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Singular regular points often arise in differential equations describing physical phenomena such

as fluid dynamics, electromagnetism, and gravitation. Traditional numerical techniques often fail

or become unstable near these points, requiring the use of semi-analytical tools, such as series

expansions and perturbative methods, in combination with numerical algorithms; or to invoke more

sophisticated methods. In this work, we take an alternative route and leverage the power of machine

learning to exploit Physics Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) as a modern approach to solving

ordinary differential equations with singular points. PINNs utilize deep learning architectures to

approximate solutions by embedding the differential equations into the loss function of the neural

network. We discuss the advantages of PINNs in handling singularities, particularly their ability to

bypass traditional grid-based methods and provide smooth approximations across irregular regions.

Techniques for enhancing the accuracy of PINNs near singular points, such as adaptive loss weighting,

are used in order to achieve high efficiency in the training of the network. We exemplify our results

by studying four differential equations of interest in mathematics and gravitation – the Legendre

equation, the hypergeometric equation, the solution for black hole space-times in theories of Lorentz

violating gravity, and the spherical accretion of a perfect fluid in a Schwarzschild geometry.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Differential equations are ubiquitous in physics. They describe the rate of change of physical quantities

under the action of external agents and provide the basic language in which physical laws are written.

Unfortunately, the set of differential equations which allow for analytical solutions is small. Most equations

cannot be solved in terms of elementary functions, nor can their solution be written in a closed form.

Of course, this does not mean we cannot solve them. When small parameters are present, and if an

analytic solution exists when those parameters vanish exactly, an approximate solution can be obtained

using perturbation theory. Most modern particle physics is built using this method, with astounding

success. When this approach is not feasible, numerical methods can be used to obtain solutions as a list

of numerical values evaluated on a coordinate grid. These methods typically involve the discretization

of the differential operators in the equation, and although convergence and robustness of this procedure

can be subtle matters, depending on the problem at hand, their success is unquestionable. Numerical

methods based on finite differences allow for the integration of complicated systems of non-linear coupled

differential equations in partial derivatives, such as the Einstein or Navier-Stokes equations.

A particular class of differential equations that can pose difficulties for finite difference methods is

provided by those containing singular points. These appear when the coefficients multiplying the derivatives

in the equation contain poles or other possible complex irregularities when approaching a point in the

integration domain. In that case, solutions only exist in the neighborhood of the singular point if they

behave in such a way as to cancel the irregular behavior, rendering the full equation (and solution) regular.

This can be regarded as an extra condition for the solution, which replaces one of the boundary or initial

conditions. As a consequence, not all possible boundary or initial data lead to solutions extending through

the irregular points. In particular, numerical solutions starting from arbitrary boundary data will not

lead, in general, to regular solutions.

Equations with irregular points are common in physics, typically connected to critical behavior and to

the existence of phase transitions in several systems, across diverse disciplines such as fluid mechanics,

electromagnetism, quantum mechanics or gravitation. The standard way to solve these equations requires

combining numerical and analytical methods. For instance, one can obtain an asymptotic expansion of

the regular solution around the irregular point, typically depending on some undetermined parameters.

These can be fixed together with the boundary conditions through a shooting method, i.e., by integrating

from the boundary and solving a set of algebraic equations demanding the matching of the solutions –

asymptotic and numerical – close to the irregular point. Alternatively, one can impose regularity of the

solution at the irregular point by including the latter in the computational grid, and rewriting the equation

at the irregular point using L’Hôpital’s rule. One can also expand the solution on a basis of functions

regular at the irregular point, transforming the problem of solving the differential equation into that of

finding the solution to an algebraic system. Although possible, these approaches can be computationally

heavy, as they require evaluating the equation several times, they are not guaranteed to converge for

non-linear systems, and are tricky to implement in general (i.e., the implementation needs to be fine-tuned

to the specific problem at hand).

In 2017, Raissi et al. [1] introduced the concept of physics-informed neural networks (PINN), as a

tool to solve differential equations by leveraging the efficiency of deep learning to fulfill the universal

approximation theorem [2]. A neural network (NN) is used to represent the (regular) solution of the

equation, mapping points in the integration regime to the value of the solution. Their original motivation

was data driven – they proposed NNs as approximators of physical laws when solving unsupervised tasks
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which were constrained to also satisfy a set of equations – but the presence of data to fit is not essential. In

practice, PINNs work by substituting the loss function to be trained by back-propagation with a definite

positive functional of the differential equation, bounded from below by its solution. By minimizing this

functional, the NN learns the solution to the differential equation. For a detailed review, see [3].

