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Abstract
To deploy LLMs on resource-contained plat-
forms such as mobile robotics and wearables,
non-transformers LLMs have achieved major
breakthroughs. Recently, a novel RNN-based
LLM family, Repentance Weighted Key Value
(RWKV) (Peng et al., 2023; 2024) models
have shown promising results in text generation
on resource-constrained devices thanks to their
computational efficiency. However, these mod-
els remain too large to be deployed on embedded
devices due to their high parameter count. In this
paper, we propose an efficient suite of compres-
sion techniques, tailored to the RWKV architec-
ture. These techniques include low-rank approx-
imation, sparsity predictors, and clustering head,
designed to align with the model size. Our meth-
ods compress the RWKV models by 4.95–3.8x
with only 2.95pp loss in accuracy.

1. Introduction
The large language models (or LLMs) have been gained
tremendous success in various applications, such as chat-
bots, code generation, and text summarization. The dom-
inant model architecture for such models is based on the
transformer architecture. While the transformer architec-
ture has shown superior performance, the architecture is
computationally expensive due to the attention mechanism
and requires a large amount of memory. For instance,
GPT4 is reported to run on tens of A100 GPUs in paral-
lel; even smaller models such as llama-7B require about
28GB of memory and 12.75 tokens per second on Apple
M1 Pro. They, therefore, are beyond the capacity of many
key-edge devices with less than 1GB of available memory.
Example devices include: (1) wearable gadgets, (2) mobile
robots such as drones and humanoids, (3) small electron-
ics such as motion cameras, (4) smartphones and tablets.
These devices show a strong need for LLMs, while invok-

1Department of Computer Science, University of Virginia,
Charlottesville VA, USA. Correspondence to: Wonkyo Choe
<wonkyochoe@virginia.edu>.

Preprint.

ing the cloud is often infeasible or undesirable.

To this end, recent development sheds light on lightweight
alternatives to transformer-based LLMs. One of the
recent breakthroughs is an RNN-based LLM family,
RWKV (Peng et al., 2023; 2024). Beyond classic RNNs
for language modeling (Sherstinsky, 2020), RWKV incor-
porates multi-headed vector-valued states and dynamic re-
currence mechanisms. It, therefore, achieves a high model
capacity comparable to transformer-based LLMs while still
maintaining efficient inference as in classic RNNs. For
instance, on embedded Arm processors, RWKV 7B was
reported to generate 16.39 tokens per second (git) while
Transformer-based Llama-7B only generates several to-
kens per second. Deploying the 7B model, while impres-
sive in throughput, often requires compromises in energy
efficiency and latency, making less practical for real-time
or battery-operated applications. On the contrary, smaller
models, such as 0.1B, 0.4B, and 1.5B, are more suitable for
such applications.

Albeit computationally efficient, RWKV models are nev-
ertheless large, just like transformer models, which make
them hard to realistically run on edge devices. Even after
quantization, they would require memory size of several
hundred MB or GBs. For instance, the RWKV 1.5B model
requires about 4GB memory to execute its inference, which
misfits resource-constrained devices such as Raspberry Pi
4 with 4GB memory. To surmount this primary barrier, we
explore innovative compression strategies for RWKV mod-
els to reduce their size by an additional order of magnitude.

In our work, we introduce RWKV-edge, a suite of compres-
sions tailored to RWKV models. We train the models with
those methods of which results in several benefits:

• For the weight matrices of the RWKV blocks such as
channel-mix or time-mix, our low-rank approximations re-
duce its size by 4x, which complements to quantization.
• With empirical results showing FFN’s high sparsity in
the channel-mix, our sparsity predictors enable us to further
reduce the memory usage during model inference.
• Clustering outer blocks such as the head layer effectively
shrinks 10x their size, which is often practical benefits to-
wards smaller models.

Note that the RWKV models are still fast evolving. At the
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time of writing (Dec 2024), version 7 has been released,
with new architectural designs such as contextual adapta-
tion (Coda-Forno et al.). Our optimizations, which focus
on basic building blocks such as classification head and
projection matrices, are still appliable to these most recent
releases (and likely future releases).

2. Related work

Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) SVD has been ex-
tensively explored for compressing various layers (Chen
et al., 2018; Acharya et al., 2018; Ben Noach & Goldberg,
2020). One recent work (Hsu et al., 2022) reconstructs the
decomposed transformer blocks applying the Fisher infor-
mation to assort important parameters. However, no previ-
ous work has explored its validity for the RWKV models.

Clustering Research on clustering is an active area, rang-
ing from unsupervised algorithm such as Kmeans to super-
vised (Barnabò et al., 2023) or semi-supervised approaches
assisted by LLMs (Viswanathan et al., 2024; Tipirneni
et al., 2024). Such research primarily targets on reducing
clustering loss, which is orthogonal to RWKV-edge’s goal.
Unlike these cases, recent work (Agarwal et al.) leverages
clustering to remove redundant attention heads on infer-
ence, which aligns with our idea; however our focus is on
the output layer.

Quantization Post-quantization is one of popular com-
pression techniques used across various domains. Re-
cent work on LLM is the weight quantization by n-bits
while minimizing errors in precision (Frantar et al., 2023;
Dettmers & Zettlemoyer, 2023). Although quantization
helps reduction model size, it has a maximum limit to how
much compression can be achieved and often requires cus-
tomized algorithms to maintain precision. Our design op-
erates in the same domain and can be co-beneficial with
the quantization. Since the original RWKV repository pro-
vides 8-bit post quantization, we leverage this to prove how
it complements our idea.

