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A bstract

M onte Carlo sinulation is one of the m ain applications involring the use of random
num ber generators. It is also one of the best m ethods of testing the random ness prop—
erties of such generators, by com paring results of sin ulations using di erent generators
w ith each other, or with analytic resuls. Here we com pare the perform ance of som e
popular random num ber generators by high precision M onte C arlo sin ulation ofthe 2-d
Ising m odel, for which exact results are known, using the M etropolis, Swendsen-W ang,
and W ol M onte Carl algorithm s. M any w idely used generators that perform well in
standard statistical tests are shown to fail these M onte C arlo tests.
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1 Introduction

M onte Carlo simulation is an im portant num erical technique for studying a w ide range
of problem s in the physical scjemoes.ﬂ Being a probabilistic technique, it relies heavily on
the use of pseudorandom num ber generators.ﬂ’ E’H T he generation of random num bers on
a oom puter is a notoriously di cult problem . An ideal random num ber generator would
provide num bers that are uniform ly distributed, uncorrelated, satisfy any statistical test
of random ness, have a large period of repetition, can be changed by adjusting an initial
\seed" value, are repeatable, portable, and can be generated rapidly usingm ininm alcom puter
m am ory.

M any statistical tests have been developed to check for random ness,E’E and In most
cases the period of the generator can be calculated (at least approxin ately). A s noted In
a num ber of recent review artic]es,E’ H’ B random num ber generators provided by com puter
vendors or recomm ended In com puter science texts often have been (and unfortunately
continue to be) of poor quality. Even generators that perform well In standard statistical
tests or random nessm ay be unreliabl in certain applications, as hasbeen found In som e
M onte C arlo sim u]atjonsﬂ’ H’ E’ @’ @’ @’ E

There are two m aln types of random number generators for producing sequences of

pseudorandom integers X ;:
1. Linear congruential generators (LCG S)E’H
Xi=A Xy 1+ B m od M

whith wewilldenote by LA ;B ;M ). The period isM for suitably chosen A and B
™M 1ifB = 0).

2. Lagged F bonaccigenerators (LEG S)E'E
Xi=Xip Xijig

which wewilldenote by F P;Q; ),P > Q,where isany binary arithm etic oper-
ation, such as+; ; or (the bitw ise exclusive O R finction XO R ). T he arithm etic
operations are done m odulo any large integer value, orm odulo 1 ifthe X ’s are repre-
sented as oating point num bers in the Interval [0,1), as can be done if the operation
is+ or .M uliplication is done on the set of odd integers. For bbit precision X ’s,
theperiod is ¢ 1)2° 1, or @ 1)2° 3 formultiplication, for suitably chosen ]agsE



Tt is possble to nd sets of parameters A;B;M ) or P;Q; ) for which these two
types of generators work well for m ost practical purposes, and it is possble to in prove the
perform ance of these generators by increasingM orP E T here are practical Iim its on these
two param eters: M should not be very m uch greater than m achine precision to avoid using
slow m ultiprecision arithm etic, and a lJarge lJag P m eans storing a large array of previous
num bers in the sequence (the \lag tabk") which m ay be sub fct to m em ory constraints.
However on m ost m odem com puters adequate values ofM and P can be found which are
wellw ithin these lim its.

L inear congruential generators have two m a pr defects. The rst is that the least sig—
ni cant bits of the num bers produced are highly correlated, and a resultant \scatterplot"
of ordered pairs of random oating point num bers in the interval 0,1) show s reqular lattice
strucwreE” ’ @ They are also known to have longrange correlations, esoecially for
Intervals which are a power of 2 .ﬂ’ E’ E’ E A nother problem is that for 32-bit integers the
period of these generators is at m ost 232, or of order 10°. On a m odem R ISC workstation
capable of around 10® oating point operations per second, this period can be exhausted
In a m atter of m inutes. This can be alleviated by the use of 64-bit precision, however the
correlation problam s still rem ain (@lthough to a lesser degree). In spite of these problam s,
LCG swih wellchosen param eters perform well n m ost standard statistical tests, and an
LCG unfortunately not always w ith welkchosen param eters!) is provided as the defaul
generator on m any com puter system s.