The main advantage of PINNs is that they are grid-independent. The solution is learned functionally, and

it can be evaluated on points that were not in the original training set, while finite difference techniques

require either running again the full integration for every different grid or interpolating. Although

training can be computationally expensive, successive evaluations of a trained model are extremely cheap

and can be performed very fast, with very few resources. Moreover, the development of deep learning

methods has been exponential in the recent decade and will presumably continue in the next few years.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that PINNs are also free from the convergence issues derived from the

discretization of derivatives typically found when using finite differences. Therefore, bounds such as

the Courant–Friedrichs–Lewy [4] condition are irrelevant, since derivatives are computed by means of

automatic differentiation, which provides their exact value, without resorting to discretization.

Focusing on the specifics of PINNs, one must note that as long as all layers and activation functions in

the NN are analytical in the integration regime, its output will always be analytical as well. Hence, one

can a priori argue that if a PINN is used to solve a differential equation with an irregular point, it will

only be able to output the correct regular solution, with no need to impose regularity as a constraint. In

this paper, we explore this possibility and show that PINNs can indeed find the correct regular solution

with only an incomplete set of boundary data, as regularity through the singular points is already built in

in the algorithm.

Our work is organized as follows: In section II, we provide a brief review of differential equations with

singular points. Section III introduces PINNs as a technique used to solve differential equations, while

section IIIA details the network’s architecture and training that we use in this work. In section IV, we

perform experiments of solving equations with singular points by means of PINNs. The different examples

are: The Legendre Differential Equation in section IVA, the Hypergeometric Equation in section IVB,

the equations involved in solving for black holes in Lorentz violating gravity in section IVC, and lastly the

equations describing spherical accretion of a perfect fluid in a Schwarzschild geometry in section IVD.

Finally, in section V , we summarize our findings and provide concluding remarks, including potential

future directions for research and applications of PINNs to problems with singular points. All computations

in this work are done by using PyTorch [5].

II. DIFFERENTIAL EQUATIONS WITH SINGULAR POINTS

In the following, we focus on systems of N ordinary differential equations of the form

∂xyi(x) = fi(x, y), i = 1, 2, . . . N, x ∈ {x0, x1} (1)

where the functions fi(x, y) are generically non-linear, and x ∈ {x0, x1}, with x0 < x1. Note that any

higher-order ordinary differential equation can always be cast into this form by defining auxiliary variables.

To obtain solutions, the system must be complemented with appropriate boundary data. For N

first-order equations, we need N conditions, which we can take of the form

yi(x0) = zi, zi ∈ R. (2)
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The behavior of the system (1) with boundary conditions (2) will, however, depend on the behavior of

the functions fi(x, yi) over the integration domain. Let us exemplify this with the simplest case where all

the functions are linear in the variables yi(x):

fi(x, y) =

N∑
j=1

Ai
j(x)yj . (3)

In this case, we can classify the nature of the points x̂ ∈ {x0, x1} according to the analytical behavior of

the different Ai
j(x), using Frobenius’ method [6] to obtain a power series expansion of the solution around

any point. We can find three different types of behaviors [7]:

• limx→x̂ A
i
j(x) ∈ R for all the functions Ai

j(x). In this case, the point x̂ is an ordinary point. Frobenius’

method can be used to obtain a system of indicial equations by replacing yi → (x − x̂)ri in the

differential equation, which has exactly N independent solutions ri.

• limx→x̂ A
i
j(x) = ∞ for some function, but limx→x̂(x− x̂)αAi

j(x) ∈ R for some α > 0. In this case,

at least one of the functions contains a pole of order α at the point x̂. This is said to be a singular

regular point. Frobenius’s method still applies, and the system of inditial equations contains N

independent solutions.

• limx→x̂ A
i
j(x) = ∞ for some function, with the singularity different from a pole. In this case, we

have an irregular point, and the space of solutions around it is harder to study in general. The

existence of N independent roots to the system of inditial equations is not guaranteed and depends

on the Poincaré rank of the singularity. One must proceed by finding an asymptotic expansion of

the solution around x̂, and study its behavior independently.

