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Abstract

We show how rational function approximations to the logarithm, such
as log z ≈ (z2 − 1)/(z2 + 6z + 1), can be turned into fast algorithms for
approximating the determinant of a very large matrix. We empirically
demonstrate that when combined with a good preconditioner, the third
order rational function approximation offers a very good trade-off between
speed and accuracy when measured on matrices coming from Matérn-5/2
and radial basis function Gaussian process kernels. In particular, it is
significantly more accurate on those matrices than the state-of-the-art
stochastic Lanczos quadrature method for approximating determinants
while running at about the same speed.

1 Introduction

The problem of calculating the determinant of a large matrix comes up in nu-
merous fields, including physics [15] and geo-statistics [17]. We are particularly
motivated by its application in the training of Gaussian processes [5], a popular
statistical model for doing non-parameteric inference.

Strassen proved that the computational complexity of calculating the deter-
minant is the same as that of matrix multiplication [19], [18], for which the best
practical algorithms for a n by n matrix are O(n2.807...) [19]. For large matri-
ces, with n > 106, these are prohibitively slow, so we are forced to consider
approximate algorithms, such as those presented in [1], [26], [9], and [21]. All
of these approximate algorithms have time complexity O(n2), as does the one
we present below.

Our approach to estimating determinants is based on the following approx-
imations to log(z) introduced by [12]:
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r1(z) = 2
z − 1

z + 1

r2(z) = 4
z2 − 1

z2 + 6z + 1

r3(z) =
2

3

7z3 + 27z2 − 27z − 7

z3 + 15z2 + 15z + 1

r4(z) =
16

3

z4 + 10z3 − 10z − 1

z4 + 28z3 + 70z2 + 28z + 1

r5(z) =
2

15

43z5 + 825z4 + 1150z3 − 1150z2 − 825z − 43

z5 + 45z4 + 210z3 + 210z2 + 45z + 1

r6(z) =
4

15

23z6 + 708z5 + 2355z4 − 2355z2 − 708z − 23

z6 + 66z5 + 495z4 + 924z3 + 495z2 + 66z1 + 1
(1)

These approximations were chosen as to minimize |zr′(z) − 1| over a real
interval, subject to r(1) = 0, and have several nice properties including rn(z) =
−rn(1/z). A graph of their respective approximation errors to log z is shown
in figure 1. Because the even order approximations r2, r4, . . . offer only small
incremental improvements in accuracy, the rest of this paper focuses on the odd
order approximations r1, r3, and r5.

These rational functions can be directly applied to matrices to obtain ap-
proximations to the matrix logarithm [7]. For example,

r3(M) =
2

3
(7M3 + 27M2 − 27M − 7)(M3 + 15M2 + 15M + 1)−1

Figure 1: log z − ri(z) for the log approximations defined in equation 1.
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is a decent approximation to logM for matrices near the identity. We can then
use the identity

log detM = tr logM

along with Hutchinson’s trick [10]

trA = E[ztAz]

for ”probe” vectors z of i.i.d. random variables with mean 0 and variance 1 to
get the approximation

log detM ≈ (1/n)

n∑
i=1

zi
tr(M)zi

This forms the heart of the method that we present in the next section.

2 Method

The rational functions introduced in the previous section are only accurate
approximations to log on scalar values near 1, so when extending their domain
to matrices, they will be inaccurate if their input has eigenvalues far from 1.
Also, as pointed out by [7], even if a scalar approximation is accurate for all of
the eigenvalues of a matrix, it can still be inaccurate when lifted into a matrix
function if the input matrix has a high condition number.

For both of these reasons, we are motivated to combine our log approxi-
mations with a preconditioner – an easy-to-compute approximation P to the
matrix M with the properties that

• The matrix-vector products Pv and P−1v are easy to compute, preferably
in time closer to O(n) than O(n2),

• detP is easy to compute, and

• MP−1 is closer to the identity than M , and in particular has a lower
condition number.

Given such a preconditioner P , we can calculate log detM as

log detM = log detMP−1P = log detP+log detMP−1 = log detP+tr logMP−1

Beyond the reasons already mentioned, the preconditioner will also help by low-
ering the variance of the trace estimate, as that variance is governed by matrix
norms like the Frobenius norm ||M ||2F =

∑
i,j |Mij |2 which a good precondi-

tioner will also tend to decrease. [16]
The primary preconditioner we use in this work is a randomized, truncated

SVD. This preconditioner was chosen based on the analysis in [23] which shows
that such preconditioners of size l typically reduce the Frobenius norm of M−P
by a factor of l−1/2. Specifically, we use a simplified randomized SVD scheme
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based on Algorithm 5.3 in [8], where we compute a smaller randomized or-
thonormal matrix that approximates the range of M (via Algorithm 4.1), and
construct an SVD based around this smaller matrix.

