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A bstract

A de nition for a class of asynchronous cellilar arrays is proposed. An exam ple
of such asynchrony would be independent P oisson arrivals of cell iterations. T he Ising
m odel n the continuous tim e form ulation ofG Jauber falls into this class. A 1so proposed
are e cient paralkl algorithm s for sin ulating these asynchronous cellilar arrays. In
the algorithm s, one or several cells are assigned to a processing element PE), local
times for di erent PEs can be di erent. A though the standard serial algorithm by
M etropolis, R osenbluth, R osenbluth, Teller, and Teller can sin ulate such arrays, it is
usually believed to bew ithout an e cient paralkel counterpart. H owever, the proposed
parallel algorithm s contradict this belief proving to be both e cient and abl to per-
form the sam e task as the standard algorithm . The results of experin ents w ith the
new algorithm s are encouraging: the speed-up is greater than 16 using 25 PEson a
shared m em ory M IM D bus com puter, and greater than 1900 using 2'* PEson a SIM D
com puter. The algorithm by Bortz, K alos, and Lebow itz can be incorporated in the
proposed parallel algorithm s, further contributing to speed-up.

1. Introduction

Sinulation is nevitable in studying the evolution of com plex cellilar system s. Large
cellular array sin ulations m ight require long runs on a serdal com puter. P arallel processing,
wherein each cell or a group of cells is hosted by a ssparate processing element PE), isa
feasble m ethod to speed up the runs. The strategy of a parallel sim ulation should depend
on whether the sim ulated system is synchronous or asynchronous.

A synchronous system evolves in discrete tinet= 0;1;2;:::. The state ofa cellat t+ 1
is determ ined by the state of the cell and its neighbors at t and m ay explicitly depend on t
and the result of a random experim ent.
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An obvious and correct way to sin ulate the system synchrony using a parallel processor
is sin ply to m In ic it by the executional synchrony. The sin ulation is arranged in rounds
w ith one round corresponding to one tim e step and w ith no PE processing state changes of
s cells fortine t+ 1 before allPE s have processed state changes of their cells fortim e t.

An asynchronous system evolves In continuous tin e. State changesatdi erent cellsoccur
asynchronously at unpredictable random tin es. H ere two questions should be ansvered: @)
How to specify the asynchrony precisely? and B) How to carry out the parallel sin ulations
for the speci ed asynchrony?

U nlike the synchronous case, sin plem In icry doesnot work well in the asynchronous case.
W hen Geman and Geman [I], or exam pk, em ploy executional physical asynchrony (intro—
duced by di erent speeds ofdi erent PEs) to m in ic the m odel asynchrony, the sin ulation
becom es irreproducible w ith its results depending on executional tim ing. Such dependence
m ay be tolerable in tasks otherthan sin ulation ([lj] describes one such task, anotherexam ple
isgiven In [_2]) . In the task of sin ulation, however, it is a serious shortcom ing as seen in the
follow ing exam ple.

Suppose a sin ulationist, after observing the results of a program run, wishes to look
closer at a certain phenom enon and inserts an additional brint’ statem ent into the code.
As a result of the insertion, the executional tin lng changes and the phenom enon under
nvestigation vanishes.

Ingerson and Buvel ] and Hofnann [B] propose various reproducible com putational
procedures to sinulate asynchronies In cellular arrays. However no uniform principle has
been proposed, and no special attention to developing parallel algorithm s has been paid.
Tt has been observed that the resulting cellilar pattems m ay depend on the com putational
procedure RI.

Twom ain results ofthispaperare: (I) a de nition ofa naturalclass ofasynchronies that
can be associated w ith cellular arrays and (II) e cient parallel algorithm s to sinulate sys—
tam s in this class. T he ollow ing properties specify the P oisson asynchrony, a m ost com m on
m em ber In the introduced class:

A rrivals for a particular cell form a Poisson point prooess.

A rrivals processes for di erent cells are Independent.

The arrival rate isthe sam e, say , for each cell.

W hen there is an arrival, the state of the cell instantaneously changes; the new state is
com puted based on the states of the cell and its neighbors just before the change (in the
sam e m anner as in the synchronousm odel). The new state m ay be equal to the old one.

The tin e of arrival and a random experin ent m ay be involved In the com putation.

A fam iliar exam ple of a cellular system w ith the Poisson asynchrony is the Ising m odel
B] in the continuous tin e fom ulation of G lauber @]. In thismodela cellcon guration is
de ned by the spin variablss(c) = 1 speci ed at the cells c ofa two or three din ensional
array. W hen there isan arrivalat a cellc, the spin s(c) ischanged to  s(c) w ith probability
p.W ih probability 1 p, the soin s (c) ram ainsunchanged. T he probability p is determ ined
using the values of s (c) and neighbors s () jist before the update tin e.

Tt is Instructive to review the ocom putational procedures for Ising sin ulations. F irst,



the Ising sin ulationists realized that the standard procedure by M etropolis, R osenbluth,
Rosenbluth, Teller, and Teller U] could be applied. In this procedure, the evolution of the
con guration is sin ulated as a sequence of one-soin updates: G iven a con guration, de ne
thenext con guration by choosing a cellcunifom }y at random and changing ornot changing
the oIn s(c) to  s(c) as required. In the origihal standard procedure tin e isdiscrete. Tine
continuity could have been sim ply introduced by lktting the consecutive arrivals form the
Poisson process w ith rate N , where N is the total num ber of spins (cells) in the system .

The problem of long sin ulation runs becam e In m ediately apparent. Bortz, K alos, and
Lebow itz B] developed a serial algorithm (the BKL algorithm ) which avoids processing
unsuccessfiil state change attem pts, and reported up to a 10-fold speed-up over the straight—
forward in plem entation of the standard m odel. O gielski Q] built special purpose hardware
for speeding up the processing.

The BKL algorithm is serial. Attem pts were m ade to soeed up the Ising sin ulation
by parallel com putations (Friedberg and Cameron [[(], Creutz 11]). However, in these
com putations the orighalM arkov chain of the continuous tin e Ishg modelwas modi ed
to satisfy the com putational procedure. The modi cations do not a ect the equilibrium
behavior of the chain, and as such are acceptable if one studies only the equilbrium . In
the cellilar m odels how ever, the transient behavior is also of nterest, and no m odel revision
should be done.

