width candidates. For each layer, Bweight = {bi}M−1

i=0 and
Bact = {bj}N−1

j=0 represent the weight and activation can-
didates, respectively. Therefore, each linear/convolution
layer has M ∗N bit-width choices. For timestep optimiza-
tion, we stuff the timesteps into K disjoint groups, where
K is the expected number of timesteps. Then, we search a
most representative timestep for each group.

Resource-constrained Search. We perform evolutionary
search over the search space A under a given resource con-
straint. In this paper, we calculate the integer operations
for each timestep as the constraint, represented by Bitwise
Operations (BitOPs) 1:

BitOPs = #MACs× ba × bw, (9)

where #MACs is the multiply-accumulate operations.
Those configurations exceed constraint will be discarded
before evaluation.

For search, we first initialize with C randomly sampled
configurations and generated a small number of samples
to calculate FID to evaluate configurations as follows:

FID(R,G) = ||µR−µG||22+Tr(ΣR+ΣG−2(ΣRΣG)
1
2 ),

(10)
where R, G represent real images and generated images,
µ and Σ represent the mean and covariance of the feature
distribution in the last pooling layer of Inception V3 model
for real and generated images. Tr(·) represents the trace of
the matrix. During each epoch of search, we get new con-
figurations through crossover, mutation and random gen-
eration operations and evaluate corresponding FID to up-
date a Top-k configuration set. After all configurations in

1We also quantize the inputs of matrix multiplication in self-
attention layers, which are two activations (feature maps), the re-
sulting BitOPs is calculated as BitOPs = #MACs× ba × ba.

this epoch get evaluated, we choose Top-k configurations
with lowest FID, which means better performance, as par-
ent configurations for next epoch to choose from. To get
crossover configurations, we randomly select two parent
configurations and choose timesteps and bitwidth alloca-
tions evenly from them. To get mutation configurations, we
randomly select one parent strategy and change timesteps
and bitwidth allocations with p probability.

Moreover, we conduct offline sampling of the random
mixed-precision settings to alleviate the heavy time costs
of random sampling within expected resource constraints.
Specifically, we sample different bitwidth allocation con-
figurations using CPU before the evolutionary search that
meet our BitOPs constraints, which can be done on multi-
core CPUs with multi-processes parallel processing under
different random seeds for acceleration.

4 EXPERIMENT

4.1 Experiment Setting

Models and Datasets. To showcase the adaptability
of our method, we evaluate TMPQ-DM on the original
DDPM (Ho et al., 2020) using CIFAR-10 dataset, La-
tent Diffusion model (Rombach et al., 2021) on LSUN-
Bedrooms, LSUN-Churches, and ImageNet datasets. We
also experiment for text-guided image synthesis on the
COCO dataset. We conduct experiments with frequently-
used fast sampling techniques. Specifically, DDIM is
utilized for the CIFAR-10, LSUN-Bedrooms, LSUN-
Churches, and ImageNet datasets, whereas DPM-Solver is
applied to the COCO dataset experiments.

Quantization Settings. We use Q-diffusion (Li et al.,
2023c) as base quantization method. We compare our re-
sults with ADPDM (Wang et al., 2023) which searches for
8 groups of quantization parameters and assigns one of
these groups to each timestep. We quantize all linear and
convolution layers as in previous work (He et al., 2024;
Shang et al., 2023). Moreover, we quantize all input matri-
ces involved in the matrix multiplications within the atten-
tion blocks, specifically including queries, keys, and val-
ues.

Hyper-parameters. We employ evolutionary algorithm to
identify optimal strategies. For evolutionary algorithm, the
population size P = 50, the mutation number m = 25
and the cross number c = 10 per epoch, with the mutation
probability set at 0.25. The search spans 20 epochs, dur-
ing which we collect 2000 samples for policy prediction
on the CIFAR dataset. For the LSUN-Bedrooms, LSUN-
Churches, ImageNet, and COCO datasets, the search is
conducted over 10 epochs with 1000 samples collected. We
set quantization bit-width candidates to Bweight = Bact =
{5, 6, 7, 8}.
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Table 1. FID and IS for DDPM on CIFAR-10 (32× 32) in different settings, varying the number of timesteps, “TS” denotes “Timestep
Search”, “MP” denotes “Mixed Precision”, “GS” denotes “Groupwise Splition”.