Given a preconditioner, our log det algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.
It depends on the rational functions rk from the previous section being written
in partial fraction form; those forms are given in table 1. As proved in [12] the
denominators of the rk always have negative real roots (and thus the partial
fraction denominators do as well).

Algorithm 1 The r* algorithm for approximating log detm

Inputs:

• An n by n symmetric positive definite matrix M ,

• A preconditioner P of M ,

• A rational approximation rk to log x given as a partial fraction
rk(x) = b+

∑
j

cj
x−αj

,

• A mean 0, variance 1 distribution D on R, and

• Positive integers s and t.

Start

1. Create s probe vectors {vi ∈ Rn} with entries sampled from D.

2. Run the Lanczos algorithm [14] for t iterations on MP−1 to get
a t by n matrix Q and an t by t tridiagonal matrix T such that

MP−1 ≈ QtTQ

3. For each αj and each probe vector vi, solve the tridiagonal sys-
tem

(T − αi)wi,j = |vi|e1
for wi,j .

End
Output:

log detP +
1

s

∑
i

vi
t

bvi +
∑
j

cjQ
twj


Steps 2 and 3 of Algorithm 1 are in effect a multi-shift solver [11], which

solves the equations
(A+ σjI)xj = b
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r1(x) = 2− 4
x+1

r3(x) =
14
3 − 49.52250037431294

x+13.92820323027551 − 20/9
x+1 − 0.2552774034648563

x+0.0717967697244908

r5(x) =
86
15 − 140.08241129102026

x+39.863458189061411 − 6.1858406006156228
x+3.8518399963191827

− 92/75
x+1 − 0.41692913805732562

x+0.25961618368249978 − 0.088152303639431204
x+0.025085630936916615

Table 1: The partial fraction decompositions of the rational approximations to
log x used in this paper. All decimal values are approximated to 15 places.

for a variety of σj values by approximating A as QtTQ and then manipulating
it as

(QtTQ+ σjI)xj = b

(TQ+ σjQ)xj = Qb

(TQ+ σjQ)xj = |b|e1
(T + σjI)Qxj = |b|e1

xj = |b|Qt(T + σjI)
−1e1

with Qb = |b|e1 coming from the fact that b is fed into the Lanczos algorithm
as the initial direction for the construction of Q.

With that information, we can now justify the algorithm’s output as the
approximation

log detM = log detP + log detMP−1

= log detP + tr logMP−1

≈ log detP + tr r(MP−1)

≈ log detP + tr

bI +
∑
j

(cj(MP−1 − αjI)
−1


≈ log detP + (1/s)

∑
i

vi
t

bI +
∑
j

cj(MP−1 − αjI)
−1

 vi

≈ log detP + (1/s)
∑
i

vi
t

bI +
∑
j

cj(Q
tTQ− αjI)

−1

 vi

≈ log detP + (1/s)
∑
i

vi
t

bvi +
∑
j

cjQ
twi,j


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It is important to leave the bI terms inside the trace estimate when using
Gaussian probe vectors with entries from N(0, 1). This is because the variance
of the trace estimate in that case is governed by the Frobenius norm [6], and the
positive bI reduces the Frobenius norm given that all of the cj ’s are negative.
However, it makes no difference when using Rademacher probe vectors (which
have values +1 and −1 each with probability 1/2) because there the variance is
a function of the off-diagonal entries [6], and adding bI does not affect those.

In terms of time complexity, step 2 of the algorithm takes time O(tn2) and
step 3 takes time O(stn) since each tridiagonal solve can be done in time O(n)
using the Thomas algorithm [20].

3 Results

We have implemented Algorithm 1 as part of the open source Tensorflow Prob-
ability package [4] available at
https://github.com/tensorflow/probability/tree/main/tensorflow

probability/python/experimental/fastgp/fast log det.py. Along with Al-
gorithm 1, we have also implemented the stochastic Lanczos quadrature (SLQ)
algorithm from [21] and the conjugate gradients based algorithm for the gradient
of log det from [22]. All of this code is implemented in JAX [2].