Sparsity Active research on the transformer block is spar-
sity on Feed-Forward Networks, pruning unrelated their
rows and columns (Liu et al., 2023; Xue et al., 2024; Song
et al., 2024c). The idea is proven to be effective in the
transformer models; yet it is not explored in RWKV.

3. Motivations
3.1. RWKV

RWKV models are a family of RNN-based LLMs. Just like
transformer-based LLMs, each RWKV model includes an
embedding layer at the bottom (near the input), and a clas-
sification head at the top (near the output). Unlike trans-
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Figure 1: Simplified architecture of the RWKV model.
Each variant has multiple (L) numbers of RWKV blocks,
which comprise time and channel-mix layers. Col-
ored blocks are our techniques onto the original layers.
(LN=Layer Normalization).

formers, between the embedding and the header are a stack
of RWKV blocks (e.g. 12 or 24), each of which consists
of a channel-mixing and a time-mixing layer (which are
often referred to as “Attention (attn)” and “Feed-Forward
Network (FFN)” for convenience). As depicted in Fig-
ure 1: RWKV blocks eschew attention mechanisms; rather,
the state information propagates across timesteps as small,
fixed-size vectors (e.g. wkvt−1 or wkvt elements). Specif-
ically, channel-mixing layers take the role of short-term
memory to store the state of the previous information,
while time-mixing layers act as long-term memory to re-
tain a part of the previous states over a longer period. In-
side RWKV blocks, the majority of weights are in the pro-
jection matrices termed as Receptance, Weight, Key, and
Value, which are analogous to (but functionally different
from) the Query, Key, and Value weights of Transformers.

3.2. Analysis of RWKV for potential optimization

Overall parameter distribution RWKV models, depend-
ing on their variants, have different weight distribution
across layers. Overall, the size of RWKV blocks scale
quadractically with dimension D and the number of blocks
L. Depending on the block configuration, each block has
a size of either W ∈ RD×D or W ∈ RD×3.5D. Note that
the above description is about parameter scaling, not com-
putational scaling. By comparison, Each of the embedding

2



RWKV-edge: Deeply Compressed RWKV for Resource-Constrained Devices

Table 1: RWKV hyperparameters and parameter distribu-
tion of RWKV models. Each block scales differently in
proportion to the model size, which guides where to opti-
mize them.

V: vocabulary size = 65536 

Model 

(Param size) 

Dim 

(D) 

Layers 

 (L) 

Parameter distribution 

Square 

(𝟓𝑫𝟐𝑳) 

Non-square 

(𝟕𝑫𝟐𝑳) 

Head 

(𝑫𝑽) 

Emb 

(𝑫𝑽) 

tiny (0.1B) 768 12 22% 25% 26% 26% 

small (0.4B) 1024 24 33% 38% 14% 14% 

medium (1.5B) 2048 24 39% 44% 8% 8% 
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Figure 2: Average FFN’s sparsity ratio of 200 token gener-
ations in the channel-mix layer of the small (0.4B) RWKV
model. Sparsity ratio refers to the rate of non-zero values in
activations. Every layer has high sparsity, implying loading
unnecessary weight row/columns.

and the head layer is a M ∈ RD×V matrix; where V is the
vocabulary size. Embedding layer is a lookup table given
a token index, and head layer is a linear layer to project
the hidden state to a distribution over the vocabulary. Their
sizes only scale with D but not with number of RWKV
blocks. As denoted in Table 1, for smaller models (tiny and
small), the embedding and head layers occupy almost a half
or third of the parameter sizes; such a fraction diminishes
to about 15% for the medium model, for which the RWKV
blocks dominate.

This suggests that: for smaller models, compressing the
embedding and head layers would be as important as com-
pressing the RWKV blocks; whereas for larger models,
compressing embedding and head will yield marginal bene-
fit. This observation guides us for navigating through trade-
offs between model size for accuracy, as Section 6.4.

Parameters in RWKV blocks The RWKV weights are
dominated by two groups of weight matrices: (1) several
square matrices W ∈ RD×D in channel mix and time mix;
they constitute 22% — 39% of total model weights, across
different model sizes; (2) two FFN matrices for FFN W ∈
RD×3.5D in channel mix; they constitute 25% — 44% of
total model weights. Both groups of weights are critical for

the model performance, and they need to be compressed.
The sizes of all other weights (small vectors) are negligible.
This is summarized in Table 1

To compress square projection matrices, our approach is
low-rank approximation. Our hypothesis is that the intrin-
sic rank of such projection is low, and can be approximated
by the product of two much smaller matrices (one ’tall’ and
one ’flat’). Such low-rank approximation has shown high
efficacy in model compression (e.g. LoRA (Hu et al., 2021)
for fine-tuning LLMs); however, it was unclear whether
they will apply to RWKV, which has very different repre-
sentation than transformers; it was also unclear what mech-
anism (and effort) would be needed to recover the accuracy
lost by decomposition.

