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ABSTRACT

Quantizing AdamW’s optimizer states reduces persistent storage, but quantization
errors propagate through the moment recurrences and perturb subsequent adap-
tive updates. We redesign 4-bit optimizer-state quantization for AdamW from
the perspective of rounding space: the coordinate in which a quantizer chooses
between adjacent reconstruction levels. For the second moment, a local analysis
of the quantization cell adjacent to zero shows that small mean state error need
not imply small mean preconditioner error at the next step. A one-dimensional
quadratic construction further shows qualitatively different optimization dynamics
under state-space and preconditioner-space rounding. These results motivate Zero-
Inclusive Preconditioner-space Stochastic Rounding (ZIP-SR), which retains zero
in the second-moment codebook and computes stochastic-rounding probabilities in
preconditioner space. As a complementary route, Zero-Excluding EDEN calibra-
tion (ZE-EDEN) uses a zero-excluding second-moment codebook and rescales the
quantized second-moment block to mitigate the preconditioner distortion caused
by the positive quantization floor. Both configurations use 4-bit NormalFloat (NF4)
for the first moment, with targeted stochastic rounding of the LM-head first moment
during the final 10% of training. Across GPT- and Llama-style pretraining experi-
ments ranging from 130M to 2.7B parameters, both methods reduce TorchAO 4-bit
AdamW’s mean validation-loss gap to 32-bit AdamW at every evaluated model
size, with the largest reported gap reduction reaching 70%. In full-parameter
supervised fine-tuning, both recipes achieve lower validation loss than TorchAO
while remaining close to 32-bit AdamW on downstream tasks.

1 INTRODUCTION

Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015) and AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) are widely used optimizers
for large-scale neural network training. Their FP32 first- and second-moment buffers require 8
bytes per parameter, adding substantial memory overhead and motivating research on optimizer-state
compression. Block-wise dynamic quantization enabled practical 8-bit optimizers, implemented
in bitsandbytes (Dettmers et al., 2022) and TorchAO (Or et al., 2025). Li et al. (2023) extended
optimizer-state quantization to 4 bits and identified the zero-point failure, in which mapping a small
positive second-moment value to zero produces an excessively large update. They showed that
excluding zero from the second-moment codebook prevents this failure. TorchAO’s 4-bit AdamW
implements this strictly positive codebook. Subsequent studies likewise exclude zero from the
second-moment codebook, using either the same linear grid or alternative positive codebooks (Xu
et al., 2025; Topollai & Choromanska, 2026).

Our key insight is that the rounding rule is critical to whether zero-point failure occurs with a zero-
inclusive codebook. Conventional rounding chooses between neighboring levels by their values
in second-moment state space, but AdamW transforms the second moment nonlinearly before it
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scales the update. As a result, rounding that is accurate, or unbiased, in state space can still distort
the resulting update. By defining rounding decisions in preconditioner space, we retain the same
zero-inclusive codebook while reducing the probability of harmful zero selections. More broadly,
optimizer-state quantizers should account for how stored states affect optimization, not solely for
reconstruction error in state space.

‘We make two contributions.

* First, we characterize how the rounding coordinate affects near-zero second-moment quantization
at fixed reconstruction levels. A local zero-cell analysis and a scalar-quadratic construction show
that it affects both preconditioner error and optimization dynamics. This motivates Update-SR,
which assigns stochastic-rounding (SR) probabilities using the preconditioners induced by the
candidate reconstruction levels.

* Second, we develop two 4-bit AdamW configurations. Zero-Inclusive Preconditioner-space Stochas-
tic Rounding (ZIP-SR) combines a zero-inclusive second-moment codebook with Update-SR,
whereas Zero-Excluding EDEN calibration (ZE-EDEN) combines a zero-excluding codebook
with EDEN block calibration (Vargaftik et al., 2022). Both use NF4 for the first moment and
targeted LM-head stochastic rounding motivated by matched checkpoint interventions. At the same
persistent moment-storage cost as TorchAO 4-bit AdamW, both configurations reduce its mean
validation-loss gap to 32-bit AdamW across the evaluated pretraining settings and attain lower
mean SFT validation loss.

PyTorch implementations of ZIP-SR and ZE-EDEN, along with example training scripts, are available
athttps://github.com/nubank/adamwédbit.

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 TERMINOLOGY AND NOTATION

We write (4, ,.¢ for the decoded quantizer with rounding coordinate ¢, rounding rule p, and decoded

codebook C.! Bare () abbreviates a quantizer fixed by the surrounding context. For ¢ > 1 with
gradient g;, AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) forms the first and second-moments by

my; = fimy 1 + (1 — B1)gs, vi = Bovio1 + (1 — B2)g?

and then updates
m, /(1 - Bi)

?
vi/(1=f5) +e
with learning rate 7, weight-decay A, moment decay coefficients 31, 32, and denominator stabilizer
€ > 0; squares, square roots, and divisions are applied elementwise. Optimizer-state quantization is
applied when the moments are written back to the buffers retained between optimizer steps. Let m;

and v; be the working moments immediately before storage. The working moments are computed
from the previously decoded states as

m; = f1Q(my_1) + (1 — B1)g:, Vi = B2Q(Vi_1) + (1 — Ba)g?.

The parameter update uses the working moments m; and v; before their quantized representations
are stored for the next step.

wi = (L= A\)We1 — 1

2.2 RELATED WORK

Low-precision optimizer states. Block-wise dynamic quantization enabled practical 8-bit Adam-
state storage (Dettmers et al., 2022), and Li et al. (2023) extended this approach to 4-bit states
while identifying the second-moment zero-point failure. Subsequent work has explored paired
geometric encodings (Tian et al., 2025), logarithmic-coordinate stochastic rounding and moment-
specific precision (Xu et al., 2025), and spatio-temporal precision allocation (Liu et al., 2026).
COAT combines FP8 optimizer-state storage with low-precision activation training (Xi et al., 2025);
FlashOptim applies moment-specific companding before 8-bit quantization, including a square-root

"Normalized formats, decoded codebooks, and rounding rules are defined in Appendix A.
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transform for the second moment (Gonzalez Ortiz et al., 2026); and Full-Stack FP4 uses transformed
NVFP4 representations for AdamW states within a broader low-precision training system (Ding et al.,
2026).

Dynamics of quantized optimizer states. Recent studies examine how quantization errors feed
back through the recurrent exponential moving averages. SOLO (Xu et al., 2025) analyzes signal
swamping in unsigned states and variance amplification in signed states. Topollai & Choromanska
(2026) study state staleness and periodic resets, while BReD targets persistent drift caused by biased
recurrent rounding (Zhan et al., 2026). Tang et al. (2026) establish convergence guarantees for
adaptive optimizers under floating-point quantization.

Complementary memory-efficient optimizers. Optimizer memory can also be reduced by modi-
fying the structure of the stored statistics or the update rule. Adafactor factorizes second-moment
estimates (Shazeer & Stern, 2018), SM3 shares structured adaptive accumulators (Anil et al., 2019),
and Adam-mini shares adaptive learning rates within parameter blocks (Zhang et al., 2025); Q-
Adam-mini combines the latter structure with 8-bit quantization (Han et al., 2025). Gefen shares
second-moment estimates and quantizes the first moment using a learned codebook (Benedek et al.,
2026), while GaLore and APOLLO maintain optimizer information in lower-dimensional auxiliary
spaces (Zhao et al., 2024; Zhu et al., 2025). Low-bit state representations have also been developed
for other preconditioners, including 4-bit Shampoo (Wang et al., 2024) and quantized Muon (Gupta
et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2026; Su et al., 2026).

3 SECOND-MOMENT QUANTIZATION

Near zero, second-moment quantization presents two distinct distortions. Selecting zero can produce
an excessively large subsequent preconditioner, whereas excluding zero imposes a positive floor
that can suppress large preconditioner entries. We study these cases separately. ZIP-SR retains zero
and changes the rounding coordinate while holding the decoded levels fixed. ZE-EDEN follows the
established zero-excluding approach (Li et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2025; Topollai & Choromanska, 2026)
and calibrates the decoded block scale to mitigate the distortion introduced by its positive floor.

