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Abstract—The roulette wheel selection is a critical process
in heuristic algorithms, enabling the probabilistic choice of
items based on assigned fitness values. It selects an item with
a probability proportional to its fitness value. This technique
is commonly employed in ant-colony algorithms to randomly
determine the next city to visit when solving the traveling
salesman problem. Our study focuses on parallel algorithms
designed to select one of multiple processors, each associated with
fitness values, using random wheel selection. We propose a novel
approach called logarithmic random bidding, which achieves
an expected runtime logarithmic to the number of processors
with non-zero fitness values, using the CRCW-PRAM model
with a shared memory of constant size. Notably, the logarithmic
random bidding technique demonstrates efficient performance,
particularly in scenarios where only a few processors are assigned
non-zero fitness values.

Index Terms—roulette wheel selection, fitness proportionate
selection, ant colony optimization, traveling salesman problem,

parallel heuristic algorithms

I. INTRODUCTION

Let f0, f1, . . . , fn−1 denote non-negative real numbers re-

ferred to as fitness. The roulette wheel selection, also known as

the fitness proportionate selection, is a fundamental operation

that chooses one of the n indices in a way that the probability

of selecting an index i (0 ≤ i ≤ n−1) is directly proportional

to its fitness value. Mathematically, this probability of selecting

i is determined as:

Fi =
fi

f0 + f1 + · · ·+ fn−1
.

The roulette wheel selection serves as a crucial component

in heuristic algorithms. For instance, in the ant colony opti-

mization technique for solving the traveling salesman problem

(TSP) [1]–[3], this method is employed to choose the next

city to visit. Specifically, each edge connecting a pair of cities

is assigned a fitness value based on its suitability as a TSP

route. Subsequently, the next city to visit is randomly selected

from those connected to an unvisited city, with the selection

probability being directly proportional to the fitness value of

the edge. Furthermore, roulette wheel selection can be applied

to the vertex coloring problem [4].

This study focuses on parallel roulette wheel selection, aim-

ing to efficiently select a processor i among n processors, each

assigned a fitness value fi corresponding to their ID from 0 to

n− 1. The objective of parallel roulette wheel selection is to

randomly select a processor i with probability Fi. For precise

theoretical analysis, we assume the PRAM (parallel random

access machine model) [5], equipped with multiple processors

and the shared memory with either EREW (exclusive read

exclusive write) or CRCW (concurrent read concurrent write)

operations. All processors function synchronously, and in

the EREW-PRAM model, simultaneous memory access by

multiple processors is prohibited. On the other hand, in the

CRCW-PRAM model, such simultaneous access is allowed.

In this CRCW-PRAM model, if a write conflict occurs in

a memory cell of the shared memory, a randomly selected

one among the multiple memory write operations succeeds in

writing the value.

Utilizing a pseudo-random number generator rand() that

returns a real number uniformly distributed in the range [0, 1),
we can implement the roulette wheel selection algorithm. We

define pi = f0 + f1 + · · · + fi (0 ≤ i ≤ n − 1) as the

prefix-sum, with p−1 = 0 for simplicity. The parallel roulette

wheel selection can be executed using the prefix-sum-based

algorithm [3] outlined below:

[Prefix-sum-based parallel roulette wheel selection]

1. Compute all prefix-sums p0, p1, . . . , pn−1.

2. Processor 0 computes R← rand() · pn−1.

3. Each processor i (0 ≤ i ≤ n− 1) checks if pi−1 ≤ R < pi.

If this condition holds, processor i is selected.

This algorithm selects processor i with probability:

pi − pi−1

pn−1
=

fi

f0 + f1 + · · ·+ fn−1
= Fi.

Consequently, the prefix-sum-based algorithm correctly selects

i with the probability Fi. We can use a parallel prefix-

sum algorithm on the EREW-PRAM [5], which operates in

O(log n) time using O(n) memory cells to compute all par-

allel prefix-sums. Thus, the prefix-sum-based parallel roulette

wheel selection runs in O(log n) time on the EREW-PRAM

with a shared memory of size O(n).
From a practical standpoint, the independent roulette selec-

tion [6] might offer increased efficiency. The algorithm for

independent roulette wheel selection is outlined below:

[The independent roulette wheel selection]

1. Each processor i (0 ≤ i < n) computes ri = fi · rand().
2. Identify the maximum ri among r0, r1, . . . , rn−1

and select processor i.

Since ri is a random number in the range [0, fi), a larger fi
has a higher probability of becoming the maximum. Thus,
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a processor with higher fitness is selected with a higher

probability. However, the probability may not equal to Fi.

This discrepancy can be observed through a simple example

with n = 2, f0 = 2, and f1 = 1. In this case, r0 ∈ [0, 2)
and r1 ∈ [0, 1). If r0 ≥ [1, 2), then processor 0 is chosen.