A similar classification can be performed for non-linear functions fi(x, y), but the identification of

singular points depends on implicit equations involving not only x but also the solutions yi. For instance,

the equation

(y − 1)
dy

dx
+ 1 = 0, (4)

will exhibit a singular point whenever y = 1, but its position cannot be identified without solving the

equation beforehand. By doing so, one finds that the singular point lies at 2x̂ = (−1 + y(0))2. For more

complicated equations, a closed-form solution cannot be obtained. However, one can still, for instance,

look for an asymptotic solution near the (unknown) singular point, and apply a shooting method by using

the singular point position as a shooting parameter. However, this approach can be tricky to apply in

general, and one needs to proceed on a case-by-case basis. The equation in section IVC provides an

example of this kind.

III. PHYSICS INFORMED NEURAL NETWORKS

PINNs are a machine learning technique used to solve problems involving differential equations, typically

in the context of scientific studies of physical systems. They were first introduced in their current form

in [1] – although previous works on the topic can be found, see e.g. [8, 9] – as a tool to fit experimental

data constrained to obey specific physical laws. However, the existence of such data, although helpful for
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achieving large efficiency in specific problems, is not necessary. Instead, one can regard PINNs purely as

numerical methods to solve differential equations.

We start by introducing new variables uθ
i (x), corresponding to representations of the variables yi(x)

in (1) that depend on a set of parameters θ. Then, the problem of solving (1) can be replaced by an

optimization problem, corresponding to finding the values θ∗ that minimize a loss function L

θ∗ = arg min
θ

L = arg min
θ

{
N∑
i=1

λi

∥∥∂xuθ
i (x)− fi(x, u

θ)
∥∥2} , (5)

where all the λi are positive non-vanishing constants. Since L is positive definite, its global minimum

formally corresponds to the vanishing of all the terms in the sum, which then implies solving the system

of differential equations. Boundary values can be implemented by adding terms to the loss functions of

the form ∼
∥∥uθ

i (x0)− zi
∥∥2 for all equations, but this can be impractical for ODEs1. Instead, we impose

them by changing variables and defining

ui(x)
θ = zi + gi(x)n

θ
i (x), (6)

where gi(x) are monotonous functions on the integration regime, such that gi(x0) = 0, and nθ
i (x) is the

output of a NN, which will be trained to minimize L. This way, boundary conditions are automatically

satisfied, provided that the NN representation nθ(x) is smooth.

In practice, the L2 norm in (5) must be evaluated over a discretized set of M collocation points x̂a in

the integration region, so that

∥∥∂xuθ
i (x)− fi(x, u

θ)
∥∥2 =

1

M

M∑
a=1

(
∂xu

θ
i (x̂a)− fi(x̂a, u

θ)
)2

. (7)

The choice of these collocation points can influence the efficiency of the training of the NN used to solve

the problem. In this work, we will always start with a regularly spaced grid, but we will allow it to change

during the training procedure by resampling the collocation points randomly every certain number of

epochs, as we will show later.

A. Network architecture and training

We represent the outputs nθ
i (x) by means of a set of N feed-forward neural networks consisting each of

a multilayer perceptron with Hi hidden layers and Oij neurons in the layer j; and tanh activation function

in all layers2 but the last one, which has a linear output – cf. figure 1 for a cartoon representation. The

action of each layer is parametrized by a matrix Aij of dimension Oi(j−1) ×Oij and a vector Bij of length

Oij . The elements in Aij and Bij represent the trainable weights of the layer and are included in the full

set θ. If we label the output of layer j in the network i as mij , then

mi0 = minput = Ai0 · x+Bi0,

mij = Aij tanh(mi(j−1)) +Bij , 1 ≤ i ≤ H, (8)

1 For PDEs instead, where boundaries are higher dimensional, this strategy can be more convenient.
2 We also explored other activation functions – sin and SiLU [10] –with no appreciable differences.
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tanh

tanh tanh

linear

x nθ(x)

FIG. 1: Example of a multilayer perceptron with two hidden layers, each consisting of three neurons.

where both Ai0 and Bi0 are vectors of length Oi1. The final output of the network is hence

nθ
i (x) = Ai output · tanh(miH) +Bi output = (mi output ◦miH ◦mi(H−1) . . .mi1 ◦mi0)(x), (9)

with the dimensions of Ai output and Bi output being OiH ×1 and 1 respectively. Note that both operations,

the action of the layer and the activation function tanh are smooth functions. Thus, the output nθ(x) of

the NN will always be smooth over the whole integration regime.