3.1 ZIP-SR: ZERO-INCLUSIVE PRECONDITIONER-SPACE STOCHASTIC ROUNDING

To isolate the effect of the rounding configuration from that of the codebook, we fix the representable
levels. We first compare next-step preconditioner bias and derive a rule-independent criterion for
how one stored value affects the next-step state and preconditioner. Then, we specialize this criterion
to round-to-nearest (RTN) and SR in both state- and preconditioner-space before giving a scalar-
quadratic construction that illustrates their different optimization dynamics.

Under the update-before-storage convention in Section 2, quantizing the working second moment v,
affects the next update, after entering the second-moment recurrence together with g2 1. Forv >0,
define the current step and next-step preconditioner maps by

1
/(1= B +e

We compare storing () with storing the unquantized working value ¢, through the mean state and
preconditioner errors

A, = E[Q(D:)] — vy, Ar = E[ri41(Q(0r))] — res1(Dr).

All expectations are conditional on the realized values of ¥; and g;4; and are taken only over the
step-t rounding randomness.

hi(v) := Te1(v) = g1 (Bov + (1 — Ba)gisy)-

State-space versus preconditioner-space rounding. For adjacent levels 0 < a < b in a non-
negative decoded codebook C,, following the notation in Appendix A.2, state-space rounding uses
the coordinate ¢(v) = v and preconditioner-space rounding uses ¢(v) = hy(v). We use h; as the
rounding coordinate at storage time while r; is used only for analysis because it depends on the
next gradient g, 1. For p € {RTN, SR}, we write State-p for Qiq,, ¢, and Update-p for Qy, ,.c, -
RTN selects the endpoint whose value in the chosen coordinate is closest to ¢(v). For v € (a,b), SR



selects the lower level a with probability

P(Qusnc,(v) = a) { A
#,SR,C,\V) = @) = he(v)—hi() e 4

Rt ket L= hes
Thus State-SR preserves the mean state value, whereas Update-SR preserves the mean of the current
step preconditioner, i.e., E[h¢(Qp, sr.c, (0+))] = hi(¥:). The next proposition compares their means
after one step of moment recurrence. Proofs are given in Appendix D.1.

Proposition 1 (Next-step preconditioner bias) Fixt > 1 and 52 € (0,1).
(a) (Arbitrary gradient and cell) For every e > 0, 141 € R, and 0 < a < vy < b, let Qu and Qs
denote Update-SR and State-SR between a and b. Then

Ti41(0) < E[ri1(Qu(Dr))] < rer1(0r) < Elrig1(Qs(0r))]-

(b) (Zero-rounding criterion) Fix b > ¥; > 0 independent of €. As € | 0 with |gi+1| = O(e), any
(possibly randomized) quantizer Q with Q(v;) € {0, b} has bounded preconditioner error A, if and
only if P(Q(%;) = 0) = O(e). If P(Q(7;) = 0) = O(1), then A, — +oc at rate (e 1).

Part (a) also shows how retaining zero in the second-moment codebook can reduce the preconditioner
bias caused by a positive second-moment floor. For 0 < v, < b, a zero-excluding quantizer with
decoded minimum b stores b, giving a next-step preconditioner 7¢41(b) < r¢41(?:). Compare
this with Update-SR between 0 and the same positive level b. Denoting their conditional mean
preconditioner errors by ANZ and AV, respectively, part (a) gives

ANZ < AY <.

Thus Update-SR strictly reduces the magnitude of the bias while keeping the conditional mean
preconditioner at or below its unquantized value. This comparison holds at a matched decoded floor
for every € > 0 and every next gradient g, ;.

The zero-adjacent cell. Let Cq, := {0, b} denote the decoded zero-adjacent codebook. Under
the assumptions of Proposition 1(b), State-SR is unbiased in v but rounds to zero with probability
1 — 9/b = O(1), so by Proposition 1(b), its next-step preconditioner error diverges as O(e~1);
State-RTN behaves the same throughout the lower half of the cell, where it deterministically rounds
to zero. By contrast, Update-SR with a = 0 rounds to zero with probability

B . 5) = 6(1—\/@t/b) . c
P(Qn, sR.Co, (1) = 0]0¢) = 0B e O(e). ()

Hence Update-SR has bounded mean preconditioner error A,.. Update-RTN selects zero only within
a ©(€?) neighborhood of the origin, so every fixed ¥, > 0 eventually rounds to b for sufficiently
small e. We summarize the results in Table 1 with details in Appendix D.1.

Table 1: Conditional mean errors for fixed 0 < ¢y < b/2 as € | 0, with |g:1| = O(e).

Rule P(Q(:) =0 o) Stateerror A, Precond. error A,
State-RTN 1 —y +0(c™)
State-SR 1— /b 0 +O(e™)
Update-RTN 0 b— ¢ —-O(1)
Update-SR O(e) b— 0 — O(e) —0(1)

Thus, preconditioner-space rounding suppresses the probability of storing zero at the cost of upward
state bias. The next proposition examines how this tradeoff can affect optimization on a scalar
quadratic. Part (a) compares complete deterministic trajectories: State-RTN approaches a nonzero
two-cycle, whereas Update-RTN converges geometrically to the minimizer. Part (b) demonstrates
that, in the near-optimum regime, State-SR becomes locally expansive while Update-SR remains
locally contractive. Proofs are provided in Appendix D.2.

Proposition 2 (Rounding space separation on a scalar quadratic) Fix b, i > 0. Consider Adam
on L(w) = pw? /2 with B, = 0, B2 € (1/2, 1), and second-moment codebook Co, = {0, b}.
(a) (RTN trajectory) Fix € > 0 and omit bias correction in Adam. Let . = be? /(v/b + 2¢)%. For



any constant stepsize satisfying 2(\/7c +€)/pn < 1 < 2(\/b/2 + €)/ . there is an open interval
I C (0, 00) such that, from every common initialization wo € I and vy = 0, State-RTN converges to
a stable nonzero two-cycle, whereas Update-RTN converges geometrically to w = 0.

(b) (SR one-step shift) Fix t > 1 and consider a family of realized step-t configurations satisfying
v — 0, gtzﬂ = O(¥:), € = 0o(¢), and N1 pre41(0) — « > 2. Taking expectations only over the
randomness of SR at step-t gives

lweta] | - [ log(a—1)+o0(1), State-SR
]E{log |we] Ut Jer1 | = —@(\/177), Update-SR.

Controlled comparison of rounding choices. With FP32 first moments and the same zero-inclusive
Dyn4 second-moment codebook, State-RTN and State-SR develop large training-loss gaps, whereas
both preconditioner-space rules avoid this deterioration (Figure 1). Thus, in this controlled run,
changing the rounding space avoids the observed instability without removing zero; state-space
stochastic rounding alone does not resolve it.

We further compare Update-RTN and Update-SR in single-seed GPT-style 834M pretraining with
FP32, SDyn4, or NF4 first moments. Their final validation-loss differences, Lsg — LrTn, are
(+1.08,+0.97, —0.10) x 10~*, respectively, and do not identify a consistent endpoint winner. We
select Update-SR because it tracks the matched 32-bit trajectory more closely during warmup in the
FP32-first-moment control.
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Figure 1: Rounding space controls training stability. Training loss over the first 4B tokens of GPT-
style 834M pretraining, with FP32-m and zero-inclusive Dyn4-v. State-RTN/SR become unstable
and exceed the plotted range, while Update-RTN/SR closely track 32-bit AdamW.

3.2 ZE-EDEN: ZERO-EXCLUDING EDEN CALIBRATION

The second route excludes zero, preventing the zero-endpoint failure by construction but impos-
ing a positive floor that inflates small second moments and suppresses the corresponding large
preconditioner entries. For a second-moment block x, we use the guarded EDEN-inspired calibra-
tion (Vargaftik et al., 2022) to mitigate this distortion:

I1x[13
max{(x, Q(x)), 752}

Here s > 0 is the guarded absmax base scale, Q(x) is the uncalibrated decoded block, and 7 = 10712
safeguards the normalized inner product. The implementation evaluates the normalized form and
absorbs c; into the block scale. The positive floor can overestimate small second-moment coordinates.
When this makes (x, Q(x)) > ||x||3, we have ¢, < 1, so calibration lowers the decoded block scale
and its positive floor. The resulting smaller second-moment values permit larger preconditioner
entries, potentially restoring part of the tail suppressed by uncalibrated quantization.

