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Abstract— In dealing with nonlinear systems, it is common to use numerical solutions. Unlike the careful behavior towards the numerical
results in chaotic regions, the validity of numerical results in regions of transient chaos might not always be taken into consideration.
This article demonstrates that using numerical methods to solve systems undergoing transient chaos can be challenging and sometimes
unreliable. To illustrate this issue, we use the Lorenz system [1] in the region of transient chaos as an example. We show how the result of
the computation might completely change when using different mathematically equivalent expressions. This raises the question of which
result should be relied on. To answer this question, we propose a method based on the Lyapunov exponent to determine the reliability of the
numerical solution and apply it to the provided example. In fact, this method checks a necessary condition for the validity of the numerical
solution. Then, by increasing the precision to the extent suggested by our method, we show that the result of our studied case passes this
test. In the end, we briefly discuss the scope and limits of our method.
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I. INTRODUCTION

W hen it comes to studying a dynamical system, nu-
merical methods are common, especially in many

non-linear systems where an analytical solution is not an op-
tion. However, errors are inevitable in numerical approaches.
Since chaos is known to be highly sensitive to any per-
turbation, many studies have been done to investigate the
problems that these errors might cause in chaotic systems
[2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. But what about transient chaos?

Transient chaos is a common phenomenon in nonlinear
dynamical systems. It can be observed in a vast variety of
topics, from hydrodynamics [7, 8], electronic circuits [9, 10],
power grid [11], and NMR lasers [12] to population dynam-
ics [13], ecology [14, 15], economics [16], neural networks
[17, 18] and some medical applications [19]. Hence, it is
crucial to make sure that the result of simulations in transient
chaos is reliable.

Transient chaos is "the form of chaos due to nonattract-
ing chaotic sets in the phase space." [20] As the destiny of
the systems undergoing transient chaos is non-chaotic, one
might overlook errors in numerical solutions; because, in dy-
namical systems, it is usual to just focus on destiny. The
detrimental effects of these errors in transient chaos are not
less important than in chaos; because, in studying chaotic
systems, it is common to employ a statistical perspective and
describe the system based on averaging, which may diminish
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the effects of numerical errors. However, in transient chaos,
this statistical view is not always applicable; since the errors
might change the system’s destiny. Also, when looking at
the evolution of the system, especially in short-time transient
chaos, one might mistake it for a system spiraling into a sta-
ble fixed point.

This article aims to point out the effects of numerical er-
rors on the destiny of systems undergoing transient chaos. In
section II, we demonstrate this problem in a Lorenz system
[1], and after that, we discuss two possible numerical errors
and the reasons that cause this problem. In section a, using
the Lyapunov exponent, we employ a method to understand
whether a numerical solution of a system is reliable. If not,
we state a possible way to enhance the simulation and make
it more reliable. By utilizing the introduced procedure, in
section b, we get back to our Lorenz example and find a way
to reach a reliable solution for our system.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT: WHICH NUMERI-
CAL RESULT IS THE TRUE DESTINY OF THE
SYSTEM?

In this article, the numerical solution is assumed valid if
its results are identical with that of the theoretical solution,
representing the actual outcome of the system under certain
initial condition. What follows is an example to explain this
problem further.
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Fig. 1: Lorenz system’s behavior for small values of r [21]. Note that the Lorenz equations are symmetric under (x,y)→ (−x,−y).
In the provided example, we have focused on the region of transient chaos.

For our purpose, we use Lorenz equations [1]:

ẋ = σ(y− x)

ẏ = rx− xz− y (1a)
ż = xy−bz

According to Fig 1, for σ = 10,b= 8
3 , in 1< r < rH = 24.74,

the system has two stable fixed points, C± = (x⋆±,y
⋆
±,z

⋆):

x⋆± = y⋆± =±
√

b(r−1),z⋆ = r−1 (2)

We concentrate on 13.926 < r < 24.06, where the system
can exhibit transient chaos. In this region, trajectories can
wander chaotically for a while and eventually reach either of
the stable fixed points.