Thispaperpresentse cient m ethods for parallel sim ulation ofthe continuous tin e asyn—
chronous cellilar arrays w thout changing the m odel or type of asynchrony In favor of the
com putational procedure. T hem ethods prom ise unlin ited soeed-up when the array and the
parallel com puter are su ciently large. For the Poisson asynchrony case, it is also shown
how the BKL algorithm can be incorporated, further contributing to soeed-up.

For the Ising m odel, presented algorithm s can be viewed as exact parallel counterparts to
the standard algorithm by M etropolis et al. The latter has been known and believed to be
Inherently serial since 1953. Yet, the presented algorithm s are paralk], e cient, and fairly
). An Inplem entation in a real program m ing language given in the Appendix is longer, of
course, but still rather sin pl.

This paper is organized as Pllows: Section 2 presents a class of asynchronies and a
com parison w ith other published proposals. T hen Section 3 describes the new algorithm s on
the conceptual kevel. W hile the presented algorithm s are sin ple, there is no sin ple theory
which predicts speed-up of these algorithm s for cellular arrays and parallel processors of
large sizes. Section 4 contains a sinpli ed com putational procedure which predicts speed—
ups faster than i takes to run an actual parallel program . The predictions m ade by this
procedure are com pared w ith actual runs and appear to be rather accurate. T he proocedure
predicts speed-up of m ore than 8000 for the sinulation of 10° 10° Poisson asynchronous
cellular array in parallelby 10 PEs. A ctual speed-ups cbtained thus farwere: m ore than 16
on 25 PEsoftheBalance (ITM ) com puter and m ore than 1900 on 2'* PE s of the C onnection
M achine R).

0 Connection M achine is a registered tradem ark of Thinking M achines C orporation
Balance is a tradem ark of Sequent C om puter System s, Inc.



2. M odel

T Im e t iscontinuous. Each cellchasa state s= s(c). At random tin es, a cell is granted
a chance to change the state. T he changes, if they occur, are Instantaneous events. R andom
attem pts to change the state of a cell are Independent of sim ilar attem pts for other cells.

T he generalm odel consists of two functions: tim e ofnext arrival () and next state ().
They are de ned as follow s: given the old state of the cell and the states of the neighbors
Just before tine t, s o (heighbors(c)), the next state s(c) = s (€) is

St (©) = nextstate (c; s¢ o meighbors(c)); !; b); 1)

w here the possibility s: () = st ¢ (©) is not excluded; and the tin e next t of the next arrival
is

next t= tim e of _next arrival (c;s. o heighbors(c)); !; ©); )

where always nextt > t.

In {I) and @), ! denotesthe resul ofa random experin ent, eg., coln tossing, s (neighbors (c))
denotes the indexed set of states of all the neighbors of ¢ lmcluding ¢ itself. Thus, if
neighbors () = fc;c ;% ic;g, then smeighbors(c)) = (s©is@)is@)is(x)isa)). Sub-
script £ 0 expresses the idea of Yustbeforet/, eg., ac o( )= 1im , ; <ca( ). Acocording
to @.'), the value of s(c) Instantaneously changesat tinet from s ¢(C) to sc (). Attine t,
the value of s(c) is already new . The Yust before’ feature resolves a possbl ambiguiy if
tw o neighbors attem pt to change their states at the sam e sim ulated tin e.

Com pare now the class of asynchronies de ned by () with the ones proposed I the
literature:

A)Modell in B] reads: \..the cells iterate random Iy, one at a tine." Let p. be the
probability that cell ¢ is chosen. Then the ©llow ing choice of law @) yields thism odel

1
timn e of _nextarrival c; '; t) =t — hrct!);
Pc

where r(c;t; ! ) is a random number uniform ly distribbuted on (0,1), and In is the natural
Iogarithm , In ) = log, ). Forp,, = p,, = :::= , the asynchrony was called the P oisson
asynchrony in Section '1}; it coincides w ith the one de ned by the standard m odel![7], and by
G lauber’'sm odel [§] for the Ising spin sin ulations.

B) M odel2 in {3] assigns \each cell a period according to a G aussian distribution...
The cells iterate one at a tim e each having its own de nite period." W hik it is not quite
clear from B] what ismeant by a \de nite period" (is it =xed for a cell over a sim ulation
mn?), the ollow ing choioe of law @) yields thism odel in a lberal interpretation:

tim e.of nextarrival (c; '; =t + P, *@®());

where P 1(y) = x ifP (x) = y, and P.(x) is the cumulative function for the G aussian
probability distribbution withmeanm . > 0 and variance 2. The probability ofnextt< t
issnallwhen << m and is ignored in [B] if this nterpretation ismeant. In a less lberal



Interpretation, 0 for allc, and m . is iself random and distrbbuted according to the
G aussian law . This case is even easier to represent in tem s ofm odel ) than the previous
one: tim e of_next arrivallc; !'; t)= t+ m.(!).

(3) M odel {2) trivially extends to a synchronous sin ulation, where the initial state
changes arrive at tine 0 and then always nextt tisidenticaltol. The rstmodelin ELZI]
is \to choose a num ber of cells at random and change only their values before continuing."
This is a varant of synchronous sim ulation; it is substantially di erent from both m odels
A) and B) above. In A ) and (B), the probability is 1 that no two neighbors attem pt to
change their states at the sam e tin e. In contrast, In thism odelm any neighboring cells are
sin ultaneously changing their values. How the cells are chosen for update is not precisely
speci ed I id]. One way to choose the cells is to assign a probability weight p for cell
c, c= 1;2; 3N, and to attem pt to update cell ¢ at each iteration, wih probabiliy p.,
independent of any other decision. Such a m ethod conform s w ith the law @) because the
m ethod is Jocal: a celldoes not need to know what is happening at distant cells. T he second
model in ] changes states ofa xed number A of random ly chosen cells at each iteration.
IfA > 1, thism ethod is not Jocal and does not conform w ith the law G_Z) .

3. A Igorithm s

E lim ination of !. D etem inistic com puters represent random ness by using pssudo-—
random num ber generators. T hus, equations ) and @) are substituted in the com putation
by equations

S (€) = nextstate (c; s¢ ¢ (heighbors(©)); b); 3)
and
next t= tim e of _next arrival (c;s. ¢ (heighbors(c)); ©); @)

resoectively, which do not contain the param eter of random ness ! .