To compress FFN non-square matrices, our approach is
to exploit sparsity. Note that the FFN matrices are un-
amendable to low-rank approximation, as they are not
square (they already have relatively lower rank; we con-
firmed: further decomposition would not reduce much
weight while quickly degrading accuracy). Our motivation
for sparsity is the nonlinearity (squared ReLU) between the
two FFN matrices, which suppresses negative neurons as
zeros; as well as the lottery ticket hypothesis (Frankle &
Carbin, 2019) that only a small subset of parameters is es-
sential for each token generation. However, RWKV spar-
sity was never examined before (as far as we know), and a
lottery ticket hypothesis was never tested on RWKV (espe-
cially smaller models) (Liu et al., 2023; Xue et al., 2024;
Song et al., 2024c;b;a)

Our new findings validate the existence of sparsity in
RWKV: that is, to generate a token, only a small fraction of
neurons in the FFN activation vector have non-zero values;
correspondingly, only a small fraction of rows/columns in
the FFN weight matrices participate in the computation ef-
fectively, and only these rows/columns need to be loaded in
memory for this token. Figure 2 shows the sparsity of the
RWKV’s FFN weight matrices across layers, ranging from
83% (bottom layers) to 67% (top layers).

To exploit the sparsity for memory saving, however, re-
quires us to predict activated neurons without actually com-
puting them. This raises significant, new challenges. (1)
The RWKV sparsity level (–83%) is notably lower than
large transformers (e.g. reported to be 99% in OPT-175B),
which most prior work focused on (Liu et al., 2023). This
not only means the ”headroom” for memory reduction is
lower than large transformers, but also means that find-
ing actually activated neurons is more difficult. False pos-
itives in predicting activated neurons would result in load-
ing unnecessary weights, quickly diminishing the saving;
false negatives would miss actually activated neurons that
are key to model inference – leading to accuracy collapse.
(2) As we focus on smaller models, the memory over-
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head of predictors themselves (often smaller neural net-
works) becomes non-negligible; the overhead of predictors
could totally diminish the benefit of sparsity. These chal-
lenges combined, sparsity predictors known effective for
transformers will fail for RWKV, as we will show in Sec-
tion 4.2.

4. RWKV-edge: Deeply compressed RWKV
We present RWKV-edge, applying multiple techniques to
reduce in-memory footprint, as demonstrated in Figure 1.
We keep the original model shape and augment a few aux-
iliary layers to prevent performance drops incurred by our
heavy compression.

4.1. Singular Vector Decomposition for RWKV blocks

Given a weight matrix W ∈ RM×M , where M is the em-
bedding size, we apply two alternative methods with SVD
Equation (10) to cover different use cases:

(1) Continual pretraining: given input data X ∈ R1×M ,
computation for a single linear layer is represented as fol-
lows:

XW ≈ (XL)R (1)

where L ∈ RM×(M/k), R ∈ R(M/k)×M , and k is a com-
pression factor e.g., k = 8, which involves retaining only
the top M/k singular values. The computation equation
can be implemented with two linear layers, referring to
Equation (10): L is a weight matrix UΣ, which has M2/k
parameters. 2) R is a weight matrix V , having also M2/k
parameters.

We apply this equation to the vanilla pretrained model by
(1) decomposing the original model and (2) continuing
training with the decomposed version. The rational of such
method is two folds: (1) dimensionality reduction from M2

to 2M2/k and (2) simplicity, achieved with two minimal
layers that minimally disturbs the original weights. How-
ever, due to the minimal complexity, its performance de-
grades when non-linearity arises. Note that this training is
pretraining, not fine-tuning; fine-tuning is specific to down-
stream tasks, which is not the focus here.

(2) Regular pretraining: to overcome the limitation of
Equation (1), an enhanced computation for a single linear
layer is formulated as below:

XW ≈ relu(XL)2R+ (XD) (2)

where relu() is the activation function, and D is a diago-
nal matrix containing singular values. We use the equation
for pretraining from scratch. The rationale for introduc-
ing additional complexity is that such pretraining provides
high flexibility in defining model architecture; therefore,
we incorporate these new terms to improve expressiveness

and approximation. In specific, the non-linearity magni-
fies differences between features by amplifying important
activations and suppressing irrelevant ones, i.e., increasing
model capacity. The diagonal matrix adjusts an approxi-
mated weight matrix, compensating for the rank reduction
caused by SVD.

Note that augmented terms do not incur computational
overheads much. For instance, the activation function and
the diagonal matrix requires element-wise multiplication,
which is O(M); therefore, while the absolute GFLOPs are
slightly higher than the original architecture, its cost is neg-
ligible. Since many edge CPUs support SIMD instructions,
which can accelerate such computations, inference on our
models incurs a trivial overhead.

Whichever method is used, we apply this exclusively to
square matrices: Wr,k,v,g in a time-mix layer, and Wr in
a channel-mix layer, as depicted in Figure 1. We do not ap-
ply Wo in the time-mix, as this leads to detrimental effects
due to its high-rank structure. When extending this method
to non-square matrices, such as Wk,v in the channel-mix,
we observe that a mismatch between input and output di-
mensions of the matrices reduces the effectiveness of SVD,
limiting the ability to express the most significant patterns
in the weight e.g., overfitting or poor generalization.

4.2. Leveraging sparsity for lightweight FFNs in
channel-mix layer

For non-square matrices such as FFN Wk,v in the channel-
mix, we utilize sparsity to reduce the memory footprint
during inference, instead of employing SVD. Our first ap-
proach involves a set of small layers predicting the likely
weight columns needed for a given input, which has been
explored in other line of work (Xue et al., 2024; Liu et al.,
2023); however, none have applied sparsity to RWKV
models.

Given an input X ∈ R1×M , the computation is defined by
the following equation:

XW ≈ σ(L2(ReLU(XL1)) (3)

where L1 ∈ RM×N , L2 ∈ RN×M , and N is a hidden
dimension for a linear layer. σ represents the sigmoid acti-
vation function.