As r increases, the time that they behave chaotically grows
to infinity so that in r = 24.04, the trajectories cannot escape
the strange attractor [22].

The result of a simulation of the system for r=20, using the
equation (1a), the RK4 1 algorithm [23] & [24] and NumPy
float32 variables, for a specific initial condition, (x0,y0,z0) =
(2,1,5.42857), is given in Fig.2a.
One can use expression (1b) instead of (1a) in the Lorenz
equations for the simulation:

ẏ = rx− y− xz (1b)

Obviously, (1a) and (1b) are mathematically equivalent, so
it is convenient to expect that the simulation result should be
the same. The outcome is shown in Fig.2b.

The result is different from our expectation. Not only the
numerical solution is completely different for (1a) and (1b),
but also they have reached different fixed points.

The problem is which one is the true destiny of this sys-
tem? Should we rely on one of these numerical solutions or
look for another way to understand the system?

1Runge-Kutta 4th order

III. TYPES OF NUMERICAL ERRORS

To find out the reason for the problem, we should first be
familiar with numerical errors. There are different factors in
numerical approaches that cause errors in the final result:

A) The error caused by the numerical algorithms, such as
Runge-Kutta, Euler, Verlet, etc., used to solve differen-
tial equations. Each algorithm causes local truncation
and total accumulated errors, which depend on the size
of discretization and the algorithm’s order of accuracy.
For example, the RK4 algorithm has a local truncation
error of O(dt5) and a total accumulated error of O(dt4),
dt being the discretization parameter.

B) The other factor is that the computer uses floating-point
arithmetic and has a finite precision, causing rounding
errors. The order of this rounding error depends on the
type of variables used in the simulation (the number of
digits that can be stored) and the order of magnitude of
numbers used in the operations. (The error of each op-
eration is equal to the precision of the larger operand.)
For example, to do the sum of ”1.1+ 1.3”, a computer
converts these numbers into binary form and then does
the math. Hence, because of the limitation in the num-
ber of digits it can store, the result is not exactly 2.4; It
is 2.4000000000000004.

It is known that floating-point addition and multiplica-
tion are both commutative but not necessarily associa-
tive nor distributive [25]. This type of error is the reason
for the difference caused by using different mathemati-
cally equivalent expressions. In fact, this error is caused
by a round-off error and is from the order of precision
of the largest number in the operations.

Both of those errors mentioned above are inevitable, but it
is important to recognize which one is larger and therefore is
the main reason for the final error.
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(a) with expression (1a).
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(b) with expression (1b).

Fig. 2: Mathematically equivalent expressions reaching different fixed points.
Numerical results of the provided example with NumPy float32 variables, X(t) & Z(t) plots, where colors blue & orange, 2a & 2b, refer to

the equations (1a) & (1b) respectively: Lorenz equations with r = 20 & initial condition (x0,y0,z0) = (2,1,5.42857), solved with RK4
algorithm.

Although the expressions are mathematically equivalent, the system reaches different destinations, i.e. 2a & 2b reached fixed points C+ &
C−, given from equation (2), respectively.

In our simulations, we used NumPy float32, which can
store up to 7 digits, and the RK4 algorithm with discretiza-
tion parameter dt = 10−3. Since the numbers we encountered
in calculations were at most O(102), the rounding errors are
O(10−5). We should compare this to the local truncation er-
ror, which is (10−3)5 = 10−15; So, we can conclude that in
this computation, RK4’s error is negligible compared to that
of round-off.

IV. VALIDITY OF THE SIMULATION RESULT

a. Method to determine validity of the numerical solu-
tion & obtain a reliable result

To discuss the validity of the numerical results, the first
step is to find the main error of the simulation according to
section III. The second step is to utilize the Lyapunov expo-
nent to see how they affect the result.