This elin lnation of ! symbolizes an obvious but im portant di erence between the sinu—
lated system and the sin ulator: In the sin ulated system , the ocbserver, being a part of the
system , does not know in advance the tim e of the next arrival. In contrast, the sin ulationist
who is, of course, not a part of the sim ulated system , can know the tin e of the next arrival
before the next arrival is processed.

For exam ple, i is not known In advance when the next event from a Poisson stream
arrives. However, In the sinulation, the tin e next t of the next arrival is obtalned in a
determm inistic m anner, given the tim e t of the previous arrival:

nextt=t lJOge (r@m©)); ©)

where isthe rate, r(n) is the n-th psesudorandom number in the ssquence uniform Iy dis—
trbuted on (0;1), and n (t) is the invocation counter. Thus, after the previous arrival is
processed, the tin e of the next arrival is already known. If needed, the entire sequence of
arrivals can be precom puted and stored In a tabl for Jater use in the sin ulation, so that all



l.whilet(c) < endtime
f

2. wait until t(c) M NW 2 neighrors @ ) 7

3. s(c) next state (c; sneighbors(c)); t()) ;

4. t(c) tim e of next arrival (c; sheighbors(c)); t(c))
g

Figure 31: A synchronous one-celkperonePE algorithm

foture arrival tim es would be known in advance.

A synchronous one—cellper-oneP E algorithm . The algorithm i Figure 3.l is the
shortest of those presented in this paper.

To understand this code, In agihe a parallel com puter which consists of a num ber of
PEs running concurrently. One PE is assigned to sinulate one cell. The PE which is
assigned to simulate cell oy, PE g, executes the code in Figure 3.0 with ¢ = . The PEs
are interconnected by the network which m atches the topology of the cellular array. A PE
can receive Informm ation from its neighbors. PEc m aintains state s(c) and local sim ulated
tin e t(c). Varables t(c) and s(c) are visblk (@ccessbl for reading only) by the neighbors
of c. Tine t(c) has no connection w ith the physical tin e In which the parallel com puter
runs the program exospt that t(c) m ay not decrease when the physical tin e increases. At a
given physical nstance of sin ulation, di erent cellscm ay have di erent valuesoft(c). Value
end_tim e is a constant which is known to allPEs.

The algorithm in Figure 3.1 is very asynchronous: di erent PEs can execute di erent
steps concurrently and can run at di erent speeds. A statem ent Wait until condition’, lke
the one at Step 2 in Figure 3.1, does not in ply that the condition m ust be detected inm e~
diately after it occurs. To detect the condition at Step 2 involving local tin es of neighbors
a PE can poll its neighbors one at a tim e, In any order, w ith arbitrary delys, and w ithout
any regoect to what these PE s are doing m eanw hile.

D espite being seem ingly aln ost chaotic, the algorithm in Figure 3.1 is free from deadlock.
M oreover, it produces a unigue sin ulated trafctory which is Independent of executional
tin ing, provided that:

(i) for the sam e cel], the pssudo-random sequence is always the sam e,
(i) no two neighboring arrival tin es are equal.

Freedom from deadlock follows from the fact that the cell, whose local tine is m Ini-
m al over the entire array, is always abl to m ake progress. (I his guaranteed worst case
perfom ance, is substantially exoseded In an average case. See Section 4.)

T he uniqueness of the trafctory can be seen as ollows. By (ii), a cell ¢ passes the test



at Step 2 only if its Jocal tin e t(c) is an aller than the localtim e t(®) of any its neighbor
. If this is the case, then no neighbor & is able to pass the test at Step 2 before ¢ changes
its tine at Step 4. This m eans that processing of the update by ¢ is safe: no neighbor
changes its state or tin e before ¢ com pletes the processing. By (i), functions next state ()
and tim e_.of _next arrival() are lndependent ofthe run. T herefore, In each program run, no
m atter w hat the neighbors of ¢ are doing or trying to do, the next arrival tin e and state for
c are always the sam e.

It is now clear why assum ption (ii) is needed. If (i) is violated by two cells ¢ and &
which are neighbors, then the algorithm in F igure 3.1 does not exclude concurrent updating
by c and . Such concurrent updating introduces an indeterm inism and inconsistency. A
scenario of the inconsistency can be as Hllows: at Step 3 the od value of s(P) is used to
update state s(c), but inm ediately follow ing Step 4 uses the new value of s() to update
tine t().

In practice, the algorithm in Figure 31 is safe, when next t(c) t(c) ordi erentcare in-
dependent random sam ples from a distrbution w ith a continuous density, like an exponential
distrdoution. In this case, (i) holds w ith probability 1. Unless the pssudo-random num ber
generators are faulty, one m ay in agine only one reason for violating (ii): nite precision of
com puter representation of real num bers.

Synchronous one—cell-per-one-P E algorithm . If (i) can be violated w ith a positive
probability (if t takes on only integer values, for exam pl), then the errors m ight not be
tolerable. In this case the synchronous algorithm in Figure'32 should be used.

Observe that whik the algorithm in Figure 33 is synchronous, i is abk to simulate
correctly both synchronous and asynchronous system s. Two m ain additions in the algorithm
in Figure 32 are: private variables new _s and new _t for tem poral storage of updated s and
t, and synchronization barriers synchronize’. W hen a PE hits a synchronize’ statem ent it
must wait until all the other PE s hit a synchronize’ statem ent; then t may resume. Two
dummy synchronizations at Steps 9 and 10 are executed by idling PEs in order to m atch
synchronizations at Steps 5 and 8 executed by non-idling PE s.

W hen (i) is violated, the synchronous algorithm avoids the ambiguity and indeterm in—
isn Which in this case are possible in the asynchronous algorithm ) as follow s: in processing
concurrent updates of two neighbors ¢ and & or the same sinulated tine t= t(c) = t(@),

rst, c and & read states s, o and tin es t of each other and com pute their private new _s’s
and new _t (Steps 3 and 4 in F gure3.4); then, after the synchronization barrier at Step 5, ¢
and & w rite their states and tin es at Steps 6 and 7, thusm aking sure that no w rite interferes
with a read.