Lagged F bonacci generators using arithm etic operations (+; ; ) give good resuls
In standard statistical tests w ith very m odest lags on the order oftens.E W hen the binary
operation used isXO R, these generators are referred to as generalized feedbadk shift register
generators@’@ M arsaglia has shown that XOR is one of the worst operations one can
use In a generator of this type, and strongly recom m ends the use of standard arithm etic
operations that have m uch longer periods and perform much better In statistical testsE
A lthough shift register generators pass statistical tests when the lag is large enough (of
order hundreds) ,E’@’@ very little (@part from the period) is known theoretically about
these generators, and they have produced biased results in M onte C arlo studies of the Ising
m odel In UﬂroEI and ‘chJ:eJa din ensions, and of selffavoiding random waks@’ E

M ixing two di erent generators is believed to in prove perform ance in som e cases,E’ E
and m any generators that perform well In statistical tests are of this kind. M arsaglia has
suggested a fast, sin ple W eyl (or arithm etic sequence) generator.@’@

X;i=X;i1 K modM ,



wih K a constant relatively prine to M , that can be e ectively combined w ith a lagged
F bonacci generator. Adding a W eyl generator also increases the period of the com bined
generator by a factor ofM (the period of the W eyl generator). L'E cuyer@ has shown how
to com bine two di erent 32-bit LC G s to produce a m ixed generator that passes the scatter-

plt test and has a long period of around 108

, thus overcom ing som e of the drawbadks of
standard LCG s. A though these m ixed generators perform well in em pirical tests, there is
little theoretical understanding of their behavior, and it is quite possble that m ixing two
generators m ay introduce new defects of which we are unaware. A good singlke generator
m ay therefore be preferable to a m ixed generator.

LC G shave the advantage that we have a relatively good (although still Iim ited) theoret—
ically understanding of their random ness properties. T hey are known to be defective, but
their defects are fairly well understood (for exam ple, the lattice structure ofan LCG can
be determm ined analytically using the spectraltestﬁ), and in practice they work quite well.
T here is clearly a need for better random num ber generators, and LFG s and m ixed genera-—
tors are prin e candidates. H ow ever currently there is little or no theoretical understanding
of these and other generators, and they are used m ainly on the basis of their perform ance
in statistical tests. They are believed to overcom e som e of the aws of LCG s, although
this has not been proven and they m ay possess other aws ofwhich we are unaware. It is

therefore extram ely im portant to sub fct random num ber generators to a w ide variety of
precise statistical tests.

2 M onte Carlo Tests

O nepracticalway to test a random num ber generator is to use it forM onte C arlo sin ulation
of the two dim ensional Isihg m odell..EI This sin plem odelhasbeen solved exactly fora nite
]attier so that values of the energy and the speci c heat (the variance of the energy) of
the system calculated from the M onte C arlo sim ulation can be com pared w ith the known
exact values.

A number ofdi erent M onte C arlo algorithm s can be used to sin ulate the Isihgm odel
Herewew illoconcentrate on the threem ost w idely used m ethods: theM etropolis algorithm E’ E
w hich updates a singk site of the lattice at a tim e; the Swendsen-W ang algorithm ,E w hich
form s clusters of sites to be updated collectively; and the W ol algorithm ,@ w hich updates
a single cluster of sites. Each of these algorithm s uses random num bers In a very di erent
way. The Swendsen-W ang and W ol cluster update algorithm s are extram ely e cient and
allow very precise M onte Carlo sim ulations of the Ising m odel, easily reducing statistical



errors In the energy to better than one part in 10°. T his precision provides us w ith a very
e ective practical test of the random ness of a psesudorandom num ber generator, and n
particular is suitability for M onte Carlo sin ulation.