In transient chaos, before reaching the final non-chaotic
destiny, the system undergoes a chaotic region and thus has a
positive Lyapunov exponent [26]. If the time the system be-
haves chaotically and its Lyapunov exponent is respectively
denoted by ∆t and λ , then the deviation from the true solu-
tion will be:

δ ∼ δ0eλ∆t (3)

, where δ0 is the numerical error obtained from section III.
If δ (the final error of the computation process) is more

than the order of the system’s sensitivity, S, which is defined
in (4), it can be concluded that the result is wrong. However,
it is not an easy task to calculate the sensitivity of the sys-
tem. Therefore, we compare δ with the size of the strange
attractor, which is an upper limit for S. If it is more than that,
then the result is definitely not reliable. It is worth mention-
ing that δ needs to be much less than the size of the strange
attractor for a reliable result.

f or ∀ε < S : |−→r numerical(0)−−→r real(0)|= ε

=⇒ lim
t→∞

|−→r numerical(t)−−→r real(t)|< ε (4)

Suppose it was concluded that the result was wrong. In
that case, one should reduce the order of main error by either
changing the numerical method or setting float variables to
increase the precision according to the type of main error
(as mentioned in section III.) Thus, by reaching a precision
where δ ≪ size of the strange attractor, it can be concluded
that the result might be valid. The flowchart of the proposed
method is shown in Fig.3.

b. Applying the method to the studied case

To apply the method proposed in section a to the provided
example in section II, first we have to determine the main
error. According to section III, δ0 ∼ 10−5 (round-off error)
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Fig. 3: The algorithm to determine reliability of the numerical
solution and reach the actual result of the system.

and from Fig.2, ∆t ≈ 38. The Lyapunov exponent of this
system is λ ≈ 0.83. Thus:

O(δ ) = O(10−5 × e0.83×38) = 109

However, the size of the strange attractor in our system is
O(102), and we know that S cannot exceed it. As 102 ≪
109, this indicates that our numerical solutions are com-
pletely wrong and explains why we encountered two differ-
ent results using mathematically equivalent expressions as in
Fig.2. Thus, to get a reliable result, as stated in a, we need to
increase the precision of the variables. So, in our simulation,
we used NumPy float64 variables instead of NumPy float32,
which can store up to 15-16 digits. Thus, as mentioned in
section III, the round-off error in our system is O(10−14).
Now, we can estimate δ from (3):

O(δ ) = O(10−14 × e0.83×38) = 1

which is much less than the strange attractor’s size. But we
cannot still be sure that float64 will result in a valid outcome;
because we are not able to know S precisely. Fig.4 is pro-
duced by repeating our simulation exactly as in section II,
with the only difference that we use NumPy float64 instead
of NumPy float32. As it is seen, the results are so close, and
the system reaches the same destination, i.e., fixed point, for
expressions (1a) and (1b). Thus, it is more probable that our
simulation with NumPy float64 is correct.

However, it is of great importance to mention that getting
the same results from mathematically equivalent expressions
is only a necessary condition and not sufficient for the vali-
dation of our numerical solution.

To ensure the reason behind obtaining different results for
mathematically equivalent expressions is the rounding error,
we reran the simulations of this article in C language, achiev-
ing the same results. This was expected since C compil-
ers (specifically GCC) use the same floating-point arithmetic
standard (IEEE 754) as Python and NumPy, confirming our
claim.

V. SUMMARY

In examining systems that undergo transient chaos, when
the final destiny of the system is important, one should ques-
tion reliability of the solution. The first step is to estimate
the main error, as shown in section III. Then, by calculat-
ing the Lyapunov exponent and the time the system behaves
chaotically, the final numerical error will be obtained from
the equation (3). If the final error was more than the sensi-
tivity of the system, as stated in section IV, it could be con-
cluded that the simulation result is wrong. If so, to get a
reliable result, one can decrease the main error and redo the
stated procedure.

Finally, it should be mentioned that although we used the
Lorenz system to demonstrate the proposed method, the ar-
guments are general, and it is expected to work for any sys-
tem exhibiting transient chaos.
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