As described before, the objective loss function to minimize is given by the remainder of the differential

equations evaluated over a set of collocation points

L =

N∑
i=1

λiLi =
1

M

N∑
i=1

M∑
a=1

λi

(
∂xu

θ
i (x̂a)− fi(x̂a, u

θ)
)2

, (10)

which will, hence, depend on the output of the network and its derivatives. The latter will be computed

without relying on any discretization by using automatic differentiation [11].

We train the NN by using stochastic optimization in the form of the Adam algorithm [12]. We start

with a given learning rate ηin, typically between 10−2 and 10−4, and we update it through the training

by using a cosine annealing procedure with warm restarts [13]. The learning rate at epoch t will be thus

given by

η(t) =
ηin
2

(
1 + cos

(
t̂

P
π

))
, (11)

where t̂ is the number of epochs since the last restart and P is the period of the oscillation. When t̂ = P ,

a warm restart is produced – P is doubled, and t̂ is set to zero again. This prevents the training from

getting stuck at a local minimum.

Finally, in the case that N > 1 and more than a single equation needs to be solved simultaneously, this

becomes a multi-objective optimization problem, which can be difficult depending on the behavior of the

individual terms in the loss function. In that case, we adopt an adaptive scheme to balance individual

terms, given by SoftAdapt [14]. The parameters λi are updated at each successive training epoch by

following the rule

λi =
exp [T (Li(t)− Li(t− 1))]∑
i exp [T (Li(t)− Li(t− 1))]

, (12)

where Li(t) refers to the loss term corresponding to equation i evaluated at epoch t, and T is a temperature

factor that weights how much the differences in loss values translate to changes in λi.
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Finally, in order to enforce the network to learn the functional form of the solution, instead of simply

over-fitting its value over the collocation points, we randomly resample those every S training epochs, by

x̂a = x1 + (x0 − x1)P̂a, (13)

where P̂a is a point sampled from a uniform distribution in the interval [0, 1).

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Legendre Differential Equation

Let us start by discussing a simple differential equation of interest in mathematics displaying singular

regular points – the Legendre equation

(1− x2)
d2y

dx2
− 2x

dy

dx
+ l(l + 1)y = 0, (14)

where l ∈ R. This is a second-order differential equation, so it will, in general, have two linearly independent

solutions. Dividing by (1− x2), we also observe that it contains two regular singular points due to poles

at x = ±1. At these points, the pair of solutions have different behaviors – one is smooth, corresponding

to a Legendre function of the first kind, and one diverges, a Legendre function of the second kind. For

integer l, the smooth solution corresponds to the Legendre polynomial of order l.

If we were to solve this equation by standard numerical methods based on finite differences, a shooting

algorithm could be used. By imposing regularity at both x = ±1, the required number of boundary

conditions is already fulfilled. However, integration by finite differences would also require the value of the

derivative of the solution in order to start integrating from one of the boundaries. The way to proceed is

to leave this derivative as a free parameter, integrate from both boundaries starting from an asymptotic

solution, and solve a system of equations demanding the matching of the solution and its first derivative

at some intermediate point. Of course, every step in the root-finding algorithm used to solve this would

require a full integration of the differential equation, making this approach rather inefficient.

Instead, PINNs can solve this problem without requiring any semi-analytical expansion nor any root-

finding algorithm. Moreover, since the output of our NN is necessarily smooth by construction, it will

always capture the regular solution, even if we only give it the boundary condition at one of the boundaries.

The requirement of smoothness in the second boundary, which is here implicit by the procedure, can be

regarded as the second condition. We thus implement only the boundary condition at x = −1 through a

redefinition of the network variable of the form (6). For integer l, this leads to

yθ(x) = (−1)l +
(
1− e−(x+1)

)
nθ(x), (15)

where we have chosen g(x) = 1 − e−(x+1). The value of the boundary condition is arbitrary, since the

equation is invariant under constant rescalings, but the sign matters for the orthogonality of the solutions.