Ferrenberg et a:l_E recently showed that som e \good" random num ber generators, which
perform well n standard statistical tests, fail the \M onte C arlo test"; that is, they produce
noorrect results when used In M onte C arlo sin ulations of the Ising m odel, especially using
the W ol algorithm . T he generators studied by Ferrenberg et al. were:

i. CONG, the linear congruential generator L (16807;0;231 1) E’H

ii. Two shift register generators, F (250;103; ) and F (1279;1063; ).@
ifi. SW C, a subtract-w ith-carry generator based on F (43;22; )E
. SW CW , a combined subtractw ith-carry and W eylgenerator.a

In spite of the pram ise of that paper, CONG and the shift register generators are in fact
known to be not good random number generators. CONG has been recomm ended by a
num ber of autl'loJ:EE’Ia as one of the best 32-bit linear congruential generators, however it
still su ersthe an allperiod and correlated low order bits of these generators. Shift register
generators have been criticized by M arsaglia, who showed that those w ith an all lJags (less
than 100) perform ed poorly in statuslu&altestsE H owever sin ilar tests ofF' (250;103; ) gave
good resultsJZlI’@ and K irkpatrick and Stoll also obtained reasonable results w ith M onte
Carb tests@

Subtract-w ith-carry generators are another variation of LE'G s, w here the standard op-
eration of subtraction is replaced by subtraction w ith a carry bit C, as follow s:

iin< O; Xi=Xi+M; cC =1:

T his greatly increases the period of the LFG,toM ¥ M 9 for suitably chosen P;Q and
M E com pared to approxin ately M 2F for a com parable LFG using subtraction. W e have
used M = 2*2 5, which gives very long periods for m odest lags. A though advocated
by M arsag]jaﬁ there were no known published resuls on statistical tests of the SW C or
SW CW generators prior to the results of Ferrenberg et al., so again there was little support



for their clain that these are \good" generators. Recently the shift-w ith-carry generators
were In fact shown to perform poorly in standard statisticaltests.@

In this paper the work of Ferrenberg et al. has been extended by studies of both the
\good" generators of that paper, and som e \be " generators, which are listed below . In
thiswork there are alsom ore, and in som e cases longer, ndependent runs for each generator,
to obtain better error estim ates and to better explore the e ect of di erent initial seeds.

In a recent review of random number generatorsﬁ Jam es recom m ends 3 m ixed genera-—

tors:

1. RANECU, L'Ecuyer'sm ixed LCG combining L (40014,0,2147483563) and
L (40692,0,2147483399) E

2. RANMAR,M arsaglia’s combined LFG F (97;33; ) and W eylgeneratorfE

3. RCARRY, a subtractw ith-carry gemerator.E based on F (24;10; ) (this isthe same
as SW C but wih a sn aller lag).

W e also tested the above generators, plus the follow Ing:
4. RAND, the default 32-bit C and Unix generator L (1103515245;12345;231  1).

5. DRAND 48, another standard C and Unix generator w ith larger m odulus and period,
based on L SDEECE 66D 1¢;B 14;2%%).

6. RANF, another 48-bit LCG, L (2875A 2E 7B 175:¢;0;2%%), which is the standard gen-
erator used on CRAY and CDC CYBER mad’u'nes@

7. RAN2,which sRANECU augm ented by shu ing the order of the 01,1‘q:>utva]ues.E
8. LFG s ofdi erent Jags, using +; ; and
9. LFGsusing+ and with 4 \taps",@’@’@ ie.
Xi=Xip Xig XirR Xisy
which wewilldenote by F P;Q ;R;S; ).

W e ollowed M arsaglia and Jam es by iniializing each bit of the seed tables in the LFG s
by using a combination LEFG and LCG (see the routinesRSTART in Ref. 28 and RM ARIN
In Ref. 3). W e also trded using RAND to Iniialize every elem ent of the seed tables, or every



bit of every elem ent in the seed tables, which had little or no e ect on the quality of the
LFGs.