Xx=c¢Qx) for 7>0, ¢ =

We denote zero-excluding dynamic 4-bit quantization by Dyn4-NZ. Figure 2 shows that its positive
floor suppresses the large-preconditioner tail, whereas EDEN partially restores the FP32 distribution
for both the embedding and LM-head states. With FP32 first moments, EDEN lowers the final
validation-loss gap of Dyn4-NZ from 0.0049 to 0.0038 (three-seed means). With NF4 or SDyn4 first
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Figure 2: Next-step preconditioner distributions at 50% of GPT-style 834M pretraining. EDEN

partially restores the large-preconditioner tail suppressed by Dyn4-NZ in the embedding and LM-head

states. Log-RMSE measures coordinate-wise error from FP32.

moments, the uncalibrated gap rises to 0.0207 or 0.0312 (Table 8), motivating the first-moment study
in Section 4; Section 5.1 measures EDEN’s contribution in that setting. Additional diagnostics in
Appendix C.3 extend the distributional comparison across training checkpoints and report one-step
update errors for Lin4-NZ.

4  FIRST-MOMENT QUANTIZATION

For a fixed preconditioner, the first moment enters the AdamW update linearly, making reconstruction
error a useful initial criterion for codebook selection. However, its storage errors also recur through
the exponential moving average, so small instantaneous error need not prevent persistent directional
distortion. We therefore examine both codebook fit and the impact of the rounding rule on long-term
training stability.

4.1 CODEBOOK CHOICE
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Figure 3: Empirical distribution of block-normalized FP32 first-moment values from the layer-12
MLP up-projection at step 15,908 of GPT-style 834M pretraining, together with the probability mass
assigned to each reconstruction level by FP4, SDyn4, and NF4 under RTN.

TorchAO 4-bit AdamW uses SDyn4 for the first moment. We revisit this choice using the block-
normalized first-moment distribution in Figure 3. In this snapshot, FP4 and SDyn4 allocate several
levels to narrow cells near zero, each receiving little probability mass, whereas NF4 spreads its levels
across the high-density region. Under the same block-scaling rule, the mean squared reconstruction
errors are 1.739 x 1073, 2.495 x 102, and 1.056 x 103 for FP4, SDyn4, and NF4, respectively.

Complete single-seed pretraining of the GPT-style 834M model, with RTN for the first moment
throughout, confirms this ordering. The final gaps for SDyn4, FP4, and NF4 are 0.0289, 0.0272, and
0.0183 under ZE-EDEN and 0.0239, 0.0214, and 0.0140 under ZIP-SR. Section 5.1 quantifies the
NF4 change with three seeds.

4.2 ROUNDING RULE FOR THE FIRST MOMENT

We first use RTN to quantize the first moment m; with the NF4 codebook. This choice remains
stable in our smaller GPT-style pretraining experiments, where we observe no comparable late-stage



degradation. In GPT-style 2.7B pretraining, however, the NF4-RTN trajectory departs sharply from
32-bit AdamW during the learning-rate cooldown, whereas NF4-SR remains stable (Figure 4a).

To identify the source of this instability, we conduct matched checkpoint interventions that vary the
quantization of the LM-head and non-head first moments independently. These interventions localize
the failure to deterministic rounding of the LM-head first moment: applying NF4-RTN only to this
state reproduces the instability, while replacing RTN with SR restores the stable trajectory. The
complete intervention design and results are reported in Appendix C.4. Layer-specific sensitivity to
optimizer-state quantization has also been reported by Han et al. (2025), who use stochastic rounding
for embedding-layer momentum to address weight-norm explosion.

Having localized the failure, we examine the directional structure of the LM-head quantization error.
For the LM-head first moment m (7 0), define its radial bias as

braa (1) = (Q (1) — g, 1) /|| |3,

which weights the radial bias of each block by its squared norm. A negative value indicates contraction
along the direction of m;, whereas a positive value indicates expansion along that direction. Because
NF4 spans [—1, 1], no value is clipped, and coordinate-wise state-space SR has zero expected radial
bias conditional on m; and its block scales. The trajectory diagnostic therefore examines whether
systematic radial contraction occurs in the realized run.

------ 32-bit AdamW —— NF4-RTN ——— NF4-SR
(a) Late-training loss (b) LM-head radial bias
2.6
1 2 '
\ Late loss increase I‘
o 1V e o1 Iy
= 25 g I hy l‘\,’l ,ﬂl
£ ] hh o, , KT '
IS IS Sy e N A A Y
o 5 07= T
= @
[hd I \y /
2.4 1
-1 (]
)
49 50 51 52 53 54 515 520 525 530 535 54.0
Training tokens (billions) Training tokens (billions)

Figure 4: Late-training instability and LM-head directional bias in GPT-style 2.7B pretraining.
(a) Cooldown training loss averaged in 100-update bins; NF4-SR uses SR on the LM-head first
moment. (b) Radial bias b,,q (1) logged every 100 steps, with FP32 non-head first moments and
Dyn4/Update-SR second moments. The vertical dashed line marks the first global gradient-clipping
event of the NF4-RTN continuation.

NF4-RTN produces a predominantly negative radial bias in the LM-head first moment, whereas
the bias under NF4-SR remains centered near zero (Figure 4b). Since the quantized first moment
is repeatedly fed back into its recurrence, the persistent inward bias under RTN can accumulate
across iterations, providing a possible explanation for the subsequent loss instability. Additional
diagnostics of the matched continuations, including LM-head gradient growth and comparisons
with magnitude-based quantization errors, are provided in Appendix C.4. Guided by this diagnosis,
our final methods use NF4-RTN for the first moment by default and switch only the LM-head first
moment to NF4-SR during the final 10% of pretraining.

5 EXPERIMENTS

We now evaluate the complete optimizer configurations in Table 2. The preceding controlled
comparisons examine rounding space, EDEN calibration, and first-moment quantization separately;
Section 5.1 first combines them into a single attribution at 834M, and the remaining experiments
evaluate the complete configurations in pretraining and supervised fine-tuning.

Both methods quantize the first moment with NF4, using RTN by default and switching the LM-head
first moment to SR during the final 10% of training. These shared choices are combined with two
second-moment designs: ZIP-SR applies Update-SR with the zero-inclusive Dyn4 codebook, whereas



ZE-EDEN applies State-RTN with the zero-excluding Dyn4-NZ codebook and EDEN calibration.
Full implementation and training details are given in Appendix B.

Table 2: Optimizer-state configurations evaluated in the end-to-end experiments. ZIP-SR and
ZE-EDEN share the NF4 first-moment design established in Section 4, but use the two different
second-moment quantization routes developed in Section 3. The superscript * indicates a phase-
dependent rule: the LM-head first-moment uses NF4-RTN before the final 10% of training and
switches to NF4-SR only during that phase.

. First moment Second moment
Configuration
Non-LM-head LM-head Format Rule EDEN
32-bit FP32 FP32 FP32 — X
TorchAO 4-bit SDyn4-RTN SDyn4-RTN Lin4-NZ  State-RTN X
ZIP-SR 4-bit NF4-RTN NF4-RTN/SR*  Dyn4 Update-SR X
ZE-EDEN 4-bit NF4-RTN NF4-RTN/SR* Dyn4-NZ  State-RTN v

Persistent optimizer-state storage. All three 4-bit configurations use packed 4-bit storage for
eligible moment tensors and therefore have essentially the same persistent optimizer-state footprint.
The codebook and rounding changes require no additional per-parameter state, and ZE-EDEN
absorbs its calibration factor into the existing block scale. With block size 128 and one FP32 scale
per block for each moment, storing both AdamW moments requires 1.0625 bytes per parameter on
eligible tensors, compared with 8 bytes per parameter for FP32 moment storage, corresponding to
a 7.53x compression. At the scale of our experiments, this corresponds to approximately 19.2 GB
less persistent moment-state storage for the 2.7B-parameter pretraining model and roughly 21-56
GB less for the 3B—8B full-parameter SFT models. To keep the storage comparison controlled,
all 4-bit methods use the same tensor-eligibility criterion as the TorchAO baseline. In our model
configurations, only normalization-layer moment tensors fall outside this criterion and therefore
remain in FP32.