Steps Scheme Bit-width
Overall

BitOPs (T) FID (↓) IS (↑)

100 Q-diffusion 6/6 44.3 33.98 8.26
100 ADPDM 6/6 44.3 6.57 9.06

5 Q-diffusion 6/6 2.21 68.93 5.67
5 +TS 6/6 2.21 46.04±0.30 7.17±0.11
5 ++MP 6MP /6MP 2.17 13.08±0.32 8.35±0.11
5 +++GS 6MP /6MP 2.12 15.48 ±0.64 8.46 ±0.12
10 Q-diffusion 6/6 4.43 37.80 7.42
10 +TS 6/6 4.43 30.38 ±0.22 8.07±0.1
10 ++MP 6MP /6MP 4.29 9.57 ±0.28 8.8±0.1
10 +++GS 6MP /6MP 4.35 8.76 ±0.25 9.08±0.11
15 Q-diffusion 6/6 6.64 34.12 7.82
15 +TS 6/6 6.64 27.70 ±0.12 8.47±0.13
15 ++MP 6MP /6MP 6.38 6.94 ±0.41 8.93±0.09
15 +++GS 6MP /6MP 6.54 5.28 ±0.25 9.19 ±0.12

Evaluation Metrics. We evaluate FID across all experi-
ments, which measures the distributional disparity between
generated and real images. For CIFAR-10 and ImageNet
datasets, IS is additionally applied to gauge the quality of
the images generated. To evaluate inference efficiency, we
calculate the Bit Operations (BitOPs) which measures the
total number of bitwise operations required. We denote the
complexity of the model during once inference (i.e., single
timestep) as BitOPs and use the term Overall BitOPs (i.e.,
the cumulative BitOPs across all timesteps) to represent the
total complexity involved in generating a full image :

Overall BitOPs = BitOPs︸ ︷︷ ︸
cost of single timestep

× Number of timesteps︸ ︷︷ ︸
length of timestep sequence

. (11)

For Latent Diffusion, we focus solely on the diffusion
processes in the latent space, excluding the encoding and
decoding steps from our calculations to concentrate on
diffusion-specific issues.

4.2 Main Results

Low-resolution Image Generation. We initially conduct
experiments on the CIFAR-10 dataset using the original
DDIM-accelerated DDPM with 100 steps (Song et al.,
2020) as our baseline. We assess both the Frechet Inception
Distance (FID) and the Inception Score (IS) for CIFAR-10.
We evaluate the top ten strategies searched and calculated
their mean and standard deviation.

As shown in Tab. 1, experimenting with timestep optimiza-
tion improves performance to a degree, enhancing the FID
from 68.93 to 46.04 and the IS from 5.67 to 7.17 at 5 steps.
Furthermore, employing mixed precision searching signif-
icantly refines sampling quality, reducing the FID from

Table 2. FID scores for Latent Diffusion on LSUN-Churches
256 × 256 in different settings under BitOPs constraint, varying
the number of timesteps. “Ours (DPM )” represents experimen-
tation with DPM-Solver.

Steps Scheme Bit-width
Overall

BitOPs (T)
FID (↓)

400 Q-diffusion 6/6 575 7.83
100 ADPDM 6/6 144 6.9

5 Q-diffusion 6/6 7.19 41.13
5 Ours 6MP /6MP 7.13 21.01
10 Q-diffusion 6/6 14.4 16.85
10 Ours 6MP /6MP 13.8 9.86
20 Q-diffusion 6/6 28.8 10.60
20 Ours 6MP /6MP 28.6 6.22
20 Ours 7MP /7MP 36.4 5.38
20 Ours (DPM ) 6MP /6MP 28.7 4.88

46.08 to 13.08 and increasing the IS from 7.17 to 8.35 at
the same step count. While at 5 steps non-uniform group-
ing method does not enhance FID, it does improve IS per-
formance and boosts sampling quality where at 10 or 15
steps. Specifically, our method enhances FID from 6.94 to
5.28 and IS from 9.08 to 9.19 at 15 steps. Notably, with
15 steps, our approach achieves better FID and IS metrics
compared to ADPDM with 100 steps, thus saving 85% in
model invocations.

Unconditional High-resolution Image Generation for
Latent Diffusion. To demonstrate our method’s effective-
ness in generating high-resolution images, we conduct ex-
periments on the 256 × 256 LSUN-Bedrooms and LSUN-
Churches datasets. The original DDIM-accelerated Latent
Diffusion, set at 400 steps for LSUN-Churches and 200
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Figure 4. Unconditional Image Generation with or without our method under different timesteps. Compared to direct application of
Q-diffusion, our approach can generate more realistic images.