A ggregation. In the two algorithm s presented above, one PE hosts only one cell.
Such an arrangem ent m ay be wastefiil if the com m unication between PEs dom nates the
com putation intemal to a PE. A more e cient arrangem ent is to assign several cells to
one PE . For concreteness, consider a two-din ensionaln n array with periodic boundary
conditions. Let n be a muliple ofm and M=m )?> PEs be available. PEC carriesm m
subarray C, where C = 1;2;:3; (=m )?>. (Capial C will be used wihout confiision to



l.whilet(c) < endtime

10.

£
ift(C) m in c%2 neighbors (c) t(co) then
f
new._s next state (s (neighbors(c)); t©)) ;
new_t tim e_.of _next arrival (c; t(©)) ;
synchronize; /* barrier 1 */
s(c) new _s;
t(©) new _t;
synchronize /* barrier 2 */
g
else f
synchronize; /* barrier 1 */
synchronize /* barrier 2 */
g
g

Figure 32: Synchronous onecellperonePE algorithm
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Figure 33: Aggregation: a) m appihg of cells to PE s, b) the Interconnection am ong the PE s
w hich supports the neighborhood topology am ong the cells

represent both the subarray Index and the set of cells ¢ the subarray com prises, eg. as
In c2 C) A fragmnent of a square cellular array In an exam pl of such an aggregation is
represented In Figure'3.3a, wheren m = 4.

T he neighbors ofa cell carried by PE1 are cells carrded by PE2, PE3,PE4, orPES5. PE1
has direct connections w ith these ourPEs F gure3.3b). G iven cellc in the subarray hosted
by PE1, one can detemm ine w ith which neighboring PE s com m unication is required in order
to leam the states of the neighboring cells. Let W (c) be the st of these PE s. Exam ples In
Figure33a : W () isempty, W () =fPE5g, W ) =fPE3, PE4g.

F igure 3.4 presents an aggregated variant of the algorithm in Figure 3. PEC, which
hosts subarray C , m aintains the localtine register T (C ). PEC, sim ulates the evolution of
its subarray using the algjorithm in Figure34 with C = Cy. Each cellc 2 C is represented
In the memory of PEC by its current state s(c) and its next arrival time t(c). Note that
unlike the onecellperonePE algorithm , the t(c) does not represent the current localtin e
for cell c. Instead, Jocaltin es of allcells w thin subarray C arethe same, T (C).

T (C) moves from one t(c) to ancther n the order of increasing value. T hree successive
irerations of this algorithm are shown in Figure 3.5, where the subarray C consists of four
cells: C = f1;2;3;4g. Circles in Figure 3.5 represent arrival points in the sin ulated tim e.
A crossed-out circle represents an arrivalw hich has jist been processed, ie., Steps 3, 4, and
5 of Figure 3.4 have just been executed, so that T (C) has just taken on the value of the
processed old arrivaltim e t(c), while the t(c) hastaken on a new largervalue. Thisnew value
ispointed to by an arrow from T (C) in Figure35. Tt isobviousthat alvayst(c) >= T (C)



l.whileTC) < end.time

f

2. slect a cell ¢ in the subarray C such that
te)=min e t@ andassign T C) t);

3. wait untilT C) mincoy o TCY;

4, s (@) next state (c; sneighlors(c)); t()) ;

5. t(c) tim e of next arrival (c; snheighbors(c)); t(c))
g9

Figure 34: A synchronous m any-cellsperonePE algorithm . G eneral asynchrony

ifc 2 C.

Localtines T (C) mantained by di erent PEC m ight be di erent. A wai at Step 3
cannot deadlock the execution since the PEC whose T (C) is the m ininum over the entire
cellular array is always abl to m ake a progress.

A ssum Ing property (i) asabove, the algorithm correctly sin ulates the history ofupdates.
The Pollow ing exam ple m ay serve as an Infom al proof of this statem ent. Suppose PE1 is
currently updating the state of cell v (see Figure 33a) and its ocal tine is T;. Since
W (v) = fP E 5g, thisupdate ispossible because the localtin e of PE5, Ts, is currently larger
than T;. At present, PE1 receives the state of x from PES in order to perform the update.
Thisstate ish tine Ts, ie., In the future w ith respect to localtin e T; . H owever, the update
is correct, since the state of x wasthe sameattine T;, as it isat tine Ts.

Indeed, suppose the state of x were to be changed at sinulated localtineT ,T; < T < Ts.
At them om ent when this change would have been processed by PE 5, the Iocaltine of PE1
would have been larger than T, and T would have been the Iocaltine of PE5. A fter this
processing has supposedly taken place, the Iocaltine of PE1 should not decrease. Yet at
the present it is T;, which is an aller that T . T his contradiction proves that the state of x
cannot In fact change in the Interval (T1;Ts).

In theexam ple in F igure 35, only one t(c) suppliesm in ;¢ t(@) . H owever, the algorithm
in Figure 3.4 at Step 2 comm ands to select a cell not the cell. This covers the unlikely
situation of ssveralcellshaving the samem ininum time. Ifnext t(c) t(c) fordi erentcare
Independent random sam ples from a distrlbbution w ith a continuous density, this case occurs
w ith the probability zero. O n the other hand, if several cells can, w ith positive probability,
update sin ultaneously, a synchronous version of the aggregated algorithm should be used
Instead. To elin lnate Indetermm inism and inoonsistency, the latter would use synchronization
and intemm ediate storage techniques. T hese techniques were dem onstrated in the algorithm
in Figure'3.2 and their discussion is not repeated here.

For an im portant special case ofP oisson asynchrony in the aggregated algorithm ,
the algorithm ofF igure 3.4 is rew ritten in Figure 3.6. T his specialization capitalizes on the
additive property of Poisson stream s, speci cally, on the fact that sum of k independent

10



iteration 1 o time

N
T©) 12 13 )
iteration 2 B O time
O 12 @) 13 )
iteration 3 ®; O S time
10 ) 13 W) 12

Figure 35: T (C) slides along a sequence of t(c)’s in successive iterations of the aggregated
algorithm

l.whileT C) < endtime
f
2. slect a cell ¢ in the subarray C uniform Iy at random ;
3. wat untilT €) micouy o T CH ;
4. s next state (c; sheighbors(c)); t)) ;
5. TC) TE) e e nrCin@C))
g9

Figure 3.6: A synchronous m any-cellsperonePE algorithm . Poisson asynchrony
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Poisson stream s with rate each is a Poisson stream with rate k. In the algorithm ,
k = num ker_of _cells_in_C ; thisk isequaltom ? in the specialcase ofpartitioning intom m
subarrays. Unlke the general algorithm of Figure 3.4, in the specialization in Figure 3.6
neither ndividual stream s for di erent cells are m aintained, nor future arrivals t(c) for cells
are Individually com puted. Instead, a singlke cum ulative stream is sinulated and cells are
delegated random ly to m eet these arrivals.