Foreach random num ber generator, 25 Independent sin ulation runsw ith di erent iInitial
seeds were perform ed, on a network of IBM R S/6000, HP Apollo 9000, and DEC 5000
workstations. Each simulation was between 10° and 5 107 sweeps ofa 16 16 lattice at
the critical point of the 2-d Ising m odeLEI’ @ T he num ber of random num bers generated
per sweep per site varies w ith the M onte Carlo algorithm used, wih an average of 0.87
for M etropolis, 0.93 orwW ol , and 1.85 for Swendsen-W ang. For the M etropolis algorithm
we chose to visit the sites to be updated in order, rather than random ly, to provide a
m ore e ective way of probing any regularity or lattice structure In the sequence of random
num bers, especially for the linear congruential style generators which are known to su er
from this problem E’ﬁ”’@’@

E rror estin ates for each sin ulation were obtained by standard m ethods of binning the
data, wih a bin size m uch greater than the autocorrelation tim e.ﬂ The error In the m ean
of the 25 combined results was also calculated, treating them as independent data sets.
Two m easures were used to com pare the M onte C arlo resuls w ith the exact results: the
deviation between the m ean of the combined resuls and the exact value as a multiple
of the error in themean , and the chi squared per degree of freedom 2 for the 25 data
sets.@ The st test checks for any bias In the average over all runs, the second chedks
for discrepancies In the statistical uctuations expected between the individual runs. A
generator is jadged to have failed theM onte Carlo test if > 33 , 2> 20,0or 2< 0:34,
all of which should occur w ith probability less than 0.001 for a truly random generator.@

3 Resuls

The results for = , the di erence between the exact and sin ulated values of the energy
and speci cheat given asa m ultiple of the errors In them ean, are presented In Tab]esﬂ and
E, along w ith the values of 2. Failure of a test is indicated in bold type. T he generators
are grouped Into 4 categories, determm ined by a di erent level of precision ofthe sin ulations.
Tabl | show s generators which we would classify asbad or very bad (at least for this type
of M onte C arlo application). T he very bad generators failed at last one of the tests w ith
10° M onte C arlo sweeps per run, w ith the bad generators failing after 10’ sweeps per run.
Tabl Q show s generators which we would classify as good or very good. The good
generators failed one of the tests at a kevelof 5 107 sweeps for the W ol and M etropolis
algorithm s, and 107 sweeps forthe SW algorithm (which uses about tw ice asm any random



numbers per sweep). The very good generators passed all the tests at this level, which
involves generating on the order of 10'° random numbers for each of the 25 independent
sin ulations, or approxin ately 3 10! random numbers in total. In contrast, the errors
caused by usihg very bad generators were generally apparent after using less than 10°
random num bers, In sin ulations which took only about an hour on a workstation.

Fjg.EI show s the relative error in the speci ¢ heat for the W ol algorithm versus the
lag of the F bonacci generator, for the binary operations addition, subtraction, and XOR .
In all cases the XOR operation was about an order of m agnitude worse than addiion and
subtraction. Since In M onte C arlo sin ulation an order of m agniude decrease in the error
requires 100 tin es as m any iterations, the di erence between the qualiy of the LFG w ith
di erent operations is substantial. Q uie large lags of at least 1000 are required to reduce
the error to less than 0:1% , however the percentage error for a given lag P goes roughly as
e P, so perform ance can be greatly in proved w ith a m oderate increase in the lag. For a
lag 0f 4423 the generators gave correct results for allbinary operations w ithin the errors of
the sim ulations.