Table 3. FID scores for Latent Diffusion on LSUN-Bedrooms
256 × 256 in different settings under BitOPs constraint, varying
the number of timesteps. “Ours (DPM )” represents experimen-
tation with DPM-Solver.

Steps Scheme Bit-width
Overall

BitOPs (T)
FID (↓)

200 Q-diffusion 6/6 1426 8.71
100 ADPDM 6/6 713 9.88

5 Q-diffusion 6/6 35.7 66.26
5 Ours 6MP /6MP 35.0 22.33
10 Q-diffusion 6/6 71.3 18.89
10 Ours 6MP /6MP 71.2 9.43
20 Q-diffusion 6/6 143 12.03
20 Ours 6MP /6MP 137 7.89
20 Ours 7MP /7MP 183 5.44
20 Ours (DPM ) 6MP /6MP 137 5.12

steps for LSUN-Bedrooms, served as our baseline. For
these experiments, we set the η parameter of DDIM to 0.

As shown in Tab. 3 and Tab. 2, our method substantially
enhances image generation quality and consistently sur-
passes the baseline single-precision quantization method
across both datasets and all timestep settings. Notably, un-
der BitOPs constraint of W6A6, our method at 10 timesteps
outperforms the baseline at 20 timesteps, significantly re-
ducing inference costs. Furthermore, our approach at
10 timesteps for LSUN-Bedrooms and 20 timesteps for
LSUN-Churches achieves results comparable to ADPDM
at 100 timesteps, marking a substantial improvement. Vi-
sualizations are provided in Fig. 4. It is evident that im-
ages generated with our method exhibit greater fidelity
compared to those produced without it. Additionally, our
method demonstrates its effectiveness by generating im-
ages at 10 timesteps that are comparable in quality to those
generated without our method at 20 timesteps.

Table 4. FID, sFID and IS for Latent Diffusion on ImageNet
256 × 256 in different settings under BitOPs of W6A6, varying
the number of timesteps.

Steps Scheme
Overall

BitOPs (T)
FID (↓) sFID (↓) IS (↑)

200 Q-diffusion 1488 9.44 13.42 316.94
100 ADPDM 744 11.584 - 178.64
6 Q-diffusion 44.6 28.27 25.50 135.29
6 Ours 43.6 12.14 14.40 229.17
8 Q-diffusion 59.5 14.73 21.47 207.72
8 Ours 59.2 11.76 15.54 228.29
10 Q-diffusion 74.4 10.96 19.58 244.38
10 Ours 74.3 10.41 13.02 242.17

Conditional High-resolution Image Generation for La-
tent Diffusion. To assess the performance of our method
on conditional generation tasks, we conducted experiments
using the LDM-4 model on the 256×256 ImageNet dataset.
We utilized DDIM as the fast sampling method, setting η
to 0 and the guidance scale to 3.

Experiments were performed at timesteps of 6, 8, and 10,
with evaluations based on FID and IS metrics. As demon-
strated in Tab. 4, our method consistently enhances per-
formance. Where steps = 6 or 8, our method improves
FID, sFID and IS consistently compared to Q-diffusion at
equivalent timesteps. Specifically, our approach signifi-
cantly improves FID and IS from 28.27 and 135.29 to 12.14
and 229.17 respectively at 6 steps. Visual results, shown
in Fig. 6, demonstrate that our method generates images
with higher fidelity compared to the baseline Q-diffusion
at equivalent timesteps.

Text-guided Image Generation for Stable Diffusion.
For the text-guided image generation task, we apply our
method using the Stable Diffusion model, which was pre-
trained on the LAION-5B dataset. We generate images
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Figure 5. Activations need higher bit-width than weights (a). Evolutionary search generates better strategies than random search (b).
The selection of timestep is mostly positioned in the middle of the grouping (c).
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Figure 6. Conditional image generation of Q-diffusion and pro-
posed methods with different timesteps. Our method can generate
more realistic images.

corresponding to text prompts to calibrate and refine our
search process. Consistent with prior studies, we set the
guidance scale to 7.5 (Li et al., 2023c; Rombach et al.,
2021). We choose DPM-Solver as the fast sampler, im-
plementing its second-order version as used in Stable Dif-
fusion.

We conducted our search at 10 timesteps. As shown in
Fig. 7, our method surpasses the performance of the orig-
inal W6A6 settings, producing higher-quality images that
more closely align with semantic information.