At Step 5 In Figure 3.6, r C;n (T (C))) isan n (T (€ ))-th pseudorandom number in the
sequence uniform 7 distributed in (0,1). Ik follow s from the notation that each PE has its
own sequence. Ifthis sequence is independent ofthe run (which is condition (i) above) and if
updates for neighboring cells never coincide in tin e which is condition (i) above), then this
algorithm produces a unique reproducilble trafctory. The sam e statem ent is also true for
the algorithm in Figure 34. However, uniqueness provided by the algorithm in Figure 3.6
is weaker than the one provided by the algorithm in Figure 3.4: if the sam e array is parti
tioned di erently and/or executed with di erent number of PE s, a tra ctory produced by
the algorithm in Figure 3.6 m ay change; however, a trafctory produced by the algorithm
in Figure 34 is invariant for such changes given that each cellc uses itsown  xed pssudo—
random sequence.

E ciency ofaggregated algorithm s. Both m any-cellsperonePE algorithm s In F ig—
ure3.4 and Figure 3.6 aremore e cient than the onecelkperonePE counterparts in Fig—
ure 37 and Figure 3. This additionale ciency can be explined in the examplk of the
square array, as ollow s: In the algorithm s in Figure'3.i and Figure'34, a PE m ay wai or
its our neighbors. However, In the algorithm s in F igure 34 and Figure 3.6, a PE waits for
at m ost tw o neighbors. For exam ple, when the state of cellw in F igure 3.3a isupdated, PE1
m ight wait ©r PE3 and PE4. M oreover, forat Jeast m  2)? cells c out ofm?, PE1 does
not wait at all, becauseW () = ;. The cellscsuch that W (c) = ; om the dashed square
in Figure 3.3a.

This additionale ciency becom es especially large if, instead of set neighbors (c) In the
original form ulation of the m odel, one uses sets

1’1eighbors2 (©) det next to_nearest neighbors (c) 6)

or, m ore generally, g-th degree neighborhood, neighlors? (c). The latterisde ned forg > 1
nductively

neighbors? (¢) £ neighlbors heighbors? * () )

S
where neighbors(S) fora sst S of cells isde ned as neighbors (S )d=ef «s neighbors (c) .

Tt is easy to rew rite the algorithm s in F igure 3. and Figure 32 forthecaseq > 1. The
cbtained codes have Iow e ciency however. For exam ple, In the square array case, one has
heighlors?(c)j 1= 2g@+ 1). Thus, ifg= 2, a cellm ight have to wai for 12 cells in order
to update. In the sam e exam ple, if one PE carriesan m m subamay, andm > g, then
the PE waits for at m ost three other PE s nom atter how large the g is. M oreover, ifm > 29

then n m  29)? cases out ofm ? the PE does not wai at all
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The BKL algorithm ] was orighally proposed for Ising spin sinulations. & was
noticed that the probabilty p to I s(c) takes on only a nie (@nd sn all) number d of
values p;; ::5pq, €ach corresponding to one or several com binations of old values of s (c) and
neighboring spins s(”). Thus the algorithm splits the cells into d paimw ise dispint classes

17 27..« g- The rates py of changes (not just of the attem pts to change) orallc2 | are
the sam e. At each iteration, the BKL algorithm does the follow Ing:

@) Selcts i, at random according to the weights j x ok, k = 1;2; ::d, and
slkctsa cellc2 , unifom Iy at random .

() F lips the state of the selected cel], s(C) s@).

P
© Increasesthetineby log, ()=( ( ; , 4J xPx)), where r is a pseudo-
random num ber uniform ly distrbbuted in (0,1).

(d) Updates the m embership in the classes.

If the asynchrony law is Poisson, the idea of the BK L algorithm can be applied also to a

determm inistic update. H ere the probability p of change takes on jist two values:

p1= 0 ifnext;(c) = s(c),and p, = 1 ifnext.s(c) € s(o).

A ccordingly, there are two classes: g, the cells which are not going to change and , the

cellswhich are going to change. A sw ith the original BK L algorithm , a substantial overhead

is required form aintaining an acoount ofthem em bership in the classes (Step d)). TheBK L

algorithm is justi ed only ifa large num ber of cells are not going to change their states. The
latter is often the case. For exam ple, in the Conways's synchronous G am e of Life (G ardner
A2)) large regions of white cells (s(c) = 0) rem ain unchanged ©orm any ierations w ith very

few black cells (s(c) = 1). One would expect sin ilar behavior for an asynchronous version

ofthe G am e of Life.

Thebasic BKL algorithm is serial. To use it on a parallel com puter, an cbvious idea isto
run a copy ofthe serial BK L algordthm In each subarray carried by a PE . Such a procedure,
how ever, causes roltbadks, as seen In the PHllow ng exam pl:

Suppose PE1 is currently updating the state of cellv (Figure'3.3a) and its Jocaltin e is
T,,whike the Jocaltin e of PE 5, Ts, is Jarger than T; . Since x is a nearest neighborto B, x’s
m em bership m ight change because of v's changed state. Suppose x’sm embership were to
Indeed change. A lthough this change would have been in e ect sihcetime T, PE5, which is
resoonsible for x, would keam about the change only at tine Ts > T;.Asthepast ofPES
is not, therefore, what PE 5 has believed i to be, nterval [I1;Ts] m ust have been sim ulated
by PE5 noorrectly, and m ust be played again. T his original rolbtbadk m ight cause a cascade
of secondary rollbadks, third generation roltbadks etc.

A modi ed BKL algorithm applies the original BKL procedure only to a subset of

the cells, whereas the procedure of the standard m odel is applied to the rem aning cells.
M ore speci cally: An additional sesparate class ¢ isde ned. Unlke other ,k > 0, class

13



o always contains the sam e cells. Steps @) — (d) are perfomm ed as above w ith the follow Ing
modi cations:
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1) Theweight of § at step (@) istaken to be j 43

2) Ifthe s=lected cbelongsto ¢, then at step () the state ofcm ay orm ay
not change. T he probability p of change is determ ined as in the standard m odel.