Otherwise, since both r0 and r1 are in [0, 1), processor 0 is

selected with a probability of 1
2 . Hence, processor 0 is chosen

with a probability of 1
2 + 1

2 ·
1
2 = 3

4 using the independent

roulette wheel selection, while the roulette wheel selection

requires selecting 0 with a probability of F0 = 2
2+1 = 2

3 .

Thus, the independent roulette wheel selection fails to adhere

to the desired probabilities of the roulette wheel selection.

For a comprehensive analysis of selection probabilities in the

independent roulette wheel selection, readers are encouraged

to refer to [7].

This paper primary focuses on presenting a novel technique

for the parallel roulette wheel selection method that ensures

precise probabilities. Our new technique called the logarithmic

random bidding is designed so that each i (0 ≤ i ≤ n − 1)

is selected with a probability of Fi within an expected time

complexity of O(log k) on the CRCW-PRAM with a shared

memory cell of size O(1), where k denotes the number of

non-zero fitness values among f0, f1, . . . , fn−1. Hence, the

logarithmic random bidding technique operates quite fast,

especially when k is small. Notably, in ant-colony based

TSP algorithms, fitness values are often set to zero for cities

that have already been visited. In such scenarios with many

zero fitness values, the logarithmic random bidding technique

exhibits accelerated performance.

This paper is organized as follows: Section II introduces

our logarithmic random bidding technique and demonstrates

its ability to select processor i with a probability of Fi. Sec-

tion III details the implementation of a parallel roulette wheel

selection with the logarithmic random bidding technique on

the CRCW-PRAM. Finally, Section IV presents the conclusion

of our work.

II. THE PARALLEL ROULETTE WHEEL SELECTION WITH

THE LOGARITHMIC RANDOM BIDDING

This section presents the logarithmic random bidding for the

parallel roulette wheel selection and provides a proof ensuring

that it selects processor i (0 ≤ i ≤ n−1) with a probability of

Fi. This algorithm closely resembles the independent roulette

wheel selection, yet it incorporates a crucial modification in

computing ri. Instead of the conventional ri = fi · rand()

method used in the independent roulette wheel selection, it

employs the logarithmic random bidding: ri =
log(rand())

fi
. The

specifics are detailed below:

[Roulette wheel selection with logarithmic random bidding]

1. Each processor i (0 ≤ i < n) computes ri =
log(rand())

fi
.

2. Identify the maximum ri among r0, r1, . . . , rn−1

and select processor i.

Next, we will demonstrate that the logarithmic random

bidding technique selects processor i (0 ≤ i ≤ n− 1) with a

TABLE I
THE SELECTION PROBABILITIES OF THE ROULETTE WHEEL SELECTION

ALGORITHMS IN 10
9 ITERATIONS WITH fi = i (0 ≤ i ≤ 9)

i fi Fi independent logarithmic

0 0 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000
1 1 0.022222 0.000000 0.022222
2 2 0.044444 0.000088 0.044446
3 3 0.066667 0.001708 0.066672
4 4 0.088889 0.010993 0.088885
5 5 0.111111 0.038787 0.111105
6 6 0.133333 0.094267 0.133340
7 7 0.155556 0.178238 0.155552
8 8 0.177778 0.282382 0.177771
9 9 0.200000 0.393536 0.200007

probability of Fi. It is evident that ri falls within the range

(−∞, 0). The cumulative distribution function of ri is

Pr (ri ≤ x) = Pr

(

log(rand())

fi
≤ x

)

= Pr(rand() ≤ exfi)

= exfi .

Consequently, the probability density function of ri becomes:

dPr(ri ≤ x)

dx
= fie

xfi

Let us evaluate the probability that processor 0 is selected,

that is, r0 is larger than r1, r2, . . . , rn−1. This probability can

be evaluated as follows.
∫ 0

−∞

dPr(r0 ≤ x)

dx
· Pr(r1 ≤ x) · · ·Pr(rn−1 ≤ x)dx

=

∫ 0

−∞

f0e
xf0exf1exf2 · · · exfn−1dx

=

∫ 0

−∞

f0e
x(f0+f1+···fn−1)dx

=

[

f0

f0 + f1 + · · ·+ fn−1
ex(f0+f1+···fn−1)

]0

−∞

=
f0

f0 + f1 + · · ·+ fn−1
= F0

Therefore, processor 0 is selected with a probability of F0.

Similarly, the probability of selecting any other processor i can

be determined in the same manner, confirming that processor

i is selected with a probability of Fi.