4.3 Ablation Study and Analysis

Ablation Study. In this subsection, we examine the im-
pact of our proposed techniques on the CIFAR-10 dataset,
using a timestep setting of 10. As indicated in Tab. 5, im-
plementing a shared mixed-precision quantization across
all timesteps is feasible and improves the FID from 13.43
to 9.57. This is reasonable considering the task complex-
ity, which arises from the vast and unassessable space size
required for assigning different quantization strategies to
various timesteps. Moreover, by applying non-uniform

OursQ-diffusion

Figure 7. Text-guided generation of Q-diffusion and proposed
method with 10 timesteps under BitOPs constraint of W6A6. In-
put prompts are “several cupcake with white and blue icing sit-
ting on a plate.”and “A puppy wearing a hat.”. Compared to Q-
diffusion, our method can generate higher quality images.

timestep grouping to minimize the search space, we further
enhance performance, reducing the FID from 9.57 to 8.76.
Thus, our method demonstrably enhances performance.

Bitwidth Allocation Distribution. As illustrated in
Fig. 5a, we visualize the bitwidth allocation for weights
and activations on the CIFAR-10 dataset for the best can-
didate at 15 steps. Our method tends to allocate higher bit
widths to activations and lower bit widths to weights. This
phenomena is rational as aggressive activation quantization
may result in significant performance degradation.

Evolutionary Search vs Random Search. We assess the
effectiveness of evolutionary search in strategy optimiza-
tion compared to random search. Fig. 5b displays the per-
formance predictions of the ten best strategies identified
by evolutionary and random searches over the last seven
epochs. The results show that strategies under evolution-
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Table 5. Ablation studies on CIFAR-10 32×32. “Shared MPQ
policy” means the mixed-precision quantization policy is identical
across each step, “Non-uniform Grouping” and “Uniform Group-
ing” are different timestep grouping schemes respectively.

Shared MPQ Policy Non-uniform
Grouping

Uniform
Grouping FID (↓)

✕ ✕ ✕ 13.43
✓ ✕ ✕ 9.57
✓ ✕ ✓ 9.14
✓ ✓ ✕ 8.76

Table 6. FID and IS on ImageNet with different sampler where
steps = 6. Our method improves FID and IS performance consis-
tently with DDIM, DPM-Solver and PLMS.

Scheme Sampler FID (↓) IS (↑)

Q-diffusion DDIM (Song et al., 2020) 28.27 135.29
Ours DDIM (Song et al., 2020) 12.14 229.17

Q-diffusion DPM-Solver (Lu et al., 2022) 12.59 211.49
Ours DPM-Solver (Lu et al., 2022) 10.50 225.75

Q-diffusion PLMS (Liu et al., 2022) 74.77 51.11
Ours PLMS (Liu et al., 2022) 10.09 206.13

ary search converge to an optimum around 20, whereas
those under random search continue to fluctuate signifi-
cantly, demonstrating the efficiency of evolutionary search.

Visualization of Timestep Selection. Additionally, we vi-
sualize the timestep selection policy for CIFAR-10 at 15
steps in Fig. 5. Here, we plot the cumulative selection
counts across timesteps for the top ten optimal selection
strategies. Given our method’s non-uniform splitting of
timesteps, we use the square root of the timestep index on
the x-axis for a clearer presentation. This visualization re-
veals that most selections concentrate around the midpoint
of each timestep group.

Performance on Different Sampling Method. In this sec-
tion, we conduct experiments on the ImageNet dataset un-
der 6 timesteps to assess our method’s enhancements with
various sampling methods, including PLMS, DDIM, and
DPM-Solver. As presented in Tab. 6, our approach consis-
tently enhances performance irrespective of the sampling
method employed. Notably, with PLMS, our method sig-
nificantly improves the Frechet Inception Distance (FID)
from 74.77 to 10.09 and the Inception Score (IS) from
51.11 to 206.13, demonstrating substantial performance
gains.

5 CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce TFMQ-DM, a novel framework
designed to jointly optimize timestep selection and quanti-
zation precision, thereby enhancing the efficiency of dif-
fusion models. To mitigate the complexities associated

with calibrating and assessing various quantization strate-
gies, we develop a mixed-precision solver that facilitates
switching between different quantization strategies for per-
formance evaluation. Furthermore, recognizing that differ-
ent timesteps impact image quality to varying degrees, we
propose a non-uniform timestep grouping method that ef-
fectively prunes the search space. Our experimental results
validate the efficacy of our approach, demonstrating that
our method achieves more than 10× BitOPs savings on all
tasks while still maintaining equivalent generative perfor-
mance.
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