While these trained predictors (MLP predictors) perform
well on transformer-based models, we found that they bring
limited practical benefits on RWKV models, often drop-
ping model accuracy. Because of this issue, we explore a
unique and lightweight quantization such as 1/2/4 bits for
sparsity prediction. The rationale of this approach is that
quantization often preserves critical values despite intro-
ducing significant numerical errors.

Interestingly, we find that applying standalone–whether
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Figure 3: An illustration of the clustered heed. The clus-
tered head loads only the few of high probable layers as
their total probabilities exceed a predefined threshold, and
then scatters their logits. psd refers to a pseudo-logit that
covers unloaded logits.

train-based or quantized predictors–can fail to capture es-
sential weight columns. Notably, we observe that the quan-
tized predictors generally outperform MLP predictors in
predicting sparsity; yet, MLP predictors often retrieves
valuable outliers, missed by the quantized version. Based
on this observation, we adopt an ensemble predictor that
combines both predictors to improve accuracy. The effec-
tiveness of each predictor type and the benefits of the en-
semble approach will be tackled in our evaluations.

4.3. Eliminating redundancy on outer layers

Although both head and embedding layers take less amount
of parameters than the RWKV blocks, they still account
for a significant portion of small RWKV models. We fur-
ther squeeze the RWKV models to reach the least size, but
performant models to work on resource-constrained envi-
ronments. To do this, the key idea is to load only relevant
tokens or corresponding embeddings during inference.

Clustered head layer We, first, apply the centroid-based
clustering, such as KMeans, to word embeddings based on
their similarity. After clustering, we re-train our decom-
posed models with our newly added cluster layers.

Given an input X ∈ R1×M , the computation for the clus-
tered head is denoted as follows:

C = cumsum(softmax(XH1)) (4)

kcutoff = min{k : C[k] ≥ pmin} (5)

kcutoff = max(kmin,min(kcutoff , kmax)) (6)

logits = XW ≈ H2Clusters[kcutoff ] (7)

where H1 ∈ RM×c and H2 ∈ RM×t. c is the number
of clusters and t represents the number of tokens within
each cluster. The clustered computation involves two lay-
ers: H1 projects them embedding dimension M to prob-
abilities for c clusters, and H2 contains token embeddings
for each cluster. The operation is visualized in Figure 3 and
described as follows: the logit vector is initialized as inf .

Equation (4, 5) identifies probable clusters by accumulat-
ing their probability until exceeding a predefined threshold
pmin e.g., 0.95. Equation (5, 6) extracts their cluster in-
dices, and Equation (7) scatters the logits by multiplying
the corresponding token embeddings H2 and selected clus-
ters. The token with the highest probability in the logit
vector is then selected as the next token for generation.

While updating only logits of the most probable token
loaded by the selected clusters preserves accuracy, this
harms perplexity due to the absence of logits from unloaded
clusters. This occurs because the calculation of perplex-
ity depends on the complete probability distribution, which
our initial method cannot fully capture.

To address this logit error, we apply pseudo-logits by uti-
lizing the probability invariant e.g., Σk

i=0Pi = 1. For in-
stance, assume that there are unknown 50 logits among 100
of them. To approximate unknown logits, we leverage the
relationship between the sum of softmax probabilities and
exponentials:

Pknown =
logitsknown

logitsknown + logitsunknown
(8)

logitsunknown = logitsknown
1− Pknown

Pknown
(9)

Here, Equation (8) represents the softmax equation, and
Equation (9) is its derived form. By calculating the derived
form, we can determine the sum of unknown logits and dis-
tribute pseudo-logits by dividing this sum by the number of
unknown logits.

Nevertheless, there is a caveat: while the pseudo-logit does
recover perplexity, its calculation is non-trivial. This is be-
cause the operation requires iterating the unloaded clusters;
hence, it should be used with caution, depending on its pur-
pose of application–either perplexity or inference time.

Lazy embedding layer We employ a caching mechanism
for our embedding layer that loads only new tokens while
reusing previously loaded ones. To manage a cache capac-
ity, we set a threshold (e.g., 1000 tokens). Once the num-
ber of loaded embeddings are exceeded the threshold, the
cache evicts the oldest token sequentially to make room for
new tokens. We admit that this type of mechanism is not
new and normally explored in Retrieval Augmented Gener-
ation (RAG) area. For example, the recent work (Jin et al.,
2024) stores input embeddings to accelerate retrieval pro-
cessing and reducing memory costs. This work deals with
massive information to cover plenty words; on the contrary,
ours tackles a small subset of words to process general text
generation.
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5. Implementation
Training details To pretrain our models, we use the Pile
dataset (Gao et al., 2020) to train the baselines. Specifi-
cally, we use 200B tokens. This dataset is the largest that
we can afford (given our limited academic resource budget)
to train the models.

We have trained our models by regularly submitting jobs to
a SLURM cluster at the authors’ institution. Each training
job runs for at most 3 days (cluster policy) and on 4–6 A100
GPUs. As of this writing, we have trained ours models with
215B and 196B for the small and medium models.

How SVD is trained We utilized the Pile dataset to train
our models for appropriate cases. For continual pretrain,
we inherited the official checkpoints and modify their lay-
ers by applying Eq 1. For regular pretrain, we initialized
models from scratch using random weights and biases, fol-
lowing Eq 2. This training requires the end-to-end training;
hence, the most time-consuming.

How sparsity predictors are trained We trained sparsity
predictors based on our pretrained models infused with our
techniques. We recorded activations and accompanying
weights by inputting multiple training samples. Using with
them, we trained linear layers specific to the channel mix
layer Unlike the SVD training, this approach does not re-
quire the end-to-end training. This is a similar approach to
the existing work (Liu et al., 2023; Xue et al., 2024).

