
TWO VARIATIONS ON THE XTRACE ALGORITHM
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Abstract: This paper studies two potential modifications of XTrace (Epperly et

al., SIMAX 45(1):1-23, 2024), a randomized algorithm for estimating the trace of a

matrix. The first is a variance reduction step that averages the output of XTrace over

right-multiplications of the test vectors by random orthogonal matrices. The second

is to form a low-rank approximation to the matrix using the whole Krylov space

produced by the test vectors, rather than the output of a single power iteration as is

used by XTrace. Experiments on synthetic data show that the first modification offers

only slight benefits in practice, while the second can lead to significant improvements

depending on the spectrum of the matrix.

1. Introduction. We’d like to estimate the trace of a matrix A ∈ RN×N which
can be accessed only via matrix-vector products (matvecs) ω 7→ Aω. One simple
method is to use the Girard-Hutchinson estimator [5]: if ω satisfies E[ωωT ] = IN ,
then

E[ωTAω] = E[tr(AωωT )] = tr(A · E[ωωT ]) = tr(A).

More sophisticated methods reduce the variance of the estimator by constructing a
low-rank approximation A ≈ QQTA and using the identity

tr(A) = tr(QTAQ) + E[ωT (I−QQT )A(I−QQT )ω].

For a little extra variance reduction, Epperly et al. [2] recommend a normalization
step: first, draw the vectors from a spherically symmetric distribution such as ω ∼
N (0, IN ). Then, rescale the vectors (I−QQT )ω to have norm

√
N − rank(Q).

Meyer et al. [8] showed that when A is positive definite, it suffices to compute Q
from a single power iteration Q = orth(AΩ). However, to näıvely use the same set
of test vectors Ω for both the low-rank approximation Q and the Girard-Hutchinson
estimator would produce a biased estimate. One solution is to use different sets of
test vectors Ω1 and Ω2 for each step: in [8, Alg. 1] Ω1 and Ω2 are set to have the
same number of columns, and Persson et al. [10] propose an adaptive method to more
efficiently allocate the test vectors.

Epperly et al. [2] made the key insight that no such compromise is needed. Their
XTrace estimator uses all of the test vectors for both low-rank approximation and
the Girard-Hutchinson estimator, using a leave-one-out technique to ensure that the
estimator remains unbiased. Algorithm 1.1 provides a simple implementation; the
authors also show how to compute each of the bases Q(i) efficiently so that, for m
test vectors, the overall method requires only O(m2N) operations besides the matvecs
Ω 7→ AΩ.

1.1. Contributions. This paper proposes two modifications to the XTrace es-
timator that will further reduce its variance without adding bias.

1. Average the output of XTrace over multiple random rotations Ω 7→ ΩU.
2. Orthogonalize each ωi against [(AΩ)−i, Ω−i], not just (AΩ)−i.

Neither of these proposals requires any additional matvecs with A.
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Algorithm 1.1 XTrace: näıve implementation (with normalization) [2]

Input: Matrix A ∈ RN×N ; number of test vectors m

Output: Approximation to tr(A)

1: Sample i.i.d. ω1, . . . ,ωm ∼ N (0, IN )

2: Y = AΩ {Ω = [ω1, . . . ,ωm]}
3: for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m do

4: Compute an orthonormal basis Q(i) for Y−i {Remove ith column of Y}
5: µ = (I−Q(i)Q

T
(i))ωi

6: ν =
√
N − rank(Q(i)) · µ/∥µ∥2 {Normalization}

7: t̂ri = tr(QT
(i)AQ(i)) + νTAν

8: end for

9: return 1
m

∑m
i=1 t̂ri

We also consider the more general question: what invariance properties must
an optimal trace estimator have? For the purposes of this paper, a trace estimator
estA(·) could be called “optimal” if it is admissible within the class

(1.1) F := {g(Ω,AΩ,A2Ω) : E[g(Ω,AΩ,A2Ω)] = tr(A)}.

That is, estA(·) ∈ F , and there is no other estimator est′A(·) satisfying Var(est′A(Ω)) ≤
Var(estA(Ω)) for all A, with strict inequality for at least one A.