To verify the probability precision of the logarithmic ran-

dom bidding technique against the conventional independent

roulette wheel selection, we conducted simulations over 109

iterations using fi = i (0 ≤ i ≤ 9). The Mersenne Twister

random number generator [8] was employed to implement the

rand() function. The comparative analysis showcases the inac-

curacy of the independent roulette wheel selection, particularly

evident for smaller fi values where the selection probability

significantly deviates from Fi. In contrast, our roulette wheel

selection consistently demonstrates probabilities of selecting

fi that closely align with Fi.



TABLE II
THE SELECTION PROBABILITIES OF THE FIRST 10 PROCESSORS OF THE

ROULETTE WHEEL SELECTION ALGORITHMS IN 10
9 ITERATIONS WITH

f0 = 1 AND f1 = f2 · · · = f99 = 2

i fi Fi independent logarithmic

0 1 0.005025 0.000000 0.005026
1 2 0.010050 0.010104 0.010053
2 2 0.010050 0.010104 0.010053
3 2 0.010050 0.010099 0.010048
4 2 0.010050 0.010101 0.010050
5 2 0.010050 0.010108 0.010057
6 2 0.010050 0.010099 0.010048
7 2 0.010050 0.010101 0.010050
8 2 0.010050 0.010100 0.010050
9 2 0.010050 0.010106 0.010055

Especially for large n, the probability of selecting smaller

fi values can tend toward near-zero values. For instance, in

a scenario employing the roulette wheel selection across 100

processors with f0 = 1 and f1 = f2 = · · · = f99 = 2,

the expected selection probability for processor 0 stands at
1

199 ≈ 0.005025. However, the independent roulette wheel

selection yields a probability of (12 )
99 · 1

100 ≈ 1.57772×10−32,

essentially zero, resulting in processor 0 never being selected.

Table II shows simulations from 109 iterations, confirm-

ing alignment with mathematical analyses: the independent

roulette wheel selection consistently neglects selection of

processor 0, while the logarithmic random bidding technique

accurately reflects the expected selection probabilities.

III. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARALLEL ROULETTE

WHEEL SELECTION ALGORITHM

This section focuses on implementations of the parallel

roulette wheel selection. In particular, we will present how

we can identify the maximum ri among r0, r1, . . . , rn−1

in parallel. It can be identified by a parallel reduction in

an obvious way as follows. Imagine a binary tree with n

leaves each associated with ri. The maximum of the two

children are computed in very internal nodes from the leaves

synchronously. Clearly, the root will store the maximum. How-

ever, this implementation takes O(log n) time and requires a

shared memory of size O(n) on the EREW-PRAM.

We aim to demonstrate that the maximum value ri can be

identified within an expected O(log k) parallel steps. The par-

allel algorithm utilizes the CRCW-PRAM model, employing

shared memory variable s initialized to zero, along with the

variable output to store the index of selected processor.

Each processor i iteratively writes its ri value into s until the

condition s ≥ ri is satisfied. Consequently, write conflicts may

arise, with one of the writing accesses successfully updating

the shared memory cell. Once all processors complete this

writing operation and the condition s ≥ ri is met for all i,

the value stored in s represents the maximum of all ri’s. Each

processor i writes its index i into output if s = ri. Clearly,

output retains the index corresponding to the maximum ri
value. Here are the detailed steps:

[Identifying the maximum ri]

Each processor i (0 ≤ i < n− 1) performs:

1. while s < ri do s← ri;

2. barrier synchronization();

3. if s = ri then output ← i;

Next, we will estimate the number of iteration performed

in the while loop. We assume that we have k non-zero ri’s.

We say that a processor i is active in an iteration of the while

loop if s < ri holds and it performs s← ri. Clearly, the first

iteration, k processors are active and the while loop is iterated

until no active processor exists. We say that the an iteration is

success if at least a half of active processors become inactive.

The iterations can have up to ⌈log2 k⌉ success iterations and

every iteration is success with probability 1
2 when k ≥ 2. The

expected number of iterations is

1 ·
1

2
+ 2 ·

1

22
+ 3 ·

1

23
+ · · · = 2.

Hence, 2⌈log2 k⌉ iterations are sufficient to have ⌈log2 k⌉
success iterations, and we have the following theorem:

Theorem 1. The parallel roulette wheel selection with the

logarithmic random bidding for n processors, each with a non-

negative fitness fi (0 ≤ i ≤ n− 1), selects a processor i with

a probability of Fi = fi
f0+f1+···+fn−1

in O(log k) expected

time on the CRCW-PRAM with a shared memory size of O(1),
where k is the number of non-zero fitness values among all

fi’s.

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper presented the logarithmic random bidding tech-

nique for the parallel random wheel selection with precise

selection probabilities. It runs in O(log k) time on the CRCW-

PRAM with a shared memory of size O(1) and the selection

probabilities follow the requirement of the roulette wheel

selection precisely.
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