How head is trained We used our pretrained models with
the Pile dataset. Since only the clustered head layer needs
training, such as the time and channel mix layers, were
frozen. Despite involving relatively few parameters, train-
ing the head layer requires end-to-end training because the
layer resides at the final stage of the model.

Custom NEON kernels We put effort into making RWKV
work on a variety of embedded devices by combining var-
ious optimizations, both existing and proposed by us. The
original RWKV codebase only provides INT8 quantiza-
tions for CUDA kernels and defaults to Python’s tensor data
type conversions for ARM CPUs, resulting in more than a
10x slowdown when quantized (INT8) RWKV inference
runs on ARM CPUs. To address this, we implemented
custom NEON kernels for fused dequantized and matrix-
vector multiplications. To support a variety of ARM de-
vices, our kernels include versions that dequantize to FP16
for chips supporting hardware NEON FP16 instructions
(e.g., RPi5) and versions that dequantize to FP32 for chips
that do not support FP16 (e.g., RPi4 and earlier, Opi).

Only via these NEON kernels does our evaluation (and
demonstration) on INT8 become feasible on popular ARM
devices such as RPi5. We will contribute them to the up-
stream RWKV codebase.

Table 2: Models used in the experiments. ”Params” means
the size of a checkpoint saved on disk, which differs from
the memory usage.

model heads dim layers Param (ours) 

RWKV 

tiny 12 768 12 0.1B 

small 16 1024 24 0.4B 

medium 32 2048 24 1.5B (1.0B) 

OPT 

tiny 12 768 12 125M 

small 16 1024 24 350M 

medium 32 2048 24 1.3B 

GPT-neo 

tiny 12 768 12 125M 

small 16 1024 24 350M 

medium 32 2048 24 1.3B 

Lllama 2 

tiny 12 768 12 160M 

small 16 1024 12 300M 

medium 32 2048 22 1.1B 
 

Table 3: CPU platforms to test the model inference.

Device Description 

rpi5 Raspberry Pi 5 Model B,  
2.4GHz quad-core ARM Cortex-A76 CPU, 8GB 

opi2w Orange Pi Zero 2W,  
1.5GHz quad-core ARM Cortex-A53 CPU, 4GB 

 

6. Experiments
We conduct a comprehensive evaluation of RWKV-edge to
assess its performance, focusing on the following aspects:
(1) accuracy, (2) memory usage, and (3) inference.

6.1. Methodology

Benchmarks. We evaluate our models and systems on a
wide range of benchmarks, details of which are provided
in Appendix A. In this section, we focus on presenting the
results of one benchmark: lambada openai (Paperno et al.,
2016), which we find to be the most challenging, compris-
ing test cases such as long-range contextual and seman-
tic reasoning. This benchmark is where most models en-
counter the most difficulty. On other easier benchmarks,
the advantages of our models are even more pronounced
(see Appendix for details).

Model versions and baselines. We consider a variety of
RWKV models that are appropriate for edge (or resource
constrained) devices that RWKV were designed for. Ta-
ble 6 listed these variants as well as their hyperparametres.
Specifically, we compare the following implementations.

• RWKV-vanilla: the RWKV (v5) checkpoints released
by the authors; unmodified.
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Figure 4: Accuracy & memory footprint comparison be-
tween RWKV and transformer models. RWKV-ours has
smaller memory footprint than other models and still main-
tain the comparable accuracy on both loading strategies.
All models are FP16.

• RWKV-ours: we take RWKV-vanilla, modify their ar-
chitectures to ours, and continue to pre-train the models
on the aforementioned Pile dataset (not any specific down-
stream tasks). We update all the model parameters as we
want the altered models to recover their accuracy; empiri-
cally, we find that frozen model parts result in inferior ac-
curacy.

We further compare to the following transformer models
of similar sizes and FLOPs requirements (also listed in Ta-
ble 6): OPT (Zhang et al., 2022), GPT-Neo (Black et al.,
2021), and smaller variants of Llama (Miao et al., 2024;
mic; Zhang et al., 2024).

Inference. We execute inference with FP16 and INT8
and apply the optimal thresholds for our techniques to our
models. For instance, we use the ensemble predictors and
appropriate thresholds for them, depending on the model
size. For a metric, we use token-per-second (TPS), which is
a typical performance metric for text generation. To verify
our effective models, we deploy them and measure their
performance on two edge platforms, listed in Table 3.

6.2. Model Memory footprint

We consider a model’s memory footprint as its maximum
memory usage during model inference. Results in Figure 4
show that we significantly reduce memory footprint, while
incurring little or no reduction in the inference accuracy
that is defined by the benchmark tasks, e.g., accuracy de-
fined in a word prediction task. Our techniques also pre-
serve model perplexity, which measures the model output
fluency or coherence; see Appendix A for details.

We characterize a model’s memory footprint under pop-
ular model loading strategies: (1) full loading: a main-
stream approach adopted by ML inference on the edge: as
the inference code launches, it loads all the model param-
eters into the memory, and therefore avoids any disk IO
at inference time; with our techniques, full loading would
load all the weights except those in embedding, FFNs (in
channel-mix), and classification head, which are managed
by our proposed techniques in Section 4.2–4.3. (2) lay-
erwise loading: an approach for more aggressive memory
reduction: the inference code loads layer N+1 while exe-
cuting layer N; this shrinks the memory footprint but nev-
ertheless incurs high delays in disk IO at inference time.

