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On the Zeros of the Riemann Zeta Function
in the Critical Strip. 11

By R. P. Brent, J. van de Lune, H. J. J. te Riele and D. T. Winter

Abstract. We describe extensive computations which show that Riemann’s zeta function {(s)
has exactly 200,000,001 zeros of the form o + it in the region 0 < ¢t < 81,702,130.19; all these
zeros are simple and lie on the line 0 = % (This extends a similar result for the first 81,000,001
zeros, established by Brent in Math. Comp., v. 33, 1979, pp. 1361-1372.) Counts of the
numbers of Gram blocks of various types and the failures of “Rosser’s rule” are given.

1. Introduction. Riemann’s zeta function is the meromorphic function §: C\ {1} —
C, which, for Re(s) > 1, may be represented explicitly by

$(s) = § n  (s=o+it).

n=1

It is well known (see Titchmarsh [16, Chapters II and X]) that
£(s) = Is(s — D)o 5/2T(s/2)¢(s)

is an entire function of order 1, satisfying the functional equation £(s) = &(1 — s),
so that
E(z):= &4+ iz) (z€0),

being an even entire function of order 1, has an infinity of zeros. The Riemann
Hypothesis is the statement that all zeros of Z(z) are real, or, equivalently, that all
nonreal zeros of {(s) lie on the “critical” line ¢ = %. Since {(5) =m, we may
restrict ourselves to the half plane ¢ > 0. To this day, Riemann’s Hypothesis has
neither been proved nor disproved.

Numerical investigations related to this unsolved problem were initiated by
Riemann himself and later on continued more systematically by the writers listed
below (including their progress).

Investigator Year The first n complex zeros of {(s)
are simple and lieon o = 4

Gram [6] 1903 n=15

Backlund [1] 1914 n="179

Hutchinson [7] 1925 n = 138

Titchmarsh [15] 1935/6 n = 1,041
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Those listed above utilized the Euler-Maclaurin summation formula and performed
their computations by hand or desk calculator, whereas those listed below applied
the Riemann-Siegel formula in conjunction with electronic computing devices.

Lehmer [10], [11] 1956 n = 25,000
Meller [13] 1958 n = 35,337
Lehman [9] 1966 n = 250,000
Rosser, Yohe & Schoenfeld [14] 1968 n = 3,500,000
Brent [2] 1979 n = 81,000,001

An excellent explanatory account of most of these computations may be found in
Edwards [4].

In this paper, which should be considered as a continuation of Brent [2]*, we
report on extensive computations by which the first named author has extended his
former result to n = 156,800,001 and by which the remaining three authors (L R &
W, for short) have extended this bound to » = 200,000,001. Details of the last result,
together with a full program listing, are given in van de Lune, te Riele and Winter
[12]. Independently of Brent, L R & W have also checked the range [ gg 00,000
£120,000,000)-

In practice, the numerical verification of the Riemann hypothesis in a given range
consists of separating the zeros of the well-known real function Z(¢) (see formula
(2.6) of Brent [2]), or, equivalently, of finding sufficiently many sign changes of Z(z).
Our programs (aiming at a fast separation of these zeros) are based, essentially, on
the modification of Lehmer’s [11] method introduced by Rosser et al. [14]. LR & W
have developed a more efficient strategy of searching for sign changes of Z(¢) in
Gram blocks of length L = 2. Brent’s average number of Z-evaluations, needed to
separate a zero from its predecessor, amounts to about 1.41 (corhpare Brent [2]),
whereas L R & W have brought this figure down to about 1.21. It may be noted here
that in the most recent version of the program of L R & W this figure has been
reduced further to about 1.185. From the statistics in Section 4, it follows that in the
range [ 8568000000 £200000000) this average number of Z-evaluations could not have
been reduced below 1.135 by any program which evaluated Z(¢) at all Gram points.
We also note that about 98 percent of the running time of the L R & W-program
was spent on evaluating Z(¢). This program was executed on a CDC CYBER 175
computer and ran about ten times as fast as the UNIVAC 1100/42 program of
Brent. This is roughly what could be expected, given the relative speeds of the
different machines.

2. The Strategy for Finding the Required Number of Sign Changes of Z(¢) in a
Gram Block of Length L = 2. The strategy of Brent for finding the required number
of sign changes of Z(¢) is exactly as described in Section 4 of Brent [2]. L R & W
refined this strategy in order to reduce the number of Z-evaluations as much as they
could. This will be described here in some detail.

* We take the opportunity to make the following corrections in Brent [2]: on p. 1361, line 9 1 , replace
“H(10)” by “H(15)”; on p. 1362, Eq. (2.3), replace “B,,” by “| By, | .
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In order to reduce the number of Z-evaluations as much as possible, we first
observe that after having determined a Gram block B; of length L = 2, we already
have implicitly detected L — 2 sign changes of Z(¢). Hence, the problem reduces to
finding the “missing two” sign changes. Next we observe that these missing two (if
existing) must both lie in one and the same Gram interval of the block B,. Some
preliminary experiments with the L R & W-program revealed that in the majority of
cases the missing two are situated in one of the outer Gram intervals of B,
Therefore, we first search in (g}, g,.) or (8,4, §,+,) according to which of
abs(Z(g,) + Z(g,4,)) and abs(Z(g;, ;) + Z(g,,)) is the smallest. In the selected
interval an efficient parabolic interpolation search routine is invoked. (Here is the
main improvement over Brent’s method, which used random search rather than
parabolic interpolation.) If this routine terminates without having found the missing
two sign changes, the other outer Gram interval of the block is treated in the same
manner. In case the missing two are still not found, another search routine is called,
depending on the length L of the block B, = [ g, g, ).