We observe that such an estimator must be basis-invariant in that it can be
expressed as a function of R(Ω), and we show in Theorem 3.5 that our modified
algorithm has certain invariance properties that XTrace does not.

Algorithm 1.2 XTrace-Full: näıve implementation

Input: Matrix A ∈ RN×N ; number of test vectors m

Output: Approximation to tr(A)

1: Sample i.i.d. ω1, . . . ,ωm ∼ N (0, IN )

2: Y = AΩ {Ω = [ω1, . . . ,ωm]}
3: for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m do

4: Compute an orthonormal basis Q(i) for [Y−i, Ω−i]

5: µ = (I−Q(i)Q
T
(i))ωi

6: ν =
√
N − rank(Q(i)) · µ/∥µ∥2 {Normalization}

7: t̂ri = tr(QT
(i)AQ(i)) + νTAν

8: end for

9: return 1
m

∑m
i=1 t̂ri

1.2. Related work and commentary on optimality conditions. It is worth
mentioning that a variety of trace estimators exist that are not in the class of functions
defined in (1.1).

First, we could permit biased estimators, comparing them by mean-squared error
instead of variance. One such estimator follows from the Variance-reduced Stochastic
Lanczos Quadrature proposed by Bhattacharjee et al. [1, Thm. 5], which constructs a
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Krylov space and deflates sufficiently-converged eigenvalues, resulting in a very small
but nonzero bias. More generally, when computing the trace of some matrix function
such as f(A) = A−1 or exp(A), it is common to approximate the function using
Chebyshev polynomials or quadrature. Truly unbiased estimators exist [11], but have
not gotten much attention in the literature on trace estimation.

Second, the requirement that A be accessible strictly through matvecs precludes
probing methods, which in addition to applying matvecs will partition sparse matrices
using graph-coloring algorithms (see [4] and the references therein). It also precludes
multilevel methods such as in Frommer et al. [3], which are effective when f(A) can
be approximated using a multigrid hierarchy.

Third, we could consider adaptive methods for choosing how to apply the matvecs:
given a budget on the number of matvecs, matrix loads, and memory, one could define

estA(Ω) = g(Y0,Y1, . . . ,Yq−1),

where Y0 = Ω, Y1 = A · g1(Y0), Y2 = A · g2(Y0,Y1), and so on. This function
class would be broad enough to accommodate the adaptive method proposed in [10],
or the multi-polynomial method in [6] which approximates f(A) using polynomials
of varying degree.

1.3. XTrace is not rotation-invariant. The XTrace estimator is symmetric
with respect to the test vectors ω1, . . . ,ωm. Epperly et al., citing Halmos [7], note that
any minimum-variance unbiased trace estimator must have this property. However,
XTrace is not invariant under arbitrary rotations Ω 7→ ΩU. For a reproducible
example, consider the inputs

A =


5 0 0 0 0
0 4 0 0 0
0 0 3 0 0
0 0 0 2 0
0 0 0 0 1

 , Ω =


1 0
0 1/2
0 1/2
0 1/2
0 1/2

 , Uθ =

[
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

]
.

Figure 1.1 shows the output of Algorithm 1.1 when the random samples are replaced
by ΩUθ. As θ ranges over [0, π/2], the trace estimate oscillates. Thus by taking the
average output over θ, we could obtain an estimator with lower variance.

1.4. Organization. The rest of this paper is organized as follows: section 3 dis-
cusses the invariance properties of various trace estimators and proposes our modified
estimator XTraceFull (Algorithm 1.2). Section 4 derives an efficient implementa-
tion (Algorithm 4.1). Section 5 presents the results of some numerical experiments.
Section 6 offers concluding remarks and some avenues for future work.

2. Notation. For a matrix X, X−i denotes X but with the ith column removed
and R(X) denotes the column space of X. The vector ei is the ith standard basis
vector. X† is the Moore-Penrose inverse, equal to (XTX)−1XT when X has full
column rank. X⊗Y is the Kronecker product of X and Y, having (i, j) block entry
equal to XijY.

A “random orthogonal” matrix always means one sampled from the Haar distri-
bution. N (0, IN ) is the standard multivariate Gaussian distribution, and χ2

N is the
chi-squared distribution with N degrees of freedom.
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Fig. 1.1: The output of XTrace is not invariant under arbitrary rotations Ω 7→ ΩU.