Figure 4 shows that RWKV-ours , compared to RWKV-
vanilla , reduces the memory for full loading by 4x on av-
erage, and for layerwise loading by 5x on average. Mean-
while, RWKV-ours only experiences little accuracy drop,
around 3.8pp and 4.9pp for small, and medium models, re-
spectively.

Figure 5 further breaks down our memory footprint by
model components. Across all model sizes, our techniques
(SVD and sparsity) significantly reduce the memory foot-
print of RWKV blocks, by 2.5x for the time-mix and 3.6x
for the channel-mix. In particular, for tiny and small mod-
els where the embedding and head layers are major mem-
ory consumers, our clustered head reduces memory usage
by 6.7x by loading only relevant weight clusters for pre-
dicted output tokens, and our embedding cache reduces
memory by more than an order of magnitude by only load-
ing embeddings for tokens in the context. Without these
two optimizations (and only with SVD and sparsity), we
would not see much memory reduction for smaller models.

Comparison to Transformer models Our RWKV models
demonstrate a clear advantage against transformer models
in terms of memory efficiency. Results are shown in Fig-
ure 4(a) and (b). Note that this comparison favors trans-
formers by not counting their KV cache sizes; RWKV
maintains compact, O(1) memory states across timesteps,
and therefore does not require KV caches by design.

At similar accuracy levels, RWKV-ours consume 3x less
memory than transformer models, as exemplified by our
medium model (the rightmost ) vs. Llama (the right most
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Figure 5: Breakdown of full loading on RWKV models.
Our models have significant reduction in all components
e.g., embedding, time/channel-mix, and head.

) in the figures. With similar memory footprints, RWKV-
ours achieves much higher accuracy than transformers, as
shown by RWKV-ours vs. GPT-neo or Llama in the fig-
ures. Much of the benefit comes from our techinques in-
stead of RWKV itself: RWKV-vanilla, without our opti-
mzations, would see lower or marginal memory savings,
as shown by RWKV-vanilla vs. OPT or GPT-neo in the
figures.

Compatibility with quantization Our optimizations com-
plement model quantization effectively. Combined with a
popular quantization scheme INT8, this results in a 10x re-
duction in memory footprint on average across different pa-
rameter sizes (of which 2x from quantization and around 5x
from our optimizations).

To demonstrate this, we compare RWKV-vanilla and
RWKV-ours, both before and after quantization. As shown
in Figure 6, RWKV-ours benefits from INT8 quantization
by reducing memory usage by roughly 2x while incur-
ring minimal in accuracy (less than 1pp on both small and
medium models). This indicates that RWKV-ours is as ro-
bust, if not more so, to quantization compared to RWKV-
vanilla, which sees an average loss of 1.5pp across different
parameter sizes.

6.3. Inference speed

Our memory optimization does not slow down inference
much compared to RWKV-vanilla. As shown in Figure 7a,
running FP16 small and medium models, RWKV-ours see
a slight TPS drop or no degradation (5% drop and 20% in-
crease for each model); on tiny model, the drop is more
noticeable (29%). The major factor of such slowdown,
as illustrated in Figure 7b, comes from the clustered head
layer, which does gather-scatter operations on pseudo log-
its (lower parallelism, memory latency bound) in lieu of a
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Figure 6: Comparison of accuracy and memory usage be-
tween float16 and int8 for RWKV models. Our models are
complement to quantization without a significant perfor-
mance drop.

full matrix multiplication (regular parallelism). As model
sizes increase, the overhead of clustered head is dwarfed
by those of RWKV blocks, diminishing the gap in infer-
ence speeds.

For INT8 inference, RWKV-ours and vanilla show simi-
lar inference speeds to the FP16 inference with minor TPS
drops. Note that this is a remarkable achievement thanks
to our NEON kernels; Turning off the kernels leads a detri-
mental effect on the speed (10x slower). As shown in Fig-
ure 7a, all sizes from tiny to medium RWKV-ours show a
minor decrease in TPS, which is 7%, 9%, and 5%, respec-
tively. RWKV-vanillas show similar performance drops
(10% and 9%) on small and medium models; on the con-
trary, running the tiny vanilla results in a drop in 40% TPS.
These performance drops in INT8 compared to FP16 are
due to under-optimization, e.g., cache alignment for a spe-
cific instruction. We will plan to close this gap in future
work.

Inference: Transformer vs. RWKV. RWKV-ours have
slight drops or no degradation in token-per-second (TPS) at
similar accuracy levels, such as for medium and small mod-
els. While RWKV-vanilla has higher accuracy than any

8
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Figure 7: (a) Comparison of TPS between RWKV-vanilla
and RWKV-ours on rpi5 and opi2w. RWKV-ours exhibits a
slight loss, compared to RWKV-vanilla. This loss becomes
minor in the small model. (b) Breakdown of RWKV-
vanilla/ours inference time on rpi5. The head layer is the
main difference between vanilla and ours; additionally, its
layer becomes smaller on larger models while other layers
remain the same.

other models, its benefits in memory reduction and TPS are
minor. As demonstrated in Figure 8, RWKV-ours results in
19% drops and 7% gains in TPS on average, compared to
other small and medium transformer models on the rpi5;
by contrast, executing our tiny model drops 28%. This is
understandable because our models require more GFLOPs
due to additional multiplications induced by our augmented
layers. While RWKV-ours have little benefits on TPS, our
models are more optimal other transformer models with a
similar or higher accuracy and huge amount of memory
savings. On the opi2w, we found that tendencies of the
resultant numbers are very homogeneous to those of rpi5;
therefore, we omit its description.