Tabl E com pares the results for the W ol algorithm for various generators based on
F (43;22; ), wherethebinary operation isXOR , subtraction, subtract-w ith-carry, and m ul-
tiplication. T he results of com bining this lJagged F bonaccigeneratorw ith a W eylgenerator
(@sih SW CW orRANMAR) are also shown. W e can see that the shift register generator
using XOR performm s very poorly, with errors of nearly 10 in the speci ¢ heat. Using
subtraction perform s an order of m agnitude better, however adding a carry bit does not
provide any extra in provem ent. M ixing in the W eyl generator reduces the errors by nearly
another order ofm agniude. U sing m ultiplication instead of subtraction produces them ost
dram atic in provem ent, for little extra com putational cost on m odem R ISC workstations.
In Tab]e@ the standard 2-tap LFG is com pared to a 4-tap version of the sam e lag, which
gives substantially better results, aswas seen by Zi for selfavoiding random wa]ks.@

The two 32-bi LCG generators both gave consistent results at the level of 10° sweeps,
for which the number of random num bers required for each sinulation is lss than the
period of these generators. Both failed the tests at the level of 107 sweeps, which requires
producing about as m any random num bers as the period. This suggests that the failure
is due to the short period of these generators rather than the lack of random ness. This is
supported in the case of RAND by the fact that som e ofthe 2 values in Tab]e are an aller
than expected, ie. the deviations from the exact value of all the independent runs are too
am all. T his is probably due to the fact that each run exhausts the period, so that di erent



runs are usihg sin ilar sequences of random numbers and are therefore correlated to som e
extent.

The m ixed LCG generators RANECU and RAN2 were am ong the best generators,
although they were also the slowest. T his good perform ance w as rather unfortunate in the
case ofthe RAN 2 generator, since the authors ofN um erical R ecipes have guaranteed RAN 2
to produce \perfect" random num bers, w ith perfect de ned as \we w illpay $1000 to anyone
who convinces us otherw ise by nding a statistical test that RAN2 fails in a non-trivial
way, excluding the ordinary lim itations ofa m achine’s oating point representation) ."@

T he subtract-w ith-carry generators RCARRY and SW C were am ong the worst of the
generators tested, which agrees with the results of Refs. 11 and 22. W ih the notable
exception of the version using m uliplication, the lagged F bonacci generators perform ed
very poorly for lJagsunder 100 (under 1000 for the case of ), and nonrandom e ectswere
m easurable even for lags of over 1000. In contrast, standard statistical tests by M arsaglia
gave good results for LF'G s using subtraction, even for lags lss than 100 (excspt for the
\birthday spacings" test) E’@ M arsaglia found that LF'G s using m ultiplication perform ed
very well in statistical tests even for an all lags, and this is also true for the M onte C arlo
tests, where m ultiplication gave by far the best perform ance for a given lag. G enerators
based on LFG sperform ed worst fortheW ol algorithm , w th som e am all lag generators also
failing the test w ith the M etropolis algorithm . LCG s perform ed worst on the M etropolis
algorithm .

G J:assbergexE tested F (250;103; ) using M onte Carlo sinulations of random walks,
and congctured that this generator has large correlations over long tin es which should
only be seen for Ising m odel sin ulations using lattices larger than 16°. W e have also done
sin ulations on a 1282 lattice to com pare the corresponding errors. T he statistical error in

the m ean energy is

= 2 it Vvariance=sweeps
S
= 2 it G=V SW eeps) ;

where i+ is the integrated autocorrelation tin eﬂ’@ Cy isthe speci cheat, and V is the
lattice volum e. Since iy orthe W ol algorithm hasbeen m easured to be 2.6 forV = 162
and 82 orv = 1282 ,@ and the speci ¢ heat increases by 1.69 for the larger :Iatl'joe,E the
statistical error in the m ean energy w illbe approxin ately the sam e ©r 8:5 10 sweeps of
the 1282 lattice as or 10° sweeps of the 162 Jattice, which was iIndeed found to be the case
in our sim ulations. Tab]eﬁ show s that the discrepancy in the average energy caused by the



random num ber generator is actually m uch an aller for the larger lattice size. Since for the
speci c heat the statistical error Increases even m ore rapidly w ith increasing lattice volum g,
an aller lattices seem to bem ore e ective for testing som e random num ber generators using
M onte C arlo sin ulations of the Isingm odel. O f course the inverse result is also true { som e
random num ber generators w illperform better in M onte C arlo sin ulations on large lattices.