3. Basis-invariant estimators. Let estA(Ω) be a trace estimator with finite
variance. The law of total variance states that

Var(estA(Ω)) = E[Var(estA(Ω)|R(Ω))] + Var (E[estA(Ω)|R(Ω)]) ,

and the law of total expectation states that

E[E[estA(Ω)|R(Ω)]] = E[estA(Ω)].

Therefore, by conditioning on R(Ω) and taking expectations, we can obtain an esti-
mator with the same expectation and lesser-or-equal variance. Such an estimator is
also basis-invariant: it depends only on R(Ω), and transformations Ω 7→ ΩB will not
affect the output for any invertible matrix B.

When Ω has i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries, we can use a standard result about
the distributions of such matrices [9] to express the conditional expectation in a cleaner
form.

Lemma 3.1. If Ω ∈ RN×m has i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries, then it has distribution equal
to a product of three independent terms QUR, where

• Q ∈ RN×m has orthonormal columns and is Haar-distributed on the Stiefel
manifold Vm(RN );

• U ∈ Rm×m is orthogonal and Haar-distributed;
• R is upper triangular with independent entries Rii ∼ χ2

N−i+1, Rij ∼ N (0, 1),
and consequently E[RTR] = N · Im.

Furthermore, conditioning on R(Ω) is equivalent to conditioning on Q.

Thus in principle, we could always estimate E[estA(Ω)|R(Ω)] by fixing an or-
thonormal basis Q for R(Ω) and repeatedly sampling estA(QUR) for random U and
R. Depending on the estimator, it may be possible to simplify the expression further.
In the case of the plain Girard-Hutchinson estimator, for example, we can compute
the conditional expectation exactly.

Theorem 3.2. If Ω ∈ RN×m has i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries and Q is any orthonormal
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basis for R(Ω), then

E
[
1
m tr(ΩTAΩ)|R(Q)

]
= N

m tr(QTAQ).

Proof. By Lemma 3.1 and the law of total expectation, we find that

E
[
1
m tr(ΩTAΩ)|R(Ω)

]
= 1

mE[tr(RTUTQTAQUR)|Q]

= 1
m tr(QTAQ · E[URRTUT ])

= 1
m tr(QTAQ · E[E[URRTUT |R]])

= 1
m tr

(
QTAQ · E

[
1
m tr(RRT )Im

])
= 1

m2 tr
(
QTAQ

)
· E
[
tr(RTR)

]
= 1

m2 tr
(
QTAQ

)
· E
[
∥Ω∥2F

]
= 1

m2 tr
(
QTAQ

)
·mN

= N
m tr(QTAQ).

In the above, we used the fact that E[UMUT ] = 1
m tr(M)Im for symmetric M, and

the linear and cyclic properties of the trace operator.

It is already generally known that first orthogonalizing Ω slightly reduces the vari-
ance of the Girard-Hutchinson estimator; this proof frames that result in terms of
conditional expectations.

3.1. Application to XTrace. For XTrace, on the other hand, some numerical
experiments suggest that

(3.1) E[XTraceA(QUR)|Q)] ̸= E[XTraceA(QU)|Q)]

in general. If so, then there is no result for XTrace exactly analogous to Theorem 3.2
which by taking expectations removes the dependence on R entirely.

There is, however, an analogous result for XTraceFull. To derive it, we introduce
Algorithm 3.2 as a computational primitive called LeaveOneOutFull. It uses the first
m − 1 columns of Ω for deflation, and reserves the final column for the Girard-
Hutchinson estimator. XTraceFull is then the average of LeaveOneOutFull over all
column permutations Ω 7→ ΩΠ. Similarly, Algorithm 3.1 describes a computational
primitive LeaveOneOut for XTrace.

Lemma 3.3. For orthogonal U and fixed Ω, the value of the functions

U 7→ LeaveOneOutFullA(ΩU),

U 7→ LeaveOneOutA(ΩU)

depend only on the final column of U.