Energy consumption RWKV-ours consume slightly more
energy per inference, compared to RWKV-vanilla. As mea-
sured using a USB power meter, both variants, during ac-
tive inference, draw the same device power (around 6.5
Watts for Rpi5). Hence, the total energy consumption is
proportional to the time taken to generate a certain num-
ber of tokens, with RWKV-ours consuming approximately
10% more energy on the small models (e.g., 214J vs 195J
for 200 tokens)
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Figure 8: Model comparison between transformer and
RWKV models on both CPU platforms. The model sizes
are medium, small, and tiny from left to right. RWKV-ours
are the optimal models among displayed models consider-
ing all crucial metrics e.g., accuracy, peak memory usage,
and TPS.

6.4. Ablation study

We conduct ablation study to evaluate individual effective-
ness of each technique. For SVD, we apply k = 8 factor
to decompose the weight matrices; for the clustering and
sparsity predictor, we set appropriate thresholds and bits
for each model size to achieve the best accuracy.

Our optimizations impact on accuracy As shown in Ta-
ble 4, we observe that the ablated models show a slight drop
in accuracy compared to RWKV-vanilla; The losses are
1.3pp, 0.7pp and 2pp from tiny, small and medium mod-
els, respectively; the numbers are averaged across ablated
models in the same parameter sizes. Overall, among the
three optimizations, SVD has the highest impact on model
accuracy while Sparsity shows the least. Notably, the accu-
racy of the SVD-ablated models are closely aligned with
the vanilla models. This is reasonable because ablating
SVD essentially reverts the models to their vanilla coun-
terparts. Considering that the memory efficiency from CLS
diminishes as the model layers and dimensions scale up, we
disable CLS for medium or larger models. For a detailed
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Table 4: Accuracy of ablated models. Benchmark: OpenAI
lambada. A component column refers to the model with all
components except the specified component. Ablated mod-
els have slight drops in accuracy; yet, having more memory
usage than full models (all). (SVD = Singular Value De-
composition, CLS = the clustered head, Sparse = sparsity
predictors)

Model Tiny Small Medium 

RWKV-vanilla 0.38 0.54 0.66 

R
W

K
V

-

o
u

rs
 

SVD 0.37 0.54 0.64 

CLS  0.36 0.53 0.64 

Spase 0.36 0.53 0.64 

All 0.37 0.53 0.64 

  

breakdown of individual memory efficiency, we refer to the
contents presented in Figure 5.

6.5. Sensitive analysis

SVD as a suitable architecture for pretraining. We
test the idea, Eq 2, in section 4.1: replacing W ∈ RD×D

projection matrices with their SVD decomposition format,
which is further enhanced with non-linearity, composed by
full-rank, diagonal matrices. We initialize such a model
architecture from scratch and pretrain them with the Pile
datasets. We named these models, pretrained by us from
scratch, as “in-house” checkpoints: inhouse-vanilla: mod-
els in the vanilla architecture without our optimiziations.
inhouse-ours: model architectures with our optimizations.

As Figure 9 shows, the comparison between inhouse-
vanilla and inhouse-ours manifests that the SVD can be
a suitable choice. While reducing the parameters of project
matrices by 4x (and the total model sizes by 4.8x–3.5x,
ranging from tiny to medium models), the total accuracy
sees, rather, slight gains: 1.4pp on average. The addi-
tional FLOPS required by SVD (at inference time) is also
negligible: as shown in Figure 10, inhouse-ours is only
13.7% slower than inhouse-vanilla on average on rpi5, and
20% slower on opi2w. Furthermore, we observed little to
none training throughput difference on these two inhouse-
vanilla and inhouse-ours. This suggest that SVD should
be considered as a “free” size optimization for pretraining
RWKV models.

We notice an important caveat, though. inhouse-vanilla,
with our trainig budget and datasets, fall under the ac-
curacy of the official checkpoints (for instance, on lam-
bada openai, inhouse-vanilla show lower accuracy by
7.7pp from tiny to medium models. Full results are in the
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Figure 9: Accuracy & peak memory usage comparison of
inhouse RWKV models. inhouse-ours has smaller mem-
ory footprint than inhouse-vanilla models and still main-
tain the comparable accuracy on both loading strategies.

appendix. We attribute the reason as the official check-
points were trained for far more tokens (1.12 T, 5x more
than ours) and datasets (RWKV authors disclosed their
choices of their training data, but not the exact ratios or
scripts (Peng et al., 2023)).

The choice of low-rank approximation factors We tested
aggressive (16x) and light (4x) SVD decomposition fac-
tors to find the optimal balance between memory efficiency
and accuracy. We find that the 16x factor results in detri-
mental accuracy; on the contrary, the light decomposition
(4x) brings a slight or no accuracy improvement, com-
pared to 8x default decomposition. In detail, 16x shows
significant drops: 2.85pp for the tiny model, 11pp for the
small model, and 29pp for the medium model; 4x models
achieve very similar accuracy to 8x with less than 1pp. For
the light decomposition, albeit comparable accuracy, it still
provides complementary benefits with quantization regard-
ing to memory efficiency.

A variety of sparsity predictors We find that a
deeply quantized predictor (1-bit), when ensembled with
a learning-based MLP, can provide the best of both worlds:
small predictor size and high neuron recall. This combina-
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Figure 11: Accuracy and sparsity rate achieved by the
ground-truth (GT) and quantized predictors (n-bit). Bench-
mark: lambada openai

tion outperforms using either the MLP or a larger quantized
predictor (e.g., 4-bit) alone.