5.1 COMPONENT ATTRIBUTION

The second-moment format change alone does not explain the final gains in Table 3. Replacing
Lin4-NZ with Dyn4-NZ for v increases the validation-loss gap (step 1). Switching m from SDyn4
to NF4 gives the largest stepwise reduction (step 2). Both branches from step 2 then reduce the
gap further: EDEN does so while keeping Dyn4-NZ and State-RTN fixed (step 3a), and the Dyn4
Update-SR configuration yields a larger reduction (step 3b). The step 3b comparison changes both
the second-moment format and rounding rule and uses a single run, so it does not isolate the effect
of Update-SR. Relative to TorchAO, the gaps after steps 3a and 3b are 28.2% and 43.2% lower,
respectively.

The sample SDs for steps 1, 2, and 3a are 8 x 1074, 1.0 x 1073, and 1.5 x 1073, respectively.
Quantized first moments use RTN throughout, including the LM head. Appendix C.1 reports the full
grid across first-moment settings and both orders of changing the first- and second-moment choices.

Table 3: Component attribution on GPT-style 834M. Gaps are relative to matched 32-bit AdamW.
Steps 1, 2, and 3a are means over three random seeds; steps 0 and 3b are single runs. Steps 3a and 3b
both compare with step 2. Positive Gain denotes a smaller gap; derived values use unrounded gaps.

Step Setting First moment Second moment Gap VS. parent
Format Format Rule EDEN A Gain
0 TorchAO 4-bit SDyn4 Lind-NZ State-RTN X 0.0246 — —
1 Dyn4-NZ control SDyn4 Dyn4-NZ State-RTN X 0.0312 +0.0066 —26.9%
2 NF4 first moment NF4 Dyn4-NZ State-RTN X 0.0207 —0.0105  33.7%
3a ZE-EDEN NF4 Dyn4-NZ State-RTN v'0.0177 —0.0031 14.7%
3b ZIP-SR NF4 Dyn4 Update-SR X 0.0140 —0.0067  32.5%

5.2 PRETRAINING

We pretrain GPT-style models at 162M, 405M, 1.4B, and 2.7B parameters and Llama-style models at
130M, 350M, and 1.1B with three paired seeds. Table 4 reports absolute 32-bit AdamW validation



loss and paired 4-bit gaps. Both methods reduce TorchAO’s mean gap at every model size. A
single-seed GPT-style 834M experiment with cosine decay also finds lower gaps for ZE-EDEN and
ZIP-SR than for TorchAO (Appendix C.2).

On GPT-style 2.7B, TorchAO undergoes a sharp late-cooldown divergence. At the validation
checkpoint at 95% of training tokens, before the terminal regression its mean paired gap was
+0.0754 (0.0034), compared with +0.0471 (0.0018) for ZE-EDEN and +0.0286 (0.0024) for ZIP-
SR, where parentheses report sample SDs. Relative to TorchAO, these correspond to gap reductions
of 37.6% for ZE-EDEN and 62.1% for ZIP-SR. Hence, both proposed optimizers were already
closer to 32-bit AdamW before TorchAQO’s terminal regression. Figure 7, in the appendix, shows the
GPT-style 2.7B validation loss trajectories. The largest reported percentage reduction is therefore
the 70.1% reduction at 1.4B; we do not compute a percentage reduction from the divergent 2.7B
endpoint.

Table 4: Pretraining validation loss: absolute 32-bit loss and mean paired 4-bit gaps to matched 32-bit
runs (sample standard deviation); bold marks the smallest gap per row. The final column reports the
larger gap reduction achieved by ZE-EDEN or ZIP-SR. All rows use three seeds. The percentage
reduction for GPT-style 2.7B is omitted because the T-marked TorchAO endpoint diverges late in
cooldown.

Family Size 32-bit loss 4-bit gap to 32-bit AdamW Vl:e% ;‘sgxgtl(o[z)
TorchAO ZE-EDEN ZIP-SR ’

162M 3.1335 (0.0016) +0.0290 (0.0028) +0.0200 (0.0021) +0.0195 (0.0020) 32.8
GPTostvle 405M 2.8197 (0.0008) +0.0254 (0.0015) +0.0167 (0.0007) +0.0180 (0.0005) 34.3
Sty 1.4B  2.5186 (0.0012) +0.0521 (0.0048) +0.0184 (0.0010) +0.0156 (0.0026) 70.1
2.7B  2.4044 (0.0019) +1.5435T(0,1437) +0.0535 (0.0024) +0.0343 (0.0027) —
130M 2.6974 (0.0027) +0.0205 (0.0015) +0.0177 (0.0009) +0.0171 (0.0003) 16.6
Llama-style 350M 2.4054 (0.0014) +0.0290 (0.0014) 4+0.0135 (0.0013) +0.0135 (0.0007) 53.4
1.1B  2.1467 (0.0002) —+0.0486 (0.0029) +0.0226 (0.0026) +0.0198 (0.0003) 59.3

5.3 SUPERVISED FINE-TUNING

We run full-parameter Supervised Fine-tuning (SFT) on Tulu-3 (Lambert et al., 2025) using Qwen3-
8B-Base (Yang et al., 2025) and Llama-3.2-3B (Meta, 2024) over five paired seeds, evaluating
MMLU, GSM8K, HumanEval, and IFEval (Table 5). Both proposed methods attain lower mean
validation loss than TorchAO 4-bit AdamW. Relative to matched 32-bit AdamW, ZE-EDEN’s mean
paired validation-loss gap is essentially zero on Qwen3-8B and slightly negative on Llama-3.2-3B.
Downstream scores remain close to those of 32-bit AdamW, without a consistent advantage across
tasks for either proposed method. ZE-EDEN attains the lower validation loss on both SFT models,
whereas ZIP-SR generally achieves smaller gaps in the pretraining comparisons.

Table 5: All SFT runs use AdamW. The 32-bit values are five-seed means, while the 4-bit values
are mean paired gaps relative to matched 32-bit runs; parentheses report sample SDs. Downstream
scores are percentages.

Model Configuration Tuluval. loss|] MMLU1T GSMS8K1 HumanEvalt IFEval strict

32-bit 0.55135 (0.00010) 78.5(0.2) 82.8(0.6) 72.6 (0.4) 49.5 (2.1)
Qwen3- TorchAO 4-bit  +0.00060 (0.00009) 0.0 (0.1) +0.2(1.1) —0.1@.2) +0.6 (1.8)
8B-Base ZE-EDEN 4-bit —0.00003 (0.00014) +0.1(0.1) +0.2(0.9) +1.1(1.3) —0.1(2.9)
ZIP-SR 4-bit +0.00042 (0.00016) +0.1(0.2) +0.6 (0.6) +0.5 (2.0 —0.1(1.9)
32-bit 0.73255 (0.00044) 52.0(2.0) 34.61.2) 33.4(1.8) 37.4(1.9)
Llama- TorchAO 4-bit  40.00175 (0.00012) +1.4(1.5) +0.4(1.6) +0.6 (1.4) +0.4 (1.2)
3.2-3B ZE-EDEN 4-bit —0.00035 (0.00016) —0.4(1.7) —0.2(1.5) 0.0 (1.5) +0.4 (2.9)
ZIP-SR 4-bit +0.00089 (0.00012) +0.4(1.1) —0.4(0.8) 0.0 (1.4) +0.2 (1.3)

6 CONCLUSION

This work shows that optimizer-state quantization should account for how stored values affect
optimization, rather than state-space reconstruction alone. For the second-moment, this perspective



motivates Update-SR for the zero-inclusive route, while EDEN calibration separately improves the
zero-excluding route by mitigating distortion in the induced preconditioner distribution. Together with
NF4 and SR for the LM-head first-moment, these designs improve over TorchAQO across pretraining
and fine-tuning settings.