4 Conclusions

Lagged F bonaccigenerators using the operations ofaddition, subtraction orXOR (exclusive
OR) can give poor perfomm ance, esgpecially for the W ol algorithm , unless the lag is very
large. U sing addition or subtraction gives substantially better perform ance than the shift
register generators using XO R .U sing m ultiplication gives extrem ely good perform ance even
for an all Jags. Adding a carry bit to an LFG using subtraction (the subtract-w ith-carry
generators) gives no in provem ent in the perform ance of these generators, how ever adding
a sin ple W eyl generator greatly im proves the quality of the LFG .

T hem ultiplicative Jagged F dbonaccigeneratorF P;Q; ) was one of the best generators
we tested. This generator showed excellent random ness properties even for very small
lags, with only a slightly greater com putational cost than an LCG, or (on m odem R ISC
processors) an LFG using addition or subtraction. A multplicative LFG can be given
an arbitrarily large period by sin ply Increasing the lag. A lag of only 43 gives a period
of order 10! for 32-bi iInteger arithm etic, and extrem ely good random ness properties.
The only drawbadk of these generators is the lack of a solid theoretical understanding of
their properties. M ore theoretical studies and experin ental tests should be done on these
generators, since they appear to be very prom ising candidates for a good general purpose
random num ber generator.

T he 32-bit linear congruential generators perform well up to the point where their pe-
riod is exhausted, wih RAND seam Ingly better than CONG . The 48-bit LCG s such as
DRAND 48 gave excellent results, and have a large enough period (of order 10*%) form ost
current applications. LCG s using even larger integers, such as L (13'3;0;2%°), show very
good perform ance In standard statistical testsg’ E and have even longer periods. T hese
Ionger period LCG s usually require m ultiprecision arithm etic and are therefore relatively
slow (eg.DRAND 48 is 6 tin es slower than RAND on a DEC station 5000), however they
should becom e m ore popular in the near future, when 64-bi m icroprocessors becom e com —
m onplace. Apart from an increased period, largeM LC G salso have better spectral (lattice)
properties, how ever the correlations inherent in LCG s are still present. Com bining a good



LCG wih another generator, such as an LFG or another LCG f(@s wih RANECU and
RAN?2), may further reduce (or even elin inate) these correlations, however it is possble
that this m ay introduce other unknown defects. Again, we are ham pered by the lack of
a good theoretical understanding of these algorithm s. In general i is probably advisable
to stick wih a good large M LCG, which should work perfectly well for m ost applica—
tions. H owever it is know n that these generators can perform poorly on vector and parallel
com puters, w here the pow erof2 correlations can be accentuated. H’E

N ote that by the year 2000 supercom puters w illhave Tera op (10*? oating point op-
erations per second) perfom ance, and a Tera op-year of com putation (3 10'° ops) will
becom e realizable for such problem s as M onte Carlo simnulation of lattice QCD and con-—
densed m atter physjcs.E It is therefore lkely that large scale M onte C arlo sin ulations only
ten years from now w ill exhaust the period (of roughly 10*%) of 64-bi LCG s orm ixed 32—
bit LCGs. However a 96-bi or 128-bit LCG, or a m ixed generator m ade up of two 64-bit
LCG s (sin ilar to the RANECU generator studied here), should have both the random ness
properties and the extrem ely large period necessary for any application in the forseeable
future. These m ultiprecision arithm etic and m ixed LCG algorithm s are the slowest of the
algorithm s tested here, however it should be noted that the speed of a random num ber
generator is often irrelevant, since in m ost applications the am ount of tin e spent generat-
Ing the random num bers is Insigni cant com pared to the rest of the calculation. In m ost
applications the quality of the random num bers is farm ore Im portant than the speed w ith
which they are generated.