P
3) Thetineatstep (€) shouldbeincreasedby log, ®)=( (J o3+ | , qJ x2x))/
where r= r(cn () is a pssudorandom num ber uniform Iy distributed n (0;1).

Now consider again the subarray carried by PE1 In Figure 3.3a. The subarray can be
subdivided nto the m 2) (m 2) \kemel" square and the rem aining boundary layer.
If rst degree neighborhood, neighkors (c), is replaced w ith the g-th degree neighborhood,
neighbors? (), then the kemelisthecentral m  29) M 29) square, and the boundary
layer has w idth q. Th Figure 33a, the cells in the dashed square constitute the kemel w ith
g= 1.To apply themodi ed BKL procedure to the subarray carried by PE 1, the boundary
layer is declared to be the special xed class (. Sin ilar identi cation is done in the other
subarrays. A s a resul, the fast concurrent BK L procedures on the kemels are shielded from
each other by slower procedures on the layers.

T he roltback is avoided, since state change of a cell in a subarray does not constitute
state orm em bership change ofa cell in another subarray. Unless the perform ance ofPE1 is
taken into account, the neighbors of PE1 can not even tellwhether PE1 uses the standard
or the BKL algorithm to update its kemel. A s the size of the subarray increases, so does
both the relative weight of the kemel and the fraction of the fast BK L processing.

G enerating the output. C onsider the task of generating cellilar pattems for speci ed
simulated tines. A method for perform ing this task in a serial sinulation or a paralkel
sim ulation of a synchronous cellular array is cbvious: as the global tin e reaches a speci ed
value, the com puter outputs the states of all cells. In an asynchronous sin ulation, the task
becom esm ore com plicated because there isno globaltine: di erent PEsm ay have di erent
local tim es at each physical instance of sim ulation.

Suppose Por exam ple, one wants to see the cellular pattems at regular tim e intervals
Ko t Kotl) t Kot+2) t;::onascreen ofam onitorattached tothe com puter. W ithout
getting too nvolved In the details of perform ing I/O operations and the architecture of the
parallel com puter, i would be enough to assum e that a ssparate process or processes are
associated w ith the output; these processes scan an output bu er m em ory space allocated
In one or ssveral PEs or in the shared mem ory; the bu er space consists of B fram es,
num bered 0,1,..,B 1, each capable of storing a com plete in age ofthe cellilar array for one
tin e lnstance. T he output processes draw the inage fortine Kt on the screen as soon as
the fram e num ber rem K =B ) (the ram inder of the Integer division K by B ) is fulland the
previous In ages have been shown. Then the fram e is ashed for the next round when it w ill
be Ikedwih theimage fortine K + B) tand soon.

The algorithm must 1lthe approprate fram e w ith the appropriate data as soon as both
data and the fram e becom e availbbl. The m odi cations that enabl the asynchronous al-
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/*B‘ljija]JyK=K0,T(C)< Ko t*/
l.whileT C) < end.time
f
2. slect a cellc in the subarray C such that
tlc) = min wc t(@ and assign new T  t();
3. whilnew T > K t
f
4, wait until fram e rem K =B ) is availablk;
5. store In age s(C ) Into frame rem K =B );
6. K K+ 1
g;
7. T C) new _T;
8. watuntilT €) miicouy ¢ T CY ;
9. s next state (c; sheighbors(c)); t)) ;
10. t(c) tim e of next arrival (c; snheighbors(c)); t(c))
g

Figure 3.7: G enerating the output in the aggregated asynchronous algorithm
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gorithm in Figure 34 to perform this task are presented In Figure 3. In this algorithm ,
variabls new T and K are private (ie. localto PE) and tand K, are constants whose
values are the sam e or allthe PEs. Note that di erent PEsmay 1di erent fram es con—
currently. Iffthe slowest PE ispresently 1lling an mmage ortine K t, then the fastest PE
isallowed to llthe mage Portimeno laterthan K + B 1) t.An attem pt by the fastest
PE to lltheimage fortine K + B) twillbe blocked at Step 4, until the fram e num ber
rem =B )= rem (K + B )=B ) becom es available.

Thus,the nitenessoftheoutputbu erintroducesa restriction which isnot present in the
origihalalyorithm in Figure3.4. A coording to this restriction, the lag between concurrently
processed local tin es cannot exceed a certain constant. T he exact value of the constant in
each particular instance depends on the relative positions of the update tin es w ithin the

t=slots. In any case, the constant isnot anallerthan 8 1) tand not hrgerthan B t.

However, even with a sihglke output bu er ssgment, B = 1, the sinulation does not
becom e tin edriven. In this case, the concurrently processed localtim esm ight be within a
distance of up to t of each other, whereas tm ight be relatively lJarge. N o precision of
update tin e representation is lost, although e ciency m ight degrade when both t and B
becom e too sm all, see Section 4.

4. Perform ance assessm ent: experim ents and sim ulations

M odeling and analysis of asynchronous algorithm s is a di cult theoretical problem .
Strictly speaking, the follow Ing discussion is applicable only to synchronous algorithm s.
However, one m ay argue nfom ally that the perform ance of an asynchronous algorithm is
not worse than that of its synchronous counterpart, since expensive synchronizations are
elim nated.

F irst, consider the synchronous algorithm in Figure34. Let N Dbe the size of the array
and N be the number of cells which passed the test at Step 2, Figure 34. The ratio of
usefil work performm ed, to the total work expended at the iteration is Ny=N . This ratio
yields the e ciency (or utilization) at the given iteration. A ssum ing that in the serial
algorithm allthe work is usefii], and that the algorithm perfom s the sam e com putation as
its parallel counterpart, the speed-up of the paralkel com putation is the average e ciency
tin es the number of PE s nvolved. Here the averaging is done w ith equal weights over all
the iterations.

In the general algorithm s, next t(c) is detemm Ined using the states of the neighbors of c.
However, In the in portant applications, such as an Ising m odel, next t(c) is lndependent of
states. T he llow Ing assesam ent isvalid only for this special case of ndependence. Here the
con guration is irrelevant and w hether the test succeeds or not can be determm ined know Ing
only the tin es at each iteration. This kads to a simpli ed m odel in which only Jocal tim es
are taken Into acocount: at an iteration, the local tin e of a cell is Increm ented if the tine
does not exceed them InInum of the local tim es of its neighbors.