Limitations and future work. Our theory compares conditional one-step preconditioner biases and
optimization dynamics on a toy model, but does not establish general end-to-end convergence for
quantized AdamW; extending these results to broader settings remains future work. Targeted LM-
head SR alleviates the observed late-training regression, but the cause of the directional first-moment
bias and its possible relationship to learning-rate decay remain unresolved. Further directions include
extending our methodology below 4-bit optimizer-state quantization and investigating whether it
applies to other adaptive optimizers.

AT USE STATEMENT

Building on the authors’ initial ideas to compare the optimizer state and preconditioner errors of
different rounding rules, we used ChatGPT (GPT-6 and GPT-5.6 Sol) to help formulate the statements
of Propositions 1 and 2 for theoretical justification and polish the proof in multiple rounds of
discussion. We used ChatGPT and Claude to give feedback on the experimental design and to
polish the writing and organization. The authors verified all Al-assisted proofs and text and take full
responsibility for the manuscript.
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A QUANTIZATION BACKGROUND: CODEBOOKS AND ROUNDING RULES

A.1 4-BIT FORMATS AND DECODED CODEBOOKS

A 4-bit format is specified by its normalized codebook, the set of distinct values that its 16 codes
decode to at unit scale. A normalized codebook may have fewer than 16 elements; FP4 and Dyn4-NZ
below have 15.

Definition 3 (Block quantization and decoded codebook) Let T C [—1,1] be the normalized
codebook of a 4-bit format. Partition a flattened tensor into blocks of B consecutive elements. For

a block x € RP, we use the guarded absmax base scale s = max{maxi<;<p |x;|, s}, where
5s = 10~ 12, The decoded codebook is

C=sT={sc:ceT}

A quantizer writes each coordinate X; as a level Q(x;) € C. Adjacent levels are consecutive elements
of C in the order of R, not codes with consecutive indices.

An all-zero block has base scale d. Zero-inclusive codebooks reconstruct it exactly as zero, whereas
an uncalibrated zero-excluding codebook reconstructs its positive decoded floor. For ZE-EDEN,
¢, = 0 on an all-zero block, so the effective stored scale ¢, s and the decoded block are zero. We write
Tr C [—1, 1] for the normalized codebook of format F, and C always denotes a decoded codebook.

Dynamic codebook. Li et al. (2023) use the dynamic-exponent (DE) mapping, which allocates
more reconstruction levels near zero. We briefly review its construction before giving the resulting
4-bit codebooks. For F' > 0, define uniformly spaced boundaries on [0.1, 1] by

0.9 )
pry =014 25, =027,
and let
_ PPk PRE+1
2 )
denote the corresponding interval midpoints.

TFk

For an unsigned n-bit DE mapping, a nonexceptional code contains £ leading zeros, one indicator bit,
and F' = n — E — 1 fraction bits. Its reconstruction value is 10~ 7 ;.. Including the two exceptional
reconstruction values 0 and 1, the resulting normalized codebook is

n—2

Toynn = {0,130 [ J {107Fr gy s : 0 <k <2771}

E=0

For signed DE, one bit is additionally reserved for the sign, leaving F' = n — E — 2 fraction bits.

The normalized codebook is
n—2

Tspynm = {0,1} U U {2107 Fr,_pop:0< k<2 E72),

E=0

The exceptional assignment includes 1 but not —1; consequently, the signed DE codebook is not

exactly sign symmetric, and its most negative element is —0.8875. We refer to the unsigned and
signed 4-bit instances as Dyn4 and SDyn4, respectively. Substituting n = 4 gives Tpyna and Tspyna.

FP4 (E2M1). We use the FP4 codebook generated by bitsandbytes with two exponent bits, one
mantissa bit, and four total bits, including the sign bit. The normalized codebook is

1 1 1 1 1 2
= +— = = =, =, £, £1 5.
EP%‘L {07 48’ 67 47 33 27 37 }

Its smallest positive normalized reconstruction value is 1/48. The positive- and negative-zero codes
decode to the same value, so 7Trp4 has 15 elements.
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Zero-excluding codebook. Li et al. (2023) consider two distinct ways of excluding zero from the
unsigned second-moment codebook. The first, called DE-0 in their paper, directly removes zero
from the DE mapping. We refer to its 4-bit instance as Dyn4-NZ: Tpyna.Nz = Tpoyna \ {0}. It has
15 elements with minimum 0.00325, so a block with scale s has decoded floor 0.00325 s. Li et al.
(2023) subsequently propose a zero-excluding linear mapping that decodes code i to (i + 1)/2™ for

1 =0,...,2™ — 1. At four bits,
1 2 16
7Lin4—NZ - {167 Ew 1K) 16} )
with decoded floor s/16. This linear mapping, rather than DE-0, is the zero-excluding second-moment

mapping proposed and used in their final 4-bit AdamW configuration. In this work, Dyn4-NZ and
Lin4-NZ therefore denote two different positive codebooks.

NormalFloat. NF4 is constructed from quantiles of a standard normal distribution, with an exact
zero included and the resulting values normalized to [—1, 1] (Dettmers et al., 2023). Its normalized
codebook is approximately

Tarse = { — 1, —0.696193, —0.525073, —0.394917, —0.284441, —0.184773, —0.091050,
0, 0.079580, 0.160930, 0.246112, 0.337915, 0.440710, 0.562617, 0.722957, 1}.
The displayed values are rounded for readability; our implementation uses the corresponding floating-

point lookup table.

A.2 ROUND-TO-NEAREST AND STOCHASTIC ROUNDING

Let C C R be a finite set of decoded levels, such as a block’s decoded codebook s 7 from Definition 3
or the two-level codebook Co, = {0, b} of Section 3.1. A rounding coordinate is a scalar map

¢ : [minC,maxC] —» R

that is either strictly increasing or strictly decreasing. For an input € R strictly between adjacent
values a < b in C, define the lower-endpoint interpolation weight

_ [6(x) — o)
[9(a) — 6(0)

Definition 4 (Round-to-nearest) Round-to-nearest writes

_ a, lfp¢(x,a,b) > %a
QammNeiE) = {b, if po(w;a,b) < 3.

pe(x;a,b): € [0,1].

Ifpy(z;a,b) = 1/2, RTN resolves the tie using a predetermined rule.

Definition 5 (Stochastic rounding) Stochastic rounding writes

0 (z) = a, with probability ps(x; a,b),
2 b, with probability 1 — py(z;a,b).

For one fresh endpoint draw,
E[¢(Qqsr.c(x))] = ¢(z),

where x, C, and ¢ are fixed.

An input in C is written as itself, and an input outside [min C, max C] is written as the nearer endpoint.
Under absmax scaling, inputs never exceed max C = s, so this saturation occurs only at the lower end:
a zero-excluding codebook writes inputs below its floor as the floor, and SDyn4 writes z < —0.8875 s
as —0.8875 s. State-RTN and State-SR use the strictly increasing coordinate ¢(v) = v. Update-
RTN and Update-SR use the strictly decreasing coordinate ¢(v) = hy(v) and require a nonnegative
second-moment codebook.
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B EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

B.1 SHARED SETTINGS

All pretraining and supervised fine-tuning (SFT) runs use AdamW with (81, 52) = (0.9,0.95),
denominator stabilizer ¢ = 1078, and global gradient-norm clipping at 1.0. Both tasks use BF16
mixed-precision computation with FP32 master parameters. Task-specific weight decay, learning-rate
schedules, batch sizes, and training budgets are specified below.

The 32-bit AdamW baseline stores both moments in FP32. All 4-bit configurations use blocks of
128 elements, packed 4-bit indices, and one FP32 scale per block. A moment tensor is eligible for
quantization if it contains at least 4096 elements and its size is divisible by 128; ineligible moment
tensors remain in FP32. The eligibility criterion is identical across the 4-bit methods. The parameter
update uses the working moments before their quantized representations are stored for the next step,
as described in Section 2. At each storage step, block scales are selected by the absmax rule in
Definition 3; ZE-EDEN uses the denominator safeguard 7 = 10~!2 and stores the effective scale ¢, s
by absorbing its calibration factor into the block scale.