Proof. Let u be the final column of U. Since

R ((AΩU)−m) = R
(
AΩU(I− emeTm)

)
= R

(
AΩ(I− uuT )U

)
= R

(
AΩ(I− uuT )

)
,

and similarly for R ((ΩU)−m), the range of the orthonormal basis Q computed by
Algorithm 3.2 or Algorithm 3.1 is determined entirely by u for any given Ω. After
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that, the algorithms compute

µ = (I−QQT )ΩUem = (I−QQT )Ωu,

which again depends only on u.

Lemma 3.4. For any invertible block upper triangular matrix R with block sizes
(m− 1, 1),

LeaveOneOutFullA(Ω) = LeaveOneOutFullA(ΩR).

This result does not hold for LeaveOneOut.

Proof. Algorithm 3.2 effectively computes the unpivoted QR factorization

[AΩ−m, Ω] = [Q, µ]R̂.

The transformation Ω 7→ ΩR does not alter either R(Q) or R(µ), and so the output
of Algorithm 3.2 is unchanged. The same cannot be said of Algorithm 3.1 because

R([AΩ−m, Ωen]) ̸= R([AΩ−m, Ωr])

for general nonzero vectors r.

We are now set up to provide our main result about XTraceFull.

Theorem 3.5. If Ω ∈ RN×m has i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries and Q is any orthonormal
basis for R(Ω), then

E[XTraceFullA(Ω)|R(Ω)] = E[LeaveOneOutFullA(QU)|Q]

= E[XTraceFullA(QU)|Q],

for random orthogonal U. The value of LeaveOneOutFullA(QU) depends only on Q
and the last column of U.

Proof. Let Π be a random permutation. Use, in order, the fact that Ω and ΩΠ
have the same distribution conditional on R(Ω), Lemma 3.1, and Lemma 3.4:

E[XTraceFullA(Ω)|R(Ω)] = E[E[LeaveOneOutFullA(ΩΠ)|Ω]|R(Ω)]

= E[LeaveOneOutFullA(Ω)|R(Ω)]

= E[LeaveOneOutFullA(QUR)|Q]

= E[LeaveOneOutFullA(QU)|Q].

The second equality follows from the fact that U and UΠ have the same distribution:

E[XTraceFullA(QU)|Q] = E[E[LeaveOneOutFullA(QUΠ)|Q,U]|Q]

= E[LeaveOneOutFullA(QU)|Q].

The final claim is just restating the result of Lemma 3.3.

Thus for LeaveOneOutFull, as for the plain Girard-Hutchinson estimator in Theo-
rem 3.2, the expected output conditional on R(Ω) can be expressed in a form that
makes no reference to the triangular factor R.
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3.2. Sampling strategies. To compute E[XTraceFullA(QU)|Q] or estimate
it, there are a few options worth considering:

• Express E[LeaveOneOutA(QU)|Q] as an integral over the sphere Sm−1 and
compute it via quadrature. This is feasible if the number of test vectors m is
very small (say, 2 ≤ m ≤ 4).

• Approximate E[LeaveOneOutA(QU)|Q] by sampling random unit vectors u.
This will come at a marginal cost of O(m2) operations per sample.

• Approximate E[XTraceFullA(QU)|Q] by sampling random orthogonal ma-
trices U. It is plausible that orthonormal vectors will yield negatively corre-
lated estimates, which could make up for the added orthogonalization costs
compared to sampling vectors independently.

• Approximate E[XTraceFullA(QU)|Q] by starting with U = Im and trans-
forming it using a sequence of random Givens rotations (Kac’s random walk)
or Householder reflections.

Implemented properly, the computational cost of any of these methods will be
independent of the dimension N of A.

Algorithm 3.1 LeaveOneOut

Input: Matrix A ∈ RN×N ; test vectors Ω ∈ RN×m

Output: Approximation to tr(A)

1: Compute an orthonormal basis Q for AΩ−m {Remove last column of Y}
2: µ = (I−QQT )Ωem

3: ν =
√
N − rank(Q) · µ/∥µ∥2 {Normalization}

4: return tr(QTAQ) + νTAν

Algorithm 3.2 LeaveOneOutFull

Input: Matrix A ∈ RN×N ; test vectors Ω ∈ RN×m

Output: Approximation to tr(A)

1: Compute an orthonormal basis Q for [AΩ−m, Ω−m]

2: µ = (I−QQT )Ωem

3: ν =
√
N − rank(Q) · µ/∥µ∥2 {Normalization}

4: return tr(QTAQ) + νTAν

4. Practical implementation. This section will cover how to compute the
value of LeaveOneOutA(QU) given the last column u of U. The extension to evalu-
ating XTraceFullA(QU) given a whole matrix U is straightforward.