A smple (serial) algorithm which updates only local tim es of cells t(c) according to the
rules form ulated above wasexercised fordi erent array sizesn and threedi erent dim ensions:
foran n-elem ent circulararray, an n  n toroidalarray, and forn n n array with periodic
boundary conditions. Two types of asynchronies are tried: the Poisson asynchrony for
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Figure 4 1: Perform ance of the Ising m odel sin ulation. O necellperonePE case

which next t t is distrbbuted exponentially, and the asynchrony for which next t tis
uniform ly distrbbuted in (0,1). In both cases, random tin e ncrem ents for di erent cells are
Independent.

T he results of these six experin ents are given in F igure4 .. Each solid line in F igure 4.
is enclosed between two dashed lines. The latter represent 99.99% Student’s con dence
Intervals constructed using several sinulation runs, that are param etrically the sam e but
fod with di erent pseudo+andom sequences. In Figure'd i, for each array topology there
are two solids lines. The Poisson asynchrony always corresoonds to the lower line. The
corresponding lin iting values of perform ances wWhen n is large) are also shown near the
right end ofeach curve. For exam ple, the e ciency in the simulation ofa largen n armay
w ith the Poisson asynchrony is about 0.121, w ith the other asynchrony, it is about 0.132.

N o analytical theory is availablk for predicting these values or even proving their ssp—
aration from zero whenn ! +1 . It Pllows from Figure 4.] that replacing exponential
distrdoution of nextt t with the uniform distribution results n e ciency increase from
0247 to 0271 ora argen—cirrle m ! +1 ). The e ciency can be raised even more. If
nextt t= r%, where r isdistrbuted uniform I in (0,1),then inthe limitn ! +1 ,with
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the Student’s con dence 99.99% ,thee ciency is0:3388 0:0012. It isnot known how high
the e ciency can be raised this way (degenerated cases, lke a synchronous one, in which
the e ciency is 1, are not counted).

Ane ciency of0.12m eansthe speed-up 0of0:12 N ; orN = 2! thiscom estom ore than
1900. Thisasssanent iscon med In an actual ull scale sim ulation experim ent perform ed
on 2% = 128 128 PEsofa Connection M achine R) (a quarter of the fiillcom puter ). This
SIM D com puter appears wellsuited for the synchronous execution of the one-cellper-one—
PE algorithm in Figure 33 on a toroidalarray, Poisson asynchrony law . Since an individual
PE is rather slow, it executes several thousand instructions per second, and is absolute
goeed is not very Impressive: It took roughly 1 sec. of realtime to update all 128 128
soins when the tra ¢ generated by other tasks running on the com puter was an all (m ore
precise m easurem ent was not availablk). T his includes about 83 (0:12) ! rounds of the
algorithm , several hundred Instructions of one PE per round.

The 12% e ciency in the oneceltperonePE experim ents could be greatly Increased
by aggregation. T he m any-cellsperonePE algorithm in Figure3.§ is in plmented asa C
language parallel program for a Balance (TM ) com puter, which isa shared mem ory M M D
busmachine. Then n amay wassplit intom m subarrays, as shown in F igure 3.3, where
n isamuliiple ofm . Because the com puter has 30 PE s, the experim ents could be perform ed
only with m=m )? = 1;4;9;16, and 25 PEs fordi erentn andm .

A Iong w ith these experin ents, a sin pli ed m odel, sin ilar to the onecellperonePE cass,
was run on a serial com puter. In thism odel, quantity h (C ) et T (C) ism aintained foreach
PE,C = 1;u3 @=m)?. The update of h (C ) is arranged In rounds, wherein each h(C) is
updated as ollow s:

() with probability pp = m  2)?=m?, PEC updatesh (C):

h(C) h(C) " Cinh(€)); @)

where r and In are the same as in Step 5 in Figure 3.6. Here p, is the probability that the
PE choosssa cellc so that W (©)j= 0;

({) with probability p; = 4m  2)=m?, the PE must check the h (C° of one of its four
neighbors C ° before m aking the update. The C ° is chosen unifom Iy at random am ong the
Purpossibilities. Ifh € 9 h (C), then h (C ) getsan increm ent according to (§); otherw ise,
h (C) isnot updated. Here p; is the probability that PE w ill choose a cell ¢ in an edge but
not in a comer, so that W (©)j= 1

(ifl) with the rem aining probability p, = 4=m 2, the PE checksh (C% and h C?) oftwo of its
ad-pcent neighbors (for exam pk in Figure 3.3, neighbors PE2 and PE 3 can be involved in
the com putation orPE1). T he two neighbors are chosen uniform Iy at random from the four
possbilities. Again, fboth h(C% hC)andhC® h(C),then h(C) gets an hcrem ent
according to (§); otherw ise, h (C ) is not updated. Here p, is the probability to choose a cell
c in a comer, so that W (c)j= 2.

A s In the previous case, this simpli ed m odel simulates a possibl but not cbligatory
synchronous tin Ing arrangem ent or executing the real asynchronous algorithm . F igure 42
show s excellent agreem ent between actual and predicted perform ances for the aggregated
Ishgmodel. The e ciency presented In Figure 4 4 is com puted as
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Figure 4 2: Perform ance of the Ising m odel sin ulation. M any-cellsperonePE case

, serial execution tin e )
e ciency =
& number of PEs parallel execution tim e

T he paralel speed-up can be found ase ciency numberofPEs. For25PE ssimulating
a 120 120 Ising m odel, e ciency is 0.66; hence, the speed-up is greater than 16. For the
currently unavailable sizes, when 10* PEs sinulate a 10* 10* array, the sinpli ed m odel
predicts an e ciency ofabout 0.8 and a speed-up of about 8000.

In the experin ents reported above, the lag between the localtin es ofany two PEswas
not restricted. A s discussed in Section 3, an upper bound on the lag m ight result from the
necessity to produce the output. To see how thebound a ectsthee ciency, one experin ent
reported In Figure 4 4, is repeated with varibus nite values of the lag bound. In this
experinent, an n n armay is smulated and one PE carries an m m subarray, where
n= 384 andm = 12. The resuls are presented in Figure 4 3.