The main pretraining and SFT comparisons use the configurations in Table 2. For ZIP-SR and ZE-
EDEN, the first moment uses NF4-RTN by default, with only the LM-head first moment switching
to NF4-SR after 90% of training. In the GPT-style 834M component comparisons, quantized first
moments use RTN throughout training. The LM-head rule is therefore inactive in Tables 3 and 8. We
report absolute mean metrics for 32-bit AdamW and mean paired differences for the 4-bit methods.
Each paired difference subtracts the matched 32-bit result for the same seed; parentheses denote
sample standard deviations. Single-seed component results are identified separately.

B.2 PRETRAINING

Models and data. The architectures are listed in Table 6. The main comparison in Table 4 uses
GPT-style models at 162M, 405M, 1.4B, and 2.7B parameters and Llama-style models at 130M,
350M, and 1.1B parameters. The GPT-style 834M model is used for the component studies. All
models are pretrained on FineWeb-Edu (Penedo et al., 2024). GPT-style models use the GPT-2
tokenizer (Radford et al., 2019) and context length 2048; Llama-style models use the Llama 2
tokenizer (Touvron et al., 2023) and context length 1024.

Table 6: Architectures used for pretraining and component studies. Size denotes the rounded
parameter count; L, diyodel, heads, ng,, and FFN denote the layer count, hidden width, attention
heads, key/value heads, and feed-forward width. GPT-style models use RoOPE/GELU with untied
embeddings. Llama-style models use ROPE/SwiGLU/RMSNorm, including an output norm, with
Ngy = 4.

Family Size L  dmodet Heads np, FFN
162M 12 768 12 — 3072
405M 24 1024 16 — 4096
GPT-style 834M 24 1536 16 — 6144
14B 24 2048 16 — 8192
2.7B 32 2560 32 — 10240
130M 12 768 12 4 2304
Llama-style 350M 22 1024 16 4 3392
1.1IB 22 2048 32 4 5632

Training details. Each model is trained with a budget of 20 tokens per parameter (Hoffmann et al.,
2022). The effective batch size is 256 sequences across eight GPUs. GPT-style 405M, 1.4B, and
2.7B and Llama-style 1.1B use a per-GPU micro-batch of 16 with two gradient-accumulation steps.
The remaining configurations use a per-GPU micro-batch of 32 without gradient accumulation.

Pretraining uses weight decay A = 0.1 and a warmup-stable-decay (WSD) schedule. The learning
rate increases linearly to its peak during the first 10% of updates, remains constant for the next 80%,
and decays to zero during the final 10%. During cooldown, the multiplier is 1 — \/u, where u € [0, 1]
is the normalized progress through cooldown. Table 7 reports the FP32 AdamW learning-rate sweeps
used to select the model-specific peak rates. For GPT-style 2.7B, we fix the peak rate at 1.5 x 10~4

16



across methods and seeds without a sweep. For each model size, the selected learning rate and the
remaining training hyperparameters are shared across optimizer configurations.

Table 7: Peak learning rates for pretraining. Each sweep uses 20 training tokens per parameter. The
final column reports the minimum observed validation loss at the precision retained in the experiment
logs. The GPT-style 2.7B rate is fixed without a sweep.

Family Size Candidate peak LRs Selected LR  Val. loss
162M  {2,1,0.6,0.3} x 1073 1x1073 3.135
405M  {1,0.6,0.3,0.15} x 10~3 6x10~% 2.818

GPT-style  834M {0.6,0.3,0.25,0.15} x 10~3 6x1074 2.641
14B  {0.3,0.2,0.15,0.1} x 1073 2x107% 2.517
2.7B  Not swept 1.5x107% —
130M  {4,3,2,1,0.6,0.3} x1073 2x1073 2.698

Llama-style 350M {2,1.5,1,0.6,0.3,0.15} x 1073 1x1073 2.406
1.1B {0.6,0.3,0.2,0.1} x1073 3x1074 2.148

Each run uses one node with eight H200 GPUs and activation checkpointing and PyTorch Distributed-
DataParallel (DDP) (Li et al., 2020), except that GPT-style 2.7B pretraining runs use one node with
eight B200 GPUs.

Evaluation. Each pretokenized cache has a fixed validation split of 50,000 sequences. The main
pretraining comparisons use three paired seeds and the reporting convention in Appendix B.1.

B.3 SUPERVISED FINE-TUNING

Models and data. We perform full-parameter SFT of Qwen3-8B-Base (Yang et al., 2025) and
Llama-3.2-3B (Meta, 2024) on the Tulu-3 SFT dataset (Lambert et al., 2025). We first reserve 2%
of the Tulu-3 mixture for validation using a deterministic split with seed 42. From the remaining
pool, we select a fixed subset of 50,000 training examples, shared across methods and training seeds.
Examples are tokenized with the corresponding model tokenizer, truncated to 2048 tokens, and
processed without sequence packing. The loss is computed only on the final assistant response;
preceding conversation and padding tokens are masked.

Training details. Each run trains for one epoch with an effective batch size of 64 examples. A
per-device batch size of one across eight GPUs, with eight gradient-accumulation steps, gives 782
optimizer updates, including the final partial batch.

Both models use zero weight decay and a peak learning rate of 10~°. This rate is selected by
validation loss in a seed-42 FP32 AdamW sweep and then shared across optimizer variants. The
schedule uses linear warmup during the first 3% of updates, followed by cosine decay to zero.

Each run uses eight H200 GPUs and activation checkpointing. Qwen3-8B uses DeepSpeed ZeRO-
2 (Rajbhandari et al., 2020) for every optimizer, whereas Llama-3.2-3B uses PyTorch DistributedDat-
aParallel (DDP) (Li et al., 2020).

Evaluation. We evaluate the final model from each run over five paired training seeds, 42—46.
We report Tulu validation loss, 5-shot MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021), GSM8K (Cobbe et al.,
2021), HumanEval (Chen et al., 2021), and prompt-level strict IFEval (Zhou et al., 2023). MMLU is
macro-averaged over its 57 subjects. For IFEval, Qwen3-8B uses its corresponding chat template
with thinking disabled, whereas Llama-3.2-3B uses the plain template used in training. MMLU,
GSMSK, and HumanEval use the standard task prompts without an applied chat template. Results
follow the paired reporting convention in Appendix B.1.
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C ADDITIONAL DIAGNOSTICS

We first report the GPT-style 834M component grid underlying Table 3, followed by a cosine learning-
rate schedule ablation study. Next, we examine EDEN calibration with Lin4-NZ and compare
one-step update errors for Lin4-NZ and Dyn4-NZ across training checkpoints. Finally, we examine
GPT-style 2.7B training dynamics through additional rounding diagnostics, and validation trajectories
for the complete optimizer configurations.

C.1 COMPONENT ATTRIBUTION ON GPT-STYLE 834M PRETRAINING

Table 8 expands the Dyn4-NZ and Dyn4/Update-SR branches of Table 3 across first-moment settings,
including the EDEN ablation with FP32 first moments. The TorchAO Lin4-NZ reference appears
as step O of the main table; Lin4-NZ was not crossed with the other first-moment settings in this
grid. The FP4 runs are reported in Section 4, the state-space rules, which become unstable with
zero-inclusive Dyn4, in Figure 1, and the Update-RTN comparison in Section 3.1.

Order sensitivity. The grid lets us change the first-moment codebook before or after modifying
the second moment. For EDEN, the order changes the observed reduction in the mean gap: adding
EDEN under SDyn4 lowers it by 0.39 x 1073, whereas adding it after switching to NF4 lowers it
by 3.05 x 10~3. Replacing Dyn4-NZ State-RTN with Dyn4 Update-SR lowers the displayed gap
by about 7 x 103 under either first-moment codebook. The Dyn4/Update-SR endpoints are single
runs compared with three-seed Dyn4-NZ means. This replacement also changes the second-moment
codebook, the rounding coordinate, and RTN to SR together.