Using this implementation, we then measured the speed and accuracy of the
r* and SLQ algorithms on the covariance matrices generated by the Matérn-5/2
and radial basis function (RBF) Gaussian process kernels [24]. Both kernels
had their amplitude and length scale set to 1, and used index points sampled
from a normal distribution. The graph of the measurements, as a function of
the matrix’s size n, are plotted in figures 2 through 5. The speeds include the
time required to caculate the preconditioner, and the accuracies were measured
as the absolute difference between the estimated log determinant and the log
determinant as computed using a Cholesky decomposition. All computations
were performed on Intel CPUs with 64-bit floats and the following parameter
values:

• s = 35 Rademacher probe vectors,

• t = 20 iterations of the Lanczos algorithm in step 1 of Algorithm 1, and

• A randomized, truncated SVD preconditioner using 25 approximate eigen-
values computed using 5 iterations.

These parameters were selected to provide a reasonable speed/accuracy trade-off
on two problem instances representative of our intended applications: the deter-
minant of the covariance of Matérn-5/2 Gaussian process kernel in five dimen-
sions with n = 20, 000, and the derivative of that determinant. Graphs showing
the sensitivity of each algorithm to each parameter (including the choice of
probe vector type and preconditioner algorithm) can be found in the Appendix.

We also timed the algorithms on the NVidia A100 GPU [3]; these timings
are shown in figures 6 through 9. The r5 plots were again almost identical to
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Figure 2: Comparison of log det algorithms as a function of n on the radial basis
function kernel with d = 1 as measured on an Intel CPU. All measurements are
averages over 100 randomly generated kernels.

Figure 3: Comparison of log det algorithms as a function of n on the radial basis
function kernel with d = 5 as measured on an Intel CPU. All measurements are
averages over 100 randomly generated kernels.

those of r3 and so were ommitted for clarity. (The error plots are also ommited
because they are the same as when computed on the CPU.) It should also be
noted that CUDA implementation of the Cholesky algorithm is currently faster
(by a factor of over 100) on the older V100 and P100 GPUs than on the A100,
despite the A100 being much faster in general.

From these plots, we make the following observations:

• The r3 and r5 algorithms consistently have the lowest errors over the four
kernel types and matrix sizes (up to 50,000) investigated. It is particularly
noteworthy that r5 does not have a noticeably lower error than r3, despite
being a closer approximation to logM in theory.

• All of the r* and SLQ algorithms have approximately the same running
time when measured on Intel CPUs. When measured on NVidia A100
GPUs, the r1 and SLQ algorithms have almost exactly the same running
time and are slightly faster than the r3 algorithm.

7



Figure 4: Comparison of log det algorithms as a function of n on the Matérn-5/2
kernel with d = 1 as measured on an Intel CPU. All measurements are averages
over 100 randomly generated kernels.

Figure 5: Comparison of log det algorithms as a function of n on the Matérn-5/2
kernel with d = 5 as measured on an Intel CPU. All measurements are averages
over 100 randomly generated kernels.

Figure 6: Comparison of log det algorithms as a function of n on the radial
basis function kernel with d = 1 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU. All
measurements are averages over 100 randomly generated kernels.

8



Figure 7: Comparison of log det algorithms as a function of n on the radial
basis function kernel with d = 5 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU. All
measurements are averages over 100 randomly generated kernels.

Figure 8: Comparison of log det algorithms as a function of n on the Matérn-5/2
kernel with d = 1 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU. All measurements are
averages over 100 randomly generated kernels.
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Figure 9: Comparison of log det algorithms as a function of n on the Matérn-5/2
kernel with d = 5 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU. All measurements are
averages over 100 randomly generated kernels.

• The underlying dimension ”d” of the Gaussian process has an extremely
large impact on the accuracy of the log det approximation algorithms. For
50,000 by 50,000 matrices for example, the absolute errors of the r3 and
r5 algorithms on the d = 5 kernels are over 400 times that of their errors
on the d = 1 kernels.

To understand that last item more deeply, we ran a sweep over different
”d” values while holding the matrix size fixed at n = 20, 000; the results are
presented in Figure 10. For both RBF and Matérn-5/2 kernels, absolute errors
were highest for intermediate values of d centered around d = 5 and lowest for
d = 1 and d > 15. The more accurate r3 and r5 algorithms had shorter and
narrower error peaks than the r1 and SLQ algorithms, with SLQ having the
highest error peaks overall.