First, compute the QR factorization

[
Ω AΩ

]
=
[
Q0 Q1

] [R0 M
R1

]
,

and right-multiply both block columns by R−1
0 to get the same factorization over a

different set of starting vectors,

(4.1)
[
Q0 AQ0

]
=
[
Q0 Q1

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Q

[
Im MR−1

0

R1R
−1
0

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

R

.
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Given a vector u, we’d like to cheaply find an orthonormal basis for the reduced
matrix

[
Q0(I− uu†) AQ0(I− uu†)

]
= QR

(
I2m −

[
u

u

] [
u

u

]†)

The two vectors removed from the basis can be expressed in the form QS for some
S ∈ R2m×2, and must satisfy

QS⊥QR

(
I2m −

[
u

u

] [
u

u

]†)

One solution is given by

S = R−T

[
u

u

]
.

Specifically, the first and second columns are the vectors that would be left out by
removing Q0u and AQ0u, respectively, from

[
Q0 AQ0

]
.

The result S does not in general have orthogonal columns, so find the factorization
S = S̃L, where L is lower triangular. Why lower triangular? Because in order to find
µ in Algorithm 3.2, we effectively want the unpivoted QR factorization[

Q0U⊥ AQ0U⊥ Q0u AQ0u
]
=
[
Q(u) µ Qs̃2

]
,

where [U⊥, u] is orthogonal. The final column Qs̃2 is the result of orthogonalizing
AQ0u against all the other columns, and so will be parallel to Qs2. But we don’t
want to orthogonalize Q0u against all other columns, just the ones that form Q(u).
So to find µ (parallel to Qs̃1), we have to orthogonalize s1 against s̃2.

Now to compute the trace estimate. As a preprocessing step, define

(4.2) H := QTAQ,

noting that the first m columns of H were already computed in (4.1). We then find
that

t̂ru = tr(QT
(u)AQ(u)) + νTAν

= tr
(
AQ(I− S̃S̃T )QT

)
+ (N − rank(Q)) · s̃T1 QTAQs̃1

= tr(H)− tr
(
S̃THS̃

)
+ (N − rank(Q)) · s̃T1 Hs̃1

= tr(H)− s̃T2 Hs̃2 + (N − rank(Q)− 1) · s̃T1 Hs̃1.

The end result is presented as Algorithm 4.1, where the outer loop averages the
result over multiple random rotations Ω 7→ ΩU. As with XTrace, the loops can be
eliminated through vectorization, unless the samples are being computed iteratively
via Givens rotations or Householder reflections as mentioned in subsection 3.2. In the
latter case, only the inner loop can be eliminated.

5. Numerical experiments. This section presents a comparison of the esti-
mators XTrace and XTraceFull (both with and without resampling) on a variety of
synthetic examples. In all cases we fix the matrix dimension N = 1000, sample Ω
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Algorithm 4.1 XTrace-Full: Efficient implementation

Input: Matrix A ∈ RN×N ; number of test vectors m, resampling number k

Output: Approximation to tr(A)

1: Sample Ω ∈ RN×m with i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries

2: Compute an orthonormal basis Q0 for Ω

3: QR factorization [Q0, AQ0] = QR {See (4.1)}
4: H = QTAQ {Entries overlap with R}
5: for j = 1, 2, . . . , k do

6: Sample random orthogonal U ∈ Rm×m {O(m3) operations}
7: for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m do

8: u = Uei

9: Compute S = R−T (I2 ⊗ u) {O(m2) operations}
10: QL factorization S = S̃L {O(m) operations}
11: t̂rij = tr(H)− s̃T2 Hs̃2 + (N − rank(Q)− 1) · s̃T1 Hs̃1 {O(m2) operations}
12: end for

13: end for

14: return 1
mk

∑k
j=1

∑m
i=1 t̂rij

with i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries, and report the root-mean-squared relative error over 1000
trials. For each trial, each estimator will use the same set of test vectors Ω. The vari-
ant of XTraceFull with resampling will right-multiply Ω by 25 randomly sampled
orthogonal matrices, the first of which will always be the identity matrix. Code for
XTraceFull is given in listing 1, and the experiments were run using Octave 6.2.0.