M ixed lagged F bonaccigenerators such asRANM AR have extrem ely long periods (10%3
forRANM AR), however for high precision work the generator F (97;33; ) on which RAN -
M AR isbased should be replaced by a longer lag generator w ith better random ness prop—
erties, such as F (250;103; ), F (607;273; ), or F (1279;1033; ). The extra m an ory re-
quirem ent is negligble for current workstations and high perform ance com puters, exospt
perhaps for ne grained m assively parallel m achines w ith 1im ited m em ory per processor.
M ixed generators o er a greatly Increased period, and em pirical tests indicate that they
can have better random ness properties than the single generators on which they are based.
T he m ixed generators were am ong the best tested here, however they are not as theoret-
ically well understood as single generators, so it is possible that unexpected correlations
m ay occur. T hey should therefore be used w ith caution.

O ur theoretical understanding of random number generators is quite lim ited, and no
am ount of statistical testing can ever detem ine the quality of a generator. It is there-
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fore prudent in any stochastic sin ulation to use at least two very di erent generators (for
exam pl, a good large M LCG, a muliplicative LFG, or a good m ixed generator such
as RANM AR or RANECU) and com pare the results cbtained w ith each, In order to be
con dent that the random num ber generator is not Introducing a bias in the resuls.

F nally, we should note that it is unfortunate that m ost of the poorly perform ing gener—
ators tested here are recom m ended In m any texts and are available by defaul to the unwary
user on m any com puter systam SH'E Tt should be no m ore acceptable for a com puting envi-
ronm ent to have a defaul random num ber generator that is known to be bad, than to have
an incorrect in plam entation of a standard m athem atical function. Since faster com puters
and better algorithm s are In proving the precision ofM onte C arlo and other stochastic sin -
ulations at a rapid pace, it is in portant to continue to search for better random num ber
generators w ith very long periods, and to m ake m ore precise and varied tests of these gen—
erators. This is particularly true for high performm ance com puters w ith vector or parallel
archiectures, where m ethods for generating independent random numbers in parallel are

requjred@’@
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Tabk 1l: ResulsofM onte Carlb sin ulations of the 2-d Ising m odelusing di erent random
num ber generators. The rst line for each generator show s the deviation oftheM onte C arlo
results from the exact values, asa multiple of the error in them ean. T he second lne show s
the 2 per degree of freedom . Numbers in bold type indicate results which should occur
w ith a statistical probability of less than 0.001. This tabl shows \bad" or \very bad"
generators, grouped as to whether they faild the test at the kevel of 10° (very bad) or 10’
(bad) sweeps.

Energy Speci cHeat
Sweeps G enerator SW W ol M etrop SW W ol M etrop
10° RCARRY 0.68 983 -12.21 7.86 1531 5.27
1.04 7.80 3.90 2.08 14 .83 2.35
SW C 2.00 —7.66 118 230 1349 113
0.82 4.65 0.61 1.02 9.77 127
F 250,103, ) 313 32 .26 030 233 -70.08 023
0.62 31.52 1.06 131 230.47 115
F 50,103, ) 048 -3.86 -0.71 142 1185 0.79
1.02 0.87 0.93 0.92 4.06 0.92
F 250,103,+) -1.67 318 0.08 142 9.97 0.02
137 123 0.58 124 3.85 0.70
10’ RAND 151 0.88 -0.75 -1.46 007  6.61
0.72 0.30 0.26 151 036 1.02
CONG 012 029 -1.90 -2.88 -0.80 4.92
1.65 1.03 24 .64 1.70 7.81 63.56
SW CW -124 239 -0.84 -0.67 4.10 0.92
141 116 1.72 112 0.90 151
F (1279,1063, ) 239 3.82 3.73 =210 -11.78 251
1.06 128 1.78 0.89 5.86 1.04
F (565,24,16,8, ) -1.56 -4.08 0.78 3.03 12.73 191
130 4.10 131 157 14 .84 1.04

14



Tablk 2: AsforTablk 1, except here the number of sweeps is 5 107 for the M etropolis and
W ol algorithm s, and 10’ for Swendsen-W ang. This tabl shows \good" or \very good"
generators, where the st (good) group of generators failed som e tests at this level, whilke
the second (very good) group passed all tests.