Table 8: GPT-style 834M component grid. Validation-loss gaps to 32-bit AdamW. Rows vary the first
moment (RTN throughout); columns vary the second moment. Entries with parentheses report mean
(sample standard deviation) over three seeds; the others are single runs.
Dyn4-NZ (State-RTN) Dyn4
m Raw + EDEN Update-SR

FP32 0.0049 (0.0001)  0.0038 (0.0003) —
SDyn4  0.0312 (0.0008)  0.0308 (0.0027)  0.0239
NF4 0.0207 (0.0010)  0.0177 (0.0015)  0.0140

C.2 SENSITIVITY TO THE LEARNING-RATE SCHEDULE

The main pretraining experiments use warmup-stable-decay (WSD). We also evaluate the complete
optimizer configurations on GPT-style 834M with cosine learning-rate decay. The ZE-EDEN and
ZIP-SR runs include the LM-head first-moment switch to NF4-SR during the final 10% of training.

Table 9: GPT-style 834M pretraining with cosine learning-rate decay. Final validation loss at update
31,810 for seed 42. Gaps to the 32-bit AdamW run are shown directly.

Configuration Validation loss  Gap to 32-bit

32-bit AdamW 2.6274 —
TorchAO 4-bit 2.6554 0.0280
ZE-EDEN 2.6421 0.0147
ZIP-SR 2.6385 0.0111

With cosine decay, both recipes have a smaller gap to 32-bit AdamW than TorchAO in this seed, as
they do in the WSD pretraining experiments. This run tests whether the ordering persists under cosine
decay; the WSD component runs at 834M use RTN for the first moment throughout and therefore do
not provide matched schedule comparisons for the complete recipes.

C.3 EDEN CALIBRATION FOR ZERO-EXCLUDING SECOND-MOMENT QUANTIZATION
The main text examines EDEN calibration with Dyn4-NZ for the second moment. Here we extend the

distributional analysis to Lin4-NZ, the zero-excluding linear codebook described in Appendix A.1,
and compare one-step update errors for both codebooks across training.
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Using the GPT-style 834M model pretraining, we replay one update from 32-bit AdamW checkpoints
saved at 25%, 50%, and 75% of training. Within each codebook, the raw and EDEN-calibrated
branches share stored indices, the recorded post-clipping gradient, and FP32 fallback coordinates;
only the effective decoded block scales differ.

Preconditioner distributions. Figure 5 compares next-step preconditioner distributions for FP32,
Lin4-NZ, and Lin4-NZ with EDEN calibration, using embedding and LM-head states. At all three
sampled checkpoints, uncalibrated Lin4-NZ produces floor-induced peaks and suppresses the large-
preconditioner tail. EDEN calibration partially restores this tail, although residual distributional
distortion remains.
------- FP32 ---:Lind-NZ —— Lind-NZ + EDEN
25% 50% 75%

Embedding
Density

(=]

LM head
Density
—

(=]
1

Figure 5: Matched next-step preconditioner distrilv)uetions at 25%, 50%, and 75% of training. Columns
show checkpoints and rows show embedding and LM-head states. Curves compare FP32, Lin4-NZ,
and Lin4-NZ with EDEN; open circles mark the Lin4-NZ floor atom.

One-step update errors. At the first resumed update, we measure the relative full-vector adaptive-
update error ||ugpis — usz2||2/]|usz||2, where u excludes the common learning-rate multiplier and
weight decay. At the 25%, 50%, and 75% checkpoints, EDEN reduces the Lin4-NZ relative error from
30.99% to 30.58%, from 28.80% to 28.34%, and from 27.87% to 27.38%, respectively. For Dyn4-
NZ, the corresponding changes are 15.45% to 15.41%, 12.83% to 12.77%, and 11.83% to 11.79%.
Thus, EDEN yields small but consistent reductions at these three checkpoints, while Dyn4-NZ has
lower error than Lin4-NZ under this one-step replay metric.

C.4 GPT-STYLE 2.7B TRAINING DYNAMICS AND LM-HEAD DIAGNOSTICS

Checkpoint interventions. Following the comparison in Figure 4, we examine matched checkpoint
interventions to isolate the effect of LM-head first-moment rounding. To distinguish insufficient
four-bit capacity from the deterministic rounding path itself, we branch matched continuations from
the same accumulated step-97,831 checkpoint, before the sharp loss increase. The continuations
preserve the model weights, numerical optimizer state, data order, and learning-rate schedule; only
the stated future first-moment storage rule changes. Every branch keeps the second-moment fixed to
Dyn4 Update-SR with an FP32 current read, thereby isolating the LM-head first-moment intervention.

Table 10: Localization of the late-training instability in GPT-style 2.7B pretraining. Matched
continuations vary the quantization of the LM-head and non-head first moments while holding the
remaining training configuration fixed.

LM-head m; Non-head m; Final train loss Final val. loss

FP32 NF4-RTN 2.392 2.440
NF4-RTN FP32 2.529 2.579
NF4-SR FP32 2.391 2.440

Keeping the LM-head first moment in FP32 prevents the loss increase even when the remaining
first moments use NF4-RTN. Conversely, applying NF4-RTN only to the LM-head first moment
reproduces the instability. Replacing RTN with SR for this state restores the original training
trajectory, showing that the failure is associated with deterministic LM-head rounding rather than
4-bit LM-head quantization itself.
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Gradient exploding. The main text identifies a persistent inward radial bias in the LM-head first
moment under NF4-RTN. We next examine the corresponding gradient dynamics of the matched
continuations. Their LM-head gradient norms remain comparable initially but separate rapidly near
the end of cooldown (Figure 6). The LM-head pre-clipping gradient norm under NF4-RTN reaches
2.044, whereas NF4-SR remains below 0.388. This separation connects the LM-head quantization
behavior examined in the main text with the gradient growth that accompanies the subsequent loss
increase.
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LM-head pre-clip gradient norm
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Figure 6: LM-head gradient growth in the matched continuations. The solid orange curve denotes
NF4-RTN and the dashed blue curve denotes NF4-SR. The vertical dashed line marks step 102,500
(53.74B tokens), at which the NF4-RTN continuation first triggers global gradient clipping.

Magnitude-based diagnostics. Let m, be the working first moment before storage. The relative
RMS quantization error is |Q(1m;) — m||2/ || ||2, and the nonzero-to-zero fraction is the fraction
of nonzero coordinates of m; that are written as zero. Both measure the error of a single write.
The shadow-state error measures accumulated distortion in the working first moment before storage.
A shadow moment mih, initialized from the decoded step-97,831 checkpoint state, follows the
unquantized recurrence mi® = Bymi®; + (1 — f;)g; at every subsequent optimizer step. The
reported error is [, — m3"||2/||m$ 2. This diagnostic includes the effects of earlier stored-state
errors but excludes the rounding error of the current write.

The stability of NF4-SR is not explained by smaller quantization errors. Table 11 shows that NF4-SR
has larger per-write and accumulated errors, despite avoiding both the persistent inward bias and the
gradient exploding.

Table 11: Magnitude-based diagnostics for the matched LM-head continuations. Values are means
over 91 recorded evaluations; lower is better. The first two rows measure instantaneous storage-
rounding error; the last measures accumulated deviation from the shadow recurrence in the working
first moment before storage.

Diagnostic NF4-RTN NF4-SR
Relative RMS quantization error (%) 9.21 14.75
Nonzero-to-zero fraction (%) 9.16 12.08
Accumulated shadow-state error (%) 20.95 32.18

NF4-RTN performs better under all three magnitude-based diagnostics but nevertheless develops
the late-training instability. These aggregate error measures therefore do not distinguish the stable
continuation from the unstable one. The persistent radial bias and subsequent gradient growth provide
complementary diagnostics of the observed failure.

End-to-end validation dynamics. Figure 7 shows the validation loss curve of the complete
optimizer configurations in Table 2. The methods remain closely aligned before cooldown. During
cooldown, ZE-EDEN and ZIP-SR remain close to 32-bit AdamW, while TorchAO undergoes a sharp
terminal regression.
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Figure 7: Validation loss during GPT-style 2.7B pretraining for a single run per configuration (seed
42). The dashed line marks the switch from NF4-RTN to NF4-SR for the LM-head first moment at
90% of training in ZE-EDEN and ZIP-SR. TorchAO exhibits a sharp regression, whereas ZE-EDEN
and ZIP-SR remain close to 32-bit AdamW.