We use diagonal matrices with six choices for the eigenvalues λ:
• flat: λ = (3− 2(i− 1)/(N − 1) : i = 1, 2, . . . , N);
• poly: λ = (i−2 : i = 1, 2, . . . , N);
• inv-poly: λ = (2− i−2 : i = 1, 2, . . . , N);
• exp: λ = (0.7i : i = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1);
• step: λ = (1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸

50 times

, 10−3, . . . , 10−3︸ ︷︷ ︸
N−50 times

);

• step-decay: λ = (1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
50 times

, 51−2, . . . , N−2).

Results are presented in Figure 5.1. For four of the six examples, the results
are largely the same for all three methods. For the other two, inv-poly and step,
XTraceFull performs significantly better than XTrace. In the first case, it is because
the outlying eigenvalues are the ones closer to zero, which the Krylov space [Ω,AΩ]
can detect significantly better than the space AΩ can. The second case is due to the
lagging eigenvalues being precisely equal to one another, in which case a sufficiently
large Krylov space captures the leading eigenvalues perfectly. When the lagging val-
ues are modified to decay slowly (example step-decay), the difference between the
methods vanishes.

Figure 5.2 presents a closer view of the effect of resampling ΩU for random
orthogonal matrices U. In both cases shown, poly and exp, the benefit of resampling
is small but nonzero. For the case poly in particular, the benefit appears when the
number of test vectors m is very small, but diminishes as m increases.
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6. Conclusion and future work. We have proposed two changes to XTrace

that will reduce its variance without adding bias or requiring any additional matrix-
vector products. In practice, the benefits are minor except for matrices with certain
distributions of eigenvalues.

The techniques outlined in section 4 could potentially be extended to cases where
we deflate vectors over a larger Krylov space [Ω,AΩ, . . . ,Aq−1Ω]. This can be useful
in cases where we want to estimate the trace of f(A) and matvecs with f(A) are
approximated by matrix polynomials, e.g., representing the number of triangles in a
graph as tr(A3).
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(a) flat (a) poly

(a) inv-poly (a) exp

(a) step (a) step-decay

Fig. 5.1: Method XTraceFull performed largely the same as XTrace, except in cases
where the full Krylov space could capture the spectrum of A notably better than the
power method.
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(a) poly (a) exp

Fig. 5.2: Resampling by orthogonal rotations ΩU reduces the variance in some cases,
but not by much.

1 function est = xtraceFull(A, Omg , k)

2 % A: the matrix whose trace is to be estimated

3 % Omg: test vectors

4 % k: number of different rotations of Omega to sample (default k=1)

5

6 if nargin < 3

7 k = 1;

8 endif

9 [N, m] = size(Omg);

10

11 cnormc = @(M) M ./ vecnorm(M, 2, 1);

12 diag_prod = @(A, B) sum(conj(A).*B, 1);

13

14 [Q, R] = qr([Omg , A*Omg], 0);

15

16 R(:,m+1:end) = R(:,m+1:end)/R(1:m,1:m);

17 R(1:m,1:m) = eye(m);

18

19 H = [R(:,m+1:end), Q’*(A*Q(:,m+1: end))];

20 UU = eye(2*m);

21

22 for j = 1:k

23 S = cnormc(R’\UU);

24 S(:,1:m) = S(:,1:m) - S(:,m+1:end) .* diag_prod(S(:,m+1: end), S(:,1:

m));

25 S(:,1:m) = cnormc(S(:,1:m));

26

27 dSHS = diag_prod(S, H*S); % Vector of length m+m

28

29 ests(j,:) = trace(H)*ones(1,m) - dSHS(m+1:end) + (N-2*m+1)*dSHS (1:m)

;

30

31 UU = kron(eye(2), orth(randn(m)));

32 endfor

33

34 est = mean(ests (:));

35 end

Listing 1: Matlab code for XTraceFull with resampling
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