If L =2, the interval (g, g;,,) is scanned again, and if L > 2, we continue to
search in the interval (g,,,, 8;4;-)- In both cases, the search is performed by
means of a refinement of a search routine described by Lehman [9]. For more details
we refer the reader to the source text of the L R & W-program in [12].

If at some instant one of the search routines has detected the missing two, a new
Gram block is set up, and we continue as described above. In the opposite case the
program prints a message and a “plot” of Z(¢) corresponding to the whole Gram
block under investigation and proceeds by pretending (!) that the missing two were
found indeed. These plots of Z(t) were inspected afterwards (if necessary) “by
hand”. So far, the missing two were always easily found either in the Gram block
under consideration or in an adjacent Gram block; compare Brent [2, Section 4].

After having covered the range [ 8,56 8000005 8200,000,000)> W€ ran the computation a
little further and found 4 Gram blocks in [ g500000.0000 &200000004)» all of them
satisfying Rosser’s rule. By applying Theorem 3.2 of Brent [2], we completed the
proof of our claim that the first » = 200,000,001 zeros of {(s) are simple and lie on
o=1.

We (L R & W) intend to extend our computations in the near future.

3. Computation of Z(¢) and Error Analysis. In principle, Brent’s and L R & W’s
methods of computing Z(¢) and error analysis are exactly as described in Section 5
of Brent [2]. We shall only mention here the differences between L R & W’s
computations and error analysis and Brent’s. Details are given in [12].

The L R & W-computations were carried out on a CDC CYBER 175 computer
having a 60-bit word, and single-precision and double-precision floating point
arithmetic using 48- and 96-bit binary fractions, respectively. The function Z(z) was
computed (in both methods A and B) using the Riemann-Siegel formula with two
terms in its asymptotic expansion. Gabcke’s error bound (see [5]) |R,(?)|<
0.053:75/4, for t = 200, was used. The same bound is also given as a special case of
more general bounds in Brent and Schoenfeld [3]. For method A, a precomputed
table of 8194 cosine-values, and a precomputed table of 8193 corresponding dif-
ferences of cosine-values, was used in the linear interpolation formula for the
cosine-approximation. The main loop in method A was programmed in machine
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language (COMPASS), and one cycle of this loop executed in about 2.1 usec. The
error analysis, accounting for all possible errors in the machine computation of Z(¢),
was carried out for any ¢ in the interval (3.5 X 107, 3.72 X 10®). This interval covers
the range of zero # 81,000,000 till zero # 1,000,000,000 of {(s) in the critical strip,
which L R & W originally planned to investigate. The following bounds for the error
in the computed value Z(7) of Z(t) were derived:

3X 107 7!/%  for method A ,**
1Z(t) = Z(1)|<{ (54X 1073732 + 3.1 X 10716 + 4.1 X 10247~ 1/2
+5 X 107%7In(7))7'/* for method B,

for any ¢ (= 277) in the interval (3.5 X 107, 3.72 X 10®). In this interval, a safe
upper bound for the error is 2.7 X 1075, respectively 2.0 X 107", In the L R &
W-program, the extremely conservative fixed bounds 10™% (and sometimes even
2 X 107%) respectively 2.5 X 10~® were used. Nevertheless, until now not a single
was met for which method B could not determine the sign of Z() rigorously.

4. Statistics. The L R & W-program was organized in such a way that in case the
value of Z(t), obtained with method A, was too small for a rigorous sign determina-
tion, a few small shifts of the argument were tried before method B was invoked.
Therefore, the L R & W-program uses, in relatively few cases, an approximation to
the Gram point g, instead of g; itself. (In a run of 2,500,000 zeros, with error bound
10™* for method A, the total number of shifts was always less than 370. Most of
them were made when separating the zeros inside the Gram blocks. Only a few of
them were made in Gram points. Also see the text introducing Table 3.) Conse-
quently, the statistics found by L R & W cannot, strictly speaking, be accumulated
to those found by Brent. Nevertheless, just for convenience, we have put together all
results. This should be kept in mind when reading the tables.

In Table 1 we present a list of 104 exceptions to Rosser’s rule up to g,00,000,000
found by Brent and L R & W, including the 15 exceptions up to g5 490,000 from [2],
for completeness. Moreover, the types are given in parentheses, followed by the local
extreme values of S(¢) near B,. It is possible that for » = 156,800,000 the L R &
W-program has not detected all exceptions to Rosser’s rule, due to possible shifts in
Gram points. For instance, an exception of type 2 (see Table 2) may have been
detected as a Gram block of length 3 with “2 1 0” zero-pattern. It may be noted,
however, that in the range [ gz, 0000005 &120,000000) L R & W have found exactly the
same exceptions to Rosser’s rule as Brent.

In addition to the types 1, 2, and 3 introduced by Brent [2], we have defined the
types 4, 5, and 6, the meaning of which should be clear from Table 2. This table also
gives the frequencies of the occurrences of the various types in [g_;, 8500,000.000)-
Note that an exception of type 4 has not yet been found, so that at the time of
writing we still know only one Gram interval with four zeros, viz. G, 33, 765, found
by Brent [2].

**In [12] a four-term bound was given for method A. A closer look at the error analysis led us to the
simpler bound given here.