In Figure 4 3, the uni ofm easure oor a lag is the expectation of tin e intervals between
consecutive arrivals for a cell. For lag bounds greater than 16, degradation ofe ciency is
aln ost unnoticeable, when com pared w ith the base experim ent where lag= 1 . Substantial
degradation starts at about 8; forthe unity lag bound, thee ciency isabout halfthat ofthe
base experim ent. However, even for lag bound 03, the sin ulation rem ains practical, w ith
an e ciency ofabout 01; since 1024 PE s execute the task, thise ciency m eans a speed-up
ofm ore than 100.
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Figure 43: E ciency degradation caused by bounded lag
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5. Conclusion

Thispaperdem onstratesan e cient parallelm ethod for sin ulating asynchronous cellular
arrays. The algorithm s are quite sin ple and easily in plem entable on appropriate hardw are.
In particular, each algorithm presented in the paper can be in plem ented on a general pur-
pose asynchronous parallel com puter, such as the currently available bus m achines w ith
shared m em ory. The speed of such in plm entation depends on the speed 0of PE s and the
e ciency of the com m unication system . A crucial condition for success n such inplem en—
tation is the availability of a good parallel generator of pssudorandom num bers. To assure
reproducibility, each PE should have its own reproduchble pssudorandom sequence.

T he proposed algorithm s present a num ber of challenging m athem atical problam s, for
exam ple, the problem of proving that e ciency tends to a positive lim it when the number
of PEs ncreases to in  nity.
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APPEND IX :a working code of Ising sim ulation

C language program forthe BALANCE paralkel com puter; the code is used for tin lng only
and contains no i/0; the code of the pssudorandom num ber generator is not included

#include <pp.h>
#include <math.h>
#include <sys/tmp_ctl.h>

#define SHARED MEM STIZE (sizeof (double)*10000)

#define END_TIME 1000.

#define A 24 /* side of small square a PE takes care of*/
#define M 5 /* number of PEs along a side of the big square*/

shared int nPEs = M*M, spin[M*A] [M*A];

shared float time[M] [M]; /*local times on subarrays*/

shared float prob[10]; /* probabilities of state change */

shared float J = 1., H= 0.; /* Energy= —J sum spin spin’ — H sum spin */
shared float T = 1.; /* Temperature */

shared int ato2 = A*A;

shared int am = A*M;

main ()

{
int i, j,child id, my_spin, sum nei, index, bit;
float d E, x;
double frand();

/* compute flip probabilities */
for (1 =0; i <5 ; i++)
for (3 =0; < 2; j+t+)

{index = i + 5*75; /* index = 0,1,...,9 */
my spin = 2*j - 1;
sum nei = 2*i - 4;
dE=2.*(J * my spin * sum nei + H * my_spin);
x = exp(-d_E/T);
prob[index] = x/(1.+x);

/* printf ("prob[%d]=%f\n", index, prob[index]); */
i

/* initialize local times */
for (i1 =0; i < M; i++)
for (3 =0; j <M, j++)
time[i][3]1=0.;
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/* initialize spins at random, in seedran(seed,b), b is dummy*/
seedran (31234,1) ;
for (1 = 0; 1 < M*A; i++)
for (j = 0; j < M*A; J++) {

bit = 2*frand(1); /* bit becomes 0 or 1 */
spin[i]l [j] = 2*bit - 1; /* spin becomes -1 or 1 */
/* printf ("spin[%d] [$d]=%d\n", 1, J, spin[i] []]); */

}i

/* in the following loop single PE spawns nPEs other PEs for concurrent
execution. Each child PE would execute subroutine work (my_id) with its
own argument my_id. */

for (child id = 0; child id < nPEs; child id++)

if (fork() == 0) {
tmp_affinity(child id); /* fixing a PE for process child id */
work (child_id); /* starting a child PE process */
exit (0);

/* in the following loop the parent PE awaits termination of each child PE
then terminates itself */

for (child id = 0; child id < nPEs; child id++) wait (0);

exit (0);

work (my_id)
int my_ id;
{
int i, 73;
int coord, var;
int x,y,my i,my Jj,sum nei, nei_i,nei_7j;
int up i, down i, left_3j, right_ j;
int i _base, j_base;
int index;
double frand();
double r;
double end time;

end time = END_TIME*A*A;
/*normalizing time scale for multiprocessor execution*/
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my i = my_idsM;
i base = my_i*A;
up_ i = (my_i + 1)3M;

down i = (my i + M- 1)23;

my_j = (my_id-my_i) /M;
J_base = my_J*A;

left = (my_j + M- 1)%M;
right_j = (my_j + 1)3;

seedran (my_id*my_id*my_id,my id);

/*PE my_id has its own copy of pseudo-random number generator and initializes it
using seedran (seed,my_id) with unique seed=my_id*my_id*my id */

while (time[my i] [my_Jj] < end time)

{

r = frand(my_id);

/*PE my_id obtains next pseudo-random number from its own sequence*/

X = r*A;
y = (*A—x)*A;

/*pick a random cell with internal address (x,y) within the A*A square*/

/*compute sum of neighboring spins*/

sum nei = 0;
for (coord = 0;
for (var

_1;
nei i =
nei j = yj
if (coord
if (coord

X7

0)

nei i +=
1) nei j +=

coord < 2; coord += 1)
var < 2; var +=

2)

var;
var;

1if(0 <= nei i && nei_i < A && 0 <= nei_j && nei_j < A)

{

nei i += i base;
nei_j += j_lbase;
}
else

{

/* 4 possible
if (-1 =
if (-1 =
if(nei i
if(nei_j

nei i)
nei_Jj)
A)
A)

while
while
while
while

(time[down_i] [my_ 7]
(time[my_i] [left 7]
(time[ [my_3J]

(time[ [right_7j]

up_1]
my_1i]

i
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reasons to wait for a neighboring PE */

/*PE my_id carries small square (my_i,my_7j)*/

4
.
14

14



nei i = (nei_i+i base+am) $am;
(nei_j+ij_laset+am) $am;

nei_j
i

sum nei += spin[nei_i] [nei_jl;

}i

/*recover index*/
index = (sum nei + 4)/2 + 5* (spin[x+i_base] [y+]_base] + 1)/2;

r = frand(my_id);

if (r < prob[index])
spin[x+i_base] [y+]j_lbase] *= -1;
else /* printf(": NO flip\n") */ ;

r = frand(my_id);

time[my_i] [my_j] += —log(r);
i
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