Energy Speci cHeat
Sweeps G enerator SW W ol M etrop SW W ol M etrop
5 10’ RANMAR 012 050 -0.65 075  5.40 0.84
(107 sw ) 0.66 1.01 0.94 114 1.19 091
F (1279,1063,+) 138 420 219 024  6.46 034
0.87 141 134 0.75 114 0.93
F@l, )+ Weyl| -055 0.79 245 091 -0.93 022
0.8 112 058 119 2.64 1.05
5 10’ F (4423,1393,+) 082 010 -1.67 196 104 017
(107 sw ) 059 0.87 0.89 131 1.08 0.72
F (4423,1393, ) 085 -1.36 1.71 053 008 -1.62
0.89 0.87 0.72 0.88 097 114
FG2, ) ©0.70 205 -0.60 023 232 024
1.06 1.04 128 1.00 046 0.92
F 43,22, ) ©0.99 052 -1.47 .91 121 123
1.09 122 091 0.73 139 0.94
F (55,24,16,8,+ ) 052  -0.70 134 063 -1.60 002
0.66 0.8 154 121 0.92 083
F (218,95,39,11, ) | -0.49 0.71 024 078 0.5 0.00
081 1.01 0.90 043 120 132
RANECU 129 154 0.89 061 151 021
111 1.44 114 1.73 0.79 0.76
RAN2 007 =219 2.04 -1.51 1.06 238
136 0.69 0.98 0.92 083 114
DRAND 48 010  -1.39 0.14 016 040 243
111 0.65 061 142 156 056
RANF 037 023 -1.64 056 021 185
118 0.70 0.88 0.90 1.00 112
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Tablk 3: Percentage deviation oftheW ol M onte C arlo resuls from the exact values forthe
energy and speci c heat of the 2-d Ising m odel using di erent random num ber generators
based on the lagged F bbonaccigenerator F (43,22, ). Thebinary operations tested were ,

, ,and subtractw ith-carry (SW C).A W eylgenerator was also added to SW C (SW CW )
and to F (43,22, ) W ey)).

G enerator Energy | SpecicHeat
F (43,22, ) 039 934
F 43,22, ) 0.034 0.80
SW C 0.048 0.80
SWCwW 0.0039 0.057
W eyl 0.0039 0.058
F 43,22, ) < 0:002 < 0:02

Tabk 4: Percentage deviation of the W ol M onte Carlb results from the exact values
for the energy and speci ¢ heat of the 2-d Ising m odel using the standard 2-tap lagged
F bonacci generator F (55,24, ) and the 4-tap generator F (55,24,16,8, ).

G enerator Energy Speci cHeat
F (65,24, ) 034 825
F (55,24,16,8, ) 0.011 029
F (65,24, ) 0.028 0.70
F (65,24,16,8,+) < 0:002 < 0:02

Tabl 5: Deviation of the W ol M onte Carlo results from the exact values, as a mul-
tiple of the error in the m ean, using the lagged F bonacci generators F (250,103, ) and
F (250,103,+ ). The 16° results are for 10° swesps per run, and the 128° resuls are for
85 10% sweepsper run.

G enerator | Lattice Size Energy | Speci cHeat
F (250,103, ) 162 3226 -70.08
F (250,103, ) 1282 326 931
F (250,103,+) 162 3.8 9.97
F (250,103,+) 1282 -1.33 011
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Figure 1: Relative deviation in the M onte C arlo resul for the speci c heat ofthe 2-d Ising
m odel, for the W ol algorithm using a lagged F bbonacci generator. Each point denotes a
di erent lag and a di erent binary operation for the random num ber generator.
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