4 Conclusions

We have presented an algorithm for computing a new family of approximations
to the matrix determinant. This algorithm combines classical rational function
approximations to log x with well known techniques like Hutchinson’s trace es-
timator and the novel (in the space of determinant approximation algorithms)
union of partial fraction decompositions and fast multi-shift solvers. In our re-
sults, one member of this family, r3, consistently achieved a lower error than
the state of the art stochastic lanczos quadrature approximation, with only a
slightly higher running time. The accuracy advantage of r3 over SLQ was partic-
ularly significant when measured on covariance matrices coming from Gaussian
process kernels with underlying dimension greater than one.

It would be interesting for future work to examine whether these patterns
hold over a wider class of matrix families. We are also curious as to why for all
of the examined algorithms it appears harder to approximate the determinant of
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Figure 10: Comparison of log det algorithms when run on Gaussian proceess
covariance matrices with different underlying dimension ”d”. All measurements
are averages over 100 randomly generated kernels with n = 20, 000 as measured
on a NVidia A100 GPU.
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a covariance matrix derived from points in the moderate underlying dimension
”d” range of 3 to 15 than it is for the d < 3 or d > 15 cases (Figure 10).
Based on Figure 13, it appears that the preconditioner behaves oddly in those
dimensions, with the error first increasing as the preconditioner size increases,
and then decreasing more slowly than the theoretical work of [23] would suggest.
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6 Appendix

In this section, we investigate the sensitivity of our log det approximation algo-
rithms to their hyperparameters.

Figures 11 and 12 show their performance as a function of the preconditioner
used. The preconditioners examined are

• Identity: P (M) = I.

• Diagonal: P (M) = diag(M).

• Rank One: P (M) = D + λvvt where λ is M ’s largest eigenvalue, v is
the corresponding eigenvector, and D is a diagonal matrix D = diag(M −
λvvt).

• Partial Cholesky: P (M) = D + CCt where CCt is the incomplete
Cholesky factorization of M of rank preconditioner rank and D =
diag(M − λCDt).

• Partial Cholesky plus scaling: P (M) = aI + CCt where CCt is the
incomplete Cholesky factorization of M of rank preconditioner rank

and a is the sum of the Gaussian process’s jitter and observation noise
variance parameters.

• Truncated SVD: P (M) = D + AAt where AAt is the matrix formed
by M ’s top preconditioner rank standard eigenvalues as computed by
the Locally Optimal Block Preconditioned Conjugated Gradient algorithm
[13] and implemented in jax.experimental.sparse.linalg.lobpcg standard.

• Truncated SVD plus scaling: Same as above, but with P (M) = aI +
AAt.

• Truncated Randomized SVD: P (M) = D + AAt where A is the ap-
proximate SVD described in [8].

• Truncated Randomized SVD plus scaling: Same as above, but with
P (M) = aI +AAt.
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The ’normal orthogonal’ probe vector type is an application of Orthogonal
Monte Carlo [25]. These probe vectors are generated via the following process:
WORF = 1

σSQ, where σ is the variance of the Normal distribution (here σ = 1),
S is a diagonal matrix filled with i.i.d random variables sampled from a χ-
distribution with D degrees of freedom, and Q is a D by s random orthogonal
matrix. As proven in [25], each column of WORF is marginally distributed
as a spherical multivariate normal. By sampling in this way, we can enforce
orthogonality on the probe vectors, which can often be used to reduce variance.
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Figure 11: Comparison of log det algorithm accuracies when run with different
preconditioners. All measurements are averages over 100 randomly generated
kernels with n = 20, 000 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU.
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Figure 12: Comparison of log det algorithm running times when run with dif-
ferent preconditioners. All measurements are averages over 100 randomly gen-
erated kernels with n = 20, 000 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU.
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Figure 13: Comparison of log det algorithms when run with differently sized
preconditioners. All measurements are averages over 100 randomly generated
kernels with n = 20, 000 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU.
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Figure 14: Comparison of log det algorithms when run with different values
of the preconditioner num iters parameter. All measurements are averages
over 100 randomly generated kernels with n = 20, 000 as measured on a NVidia
A100 GPU.
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Figure 15: Comparison of log det algorithms when run with different types of
probe vectors. All measurements are averages over 100 randomly generated
kernels with n = 20, 000 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU.

20



Figure 16: Comparison of log det algorithms when run with different numbers
of probe vectors. All measurements are averages over 100 randomly generated
kernels with n = 20, 000 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU.
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Figure 17: Comparison of log det algorithms when run with different values of
the log det iters parameter. All measurements are averages over 100 ran-
domly generated kernels with n = 20, 000 as measured on a NVidia A100 GPU.
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