D OMITTED PROOFS IN SECTION 3.1

D.1 ONE-STEP STATE AND PRECONDITIONER ERRORS

Proof of Proposition 1. (a) Fix the quantities in part (a), and write v = vy and r = r4y1. The map r
is convex on [0, 00): the scalar map u — (y/u + €)' is convex there, and its argument in 7 is affine.
Since E[Qs(v)] = v, Jensen’s inequality gives E[r(Qs(v))] > r(v).

For Update-SR, we prove concavity of F' := r o h; ' by establishing convexity of its increasing

inverse. Define
| B2(1 — ) (1 — B2)giia
K= 17754_16(0,1)7 C:ﬁzo

Since r and h; are strictly decreasing, F is strictly increasing. For 0 < z < (e ++/c) ™1, its inverse is
D(z) := /(1 — €2)? — 22 + kez.

The square-root term is concave by direct computation, so D is concave. Moreover, D(z) > 0 and
D(z) <1—¢(1—k)z < D(0) = 1. By concavity, this bound also implies that D is nonincreasing.
The ratio xkz/D(z) is therefore convex by the univariate convex-ratio rule (Boyd & Vandenberghe,
2004, Exercise 3.32(c)). Thus F~! is convex and increasing, and F' is concave.

Using E[h:(Qu(v))] = ht(v), Jensen’s inequality gives
E[r(Qu(v))] = E[F (h(Qu(v)))] < F(E[h(Qu(v))]) = r(v).

Finally, r is strictly decreasing and Qu(v) assigns positive probability to a < b, so E[r(Qu(v))] >
r(b). Together these inequalities prove part (a).

(b) Under the gradient assumption, r(0) = ©(e~!), whereas r(v) and 7(b) remain bounded. For
po =P(Q(v) =0) € [0,1],

A, = por(0) + (1 — po)r(b) — r(v) = por(0) + O(1),

with a remainder uniform in py. Since er(0) is bounded above and away from zero, A, is bounded if
and only if pg = O(e). If pg = O(1), the same identity gives A, = +O(e~1). [ |

Comparison with a matched positive floor. For 0 < v = 9, < b, a zero-excluding quantizer
with decoded minimum b stores b deterministically. Write » = r;4; and let Qy denote Update-SR
between 0 and b. The corresponding mean errors AN% = r(b) —7(v) and AV = E[r(Qu(v))] —r(v)
satisfy AN% < AU < 0 by part (a). With pg = P(Qu(v) = 0) € (0,1), the reduction in absolute
mean error is

[AYE] = A = po[r(0) = r(b)] > 0.

This comparison holds for every € > 0 and every next gradient at the same decoded floor b.
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Derivation of Table 1. Fix 0 < v = ¥; < b/2 and assume |g¢41| = O(¢e). Write r = r;1; and

define
A= /1 BZ(J \[)>o K= ﬁf( tff) € (0,1).

Let ve = (|gs+1]/ e)\/ (1 — B2)/(1 — L), which is bounded by the gradient assumption. Evaluat-
ing 7 at zero and expanding at the fixed positive inputs v, b yields

(0= ey )=l = 24 0(0)

For a zero-write probability po, the errors are A, = b—v—bpg and A, = r(b)—r(v)+po[r(0)—7(b)].
State-RTN has py = 1 and hence A, = —v. State-SR has pg = 1 — v/b and hence A,, = 0. Part (b)
gives A, = +0 (e~ 1) for both rules.

The Update-RTN boundary solves h;(v) = (h(0) + h¢(b))/2, giving
be?
= = (1-pBe* + O(e). 2)
(VO/(T = B3) +2¢)°
For sufficiently small ¢, the fixed input v > 0 exceeds this boundary, so pg = 0, A, = b — v, and
A, =—-A/k+ O(e) = —0O(1).
For Update-SR, (1) gives pg = Ae + O(€?). Substituting into the error identities yields
A, =b—v—bAe + O(e?),
1

1
A, =—A (H— 1+%) +O(e).

Since 1/k — 1/(1 +~.) > 1/ —1 > 0 and . is bounded, A, = —©(1). This establishes the
remaining row of the table.

D.2 ROUNDING-SPACE SEPARATION ON A SCALAR QUADRATIC

Proof of Proposition 2(a). Fix a stepsize 1 and set ¢ = /1 — [35. For either RTN rule, let () denote
its quantizer and (0, wy) its working moments and iterates. In this part, Update-RTN uses the
coordinate h(v) = (y/v + €) L. Starting from 9y = 0, the recurrences are

O = BoQ(Tp—1) + (cpwy—_1)?, Wk = Wg—1 (1 - \/%) :

Define the candidate cycle amplitude by w,, = (nt/2 — €) /(cp). The stepsize bounds give |/7c <
cpwy, < \/7 . Choose § > 0 sufficiently small that the closed interval J = [w, — 0, w, + 0] C
(0, 00) satisfies

< (cuy)? < b/2, cpy +e<nu forally € J,
and take I = int J. Fix a common initialization wq € I.

For State-RTN, suppose Q(9x—1) = 0 and y = |wy_1| € J. Then 9% = (cpy)? < b/2, so the next
write is again zero, and the update multiplier is negative. Since cuw,, + € = np/2,

€ — cuy

e+cuy

The constant ¢ = maxye s |¢ — cuy|/(e + cuy) is less than one. Hence the amplitudes remain
in J, and induction gives |\wk| — wn| < ¢Flwo — wy|. The signs alternate, so wo, — w, and
Wak4+1 — —wsy. This proves local attraction of the two-cycle.

|wi| - Wy = (y*wn)

For Update-RTN, the first working moment satisfies 1 = (cuwg)? > 7, so the first write is b. Every
subsequent write also equals b, since a preceding write of b gives 0y > (2b > b/2 > .. The two
rules share the same first iterate w;. Because nu < 2(y/B20 + €), the contraction factor

_ ne
= max |1-—
0<y<|wi| Bab + (cuy)? + €

is less than one by continuity on the compact interval. Induction yields |wy| < p¥~1|wy| for k > 1,
proving geometric convergence to zero from the same interval . |
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Remark before proof of Proposition 2(b). A zero write does not affect the current update, but
it removes the historical second-moment term from the next recurrence. If the state and the next
squared gradient shrink together into the zero-adjacent cell, the resulting zero-endpoint read grows
while the positive-endpoint read remains bounded. A learning rate that decays with the state scale
can therefore leave the zero branch expansive while making the positive branch weakly contractive.
State-SR selects the zero branch with probability approaching one, whereas Update-SR makes it
sufficiently rare for the positive-branch contraction to dominate.

Proof of Proposition 2(b). For the quadratic objective, g;11 = pwy, and 81 = 0 makes the working
first moment equal to this gradient. The first update influenced by a quantized value z € {0,b} is
therefore

W1 = (1 = my1prei1(2)) we.
For either rounding rule, let A; denote the conditional logarithmic drift appearing in the proposition.
The locally tracked regime and the definition of r,y; give

Tt+1(0) _ (9(,5;1/2)7 Tt-i-l(b) = @(1), ::1—1583 = @( {/t)

The assumed scaling of the zero endpoint implies 7,11 = ©(1/7;) — 0. Consequently,
log [1 = nys1p1re41(0)] — log(ar — 1),
log \1 - 77t+1/”“t+1(b)| = _@(\/E)-

State-SR selects zero with probability 1 — ©;/b and b with probability ¢ /b. Therefore

Ay = (1 - 1;;) log [1 — neq1pre1(0)] + %t log [1 — mt1pre41(D)]
— log(a—1) > 0.
For Update-SR, the probability of selecting zero is
po= — VU _ ey
/(1= f3) + ¢

where the final relation follows from € = o(?;). Hence

Ay = polog |1 —mp1prey1(0)| 4+ (1 —po)log |1 — neapre1(b)| = —©(\/ ),

which is negative for all sufficiently small v;. |
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