To show this, we study a range of sparsity predictors and
their ensembles on our small model by executing inference
for the OpenAI benchmark. As illustrated in Figure 11,
n-bit quantized networks, which constitute 1/n of the orig-
inal FP16 FFN size, can predict the sparsity rate and ac-
curacy close to the ground truth (83% vs 85%), while ag-
gressive quantized networks (1/2-bits) lose their accuracy
by a half of that of 4-bit network despite their similar spar-
sity rate. However, we found that these accuracy losses
from heavy quantization can be mitigated by ensembling
the quantized predictor and MLP. Specifically, one such
ensemble (1-bit and MLP) leads to losing minor accuracy
degradation (1.7pp) and having less memory usage due to
aggressive quantization, compared to the sole 4-bit quan-
tized network. This indicates that the 4-bit predictor w/o
MLP is more accurate, while the 1-bit predictor w/ MLP is
more memory efficient, which suggests that the choice of
predictor depends on the user’s priorities, whether favoring
memory reduction or higher accuracy, and highlights the
trade-off between these two factors.

The number of clusters We find that applying appropri-
ate thresholds for the clustered head is crucial to achieve
the best accuracy and memory efficiency. To find out its
implication, we varied its threshold to load more (0.99) or

less (0.85) number of clusters; our default is 0.95, which
is empricially determined at best. We observe that 0.85
reduces the memory usage by 2x, yet dropping 10pp in
accuracy. Conversely, increasing the value to 0.99 loads
2x more clusters, which volumes the memory usage up by
2x; yet, this improves 1.5pp in accuracy. Note that the de-
scribed memory usage is derived from only the clustered
head size, not from the entire model. Our results implicate
that the number of clusters should be carefully determined
to balance the trade-off between the memory usage and the
accuracy. Finally, we observe that the inference time is not
much affected by the number of clusters.

7. Conclusions
In this study, we present RWKV-edge, a suite of efficient
compression techniques for RWKV models, which are eas-
ily deployable and runnable on edge devices such as Rasp-
berry Pi 5. RWKV-edge primarily incorporates SVD, en-
semble sparsity predictors, and clustered head. By ap-
plying those compressing techniques, RWKV models can
achieve a reduction of 4.95x–3.8x in memory usage while
losing only 2.95pp in accuracy compared to the vanilla
models. Although RWKV-edge introduces computational
overheads, we demonstrate that these overheads are negli-
gible for deployment on edge devices.
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A. Additional evaluation
We report our full evaluations on the official and our models here.

Table 5: A collection of benchmark tasks for the model evaluation. Tasks are popularly used in the LLM evaluation.

Tasks Description 

Lambada Evaluate a model’s comprehension of long-range contextual understanding 

Hellaswag Evaluate commonsense reasoning and contextual understanding 

Winogrande Evaluate challenging commonsense reasoning  

piqa Evaluate physical commonsense knowledge 

Siqa Evaluate commonsense reasoning about social interactions 

Arc Evaluate elementary and middle school science exams 

openbookqa Evaluate science knowledge and reasoning. 

 

Table 6: Benchmark results for all models (acc = accuracy, ppl = perplexity).

model 
lambada_openai lambada_standard hellaswag winogrande piqa siqa arc openbookqa 

ppl acc ppl acc acc acc acc acc easy (acc) hard (acc) acc 

rwkv-vanilla tiny 22.81 0.38 75.68 0.26 0.29 0.53 0.61 0.76 0.44 0.19 0.16 

small 8.8 0.54 14.9 0.46 0.33 0.53 0.66 0.86 0.53 0.24 0.20 

medium 5.1 0.65 6.9 0.57 0.42 0.59 0.71 0.89 0.64 0.29 0.26 

rwkv-ours small 10.0 0.53 19.52 0.40 0.35 0.53 0.67 0.83 0.52 0.23 0.21 

medium 5.7 0.63 8.4 0.54 0.43 0.57 0.73 0.85 0.58 0.28 0.26 

inhouse-vanilla tiny 25.74 0.37 96.67 0.24 0.30 0.51 0.65 0.74 0.46 0.19 0.18 

small 11.05 0.49 25.26 0.38 0.35 0.53 0.69 0.80 0.52 0.22 0.19 

medium 9.26 0.53 19.86 0.41 0.37 0.53 0.70 0.80 0.54 0.23 0.21 

inhouse-ours tiny 29.17 0.35 143 0.2 0.29 0.51 0.63 0.76 0.46 0.19 0.16 

small 12.55 0.48 30.53 0.35 0.33 0.51 0.69 0.78 0.51 0.21 0.18 

medium 10.59 0.51 23.95 0.38 0.34 0.52 0.68 0.81 0.53 0.23 0.19 

 

B. Background

Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) SVD is one of the low-rank factorizations to approximate an original weight matrix
with standard factorization. It decomposes the matrix into three matrices (U,Σ, V ) and multiplies them to approximate the
original one with fewer total parameters.

Given a matrix W ∈ RM×N , SVD reconstructs it as follows:

W ≈ UΣV T (10)

where U ∈ RM×r, V ∈ RN×r, and r is a target rank for SVD. Σ is a diagonal matrix of non-zero singular values
diag(σ1, ..., σr), where σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ ... ≥ σr ≥ ... ≥ σk > 0, and k is the rank of matrix W . Setting zeros to σr+1, ..., σk

achieves the low-rank approximation.
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