Here, we have adopted the same convention as the normalized Legendre polynomials, in order to draw

comparisons easily.

Finally, let us highlight that we refrain from rewriting the equation as a first-order system for this case

and instead retain the form (14) to avoid dealing with a multi-objective optimization problem. Thus, our
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FIG. 2: Benchmark results for the solution of Legendre differential equation (14) for l = {0, 1, 2, 3}. All
solutions were obtained with a NN with H = 4 hidden layers and O = 32 neurons in each layer. We also

used the same number of training epochs for all solutions.

Hyperparameter ηin Adam β’s P S M

Value 10−3 (0.9,0.9) 104 102 50

TABLE I: Hyperparameters chosen for solving the Legendre differential equation.

loss function is simply

LLegendre =
1

M

M∑
a=1

(
(1− x̂2

a)
d2yθ

dx2

∣∣∣∣
x̂a

− 2x̂a
dyθ

dx

∣∣∣∣
x̂a

+ l(l + 1)yθ

)2

, (16)

and there is no need to use adaptative learning.

We performed several experiments to test the robustness of our approach. The hyperparameters used

are summarized in table I. Benchmark results for the first few Legendre polynomials are shown in figure 2.

We observe that at a fixed size of the network and training epochs, the result of the PINN is worse as

the solution becomes more complex. We can test the origin of this dependence by increasing the number

of hidden layers and neurons – cf. figure 3. We observe that while a large number of layers yields a

substantial reduction of the loss value, there is not a clear gain by increasing the number of neurons

beyond ∼ 32 neurons per layer, where it reaches saturation. All experiments were performed with M = 50

collocation points; however, we observe that such saturation is only reached at a higher number of neurons

per layer if the number of collocation points is increased. Fluctuations in the value of the loss correspond

to the resampling of the collocation points, which nonetheless allows for an improvement of the training

by decreasing its trend value.
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(a) Evolution of the loss function for different

number of hidden layers H, all of them with

O = 64 neurons.
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(b) Evolution of the loss function for different

number of neurons in the hidden layers. Here, we

kept their number fixed to H = 3.

FIG. 3: Loss function as a function of the number of epochs, when solving the Legendre differential

equation for l = 2 with different number of layers and neurons in the NN. All experiments are performed

using the hyperparameters in table I. The spikes in the plots correspond to the warm restarts of the cosine

annealing scheduler.

B. Hypergeometric Equation

We focus now on a second example of a differential equation with singular points on the real axis – the

hypergeometric equation

x(x− 1)
d2y

dx2
+ (c− x(a+ b+ 1))

dy

dx
− aby = 0, (17)

where a, b and c > 0 are real coefficients. This equation has two singular points for finite x, corresponding

to x = 0 and x = 1, and a third one laying at x → ∞. All are singular regular points as per the

classification in section II. Any second-order differential equation with three regular singular points can be

rewritten as (17) by a change of variables. Note also that the equation is symmetric with respect to a ↔ b.

Solutions to this equation are given in terms of elementary functions – powers and logarithms –

multiplying the hypergeometric series

2F1(a, b, c;x) =

∞∑
n=0

(a)n(b)n
(c)n

xn

n!
, (18)

where (z)n is the Pochhammer symbol

(z)n =

{
1, z = 0

z(z + 1) . . . (z + n− 1), z > 0
. (19)

For positive a, b, the series 2F1(a, b, c;x) has a finite radius of convergence |x| < 1, with the function

diverging at the singular point. However, if either a or b are negative integers, the series is truncated, and

the hypergeometric function reduces to a polynomial

2F1(−m, b, c;x) =

m∑
n=0

(−1)n
(
m

n

)
(b)n
(c)n

zn, (20)
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Hyperparameter ηin Adam β’s P S M

Value 3× 10−4 (0.9,0.9) 8× 103 102 102

TABLE II: Hyperparameters chosen for solving the hypergeometric equation.
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(a) Some hypergeometric functions, obtained using

PINNs contrasted to the analytical solutions.
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(b) Residuals for the hypergeometric solutions,

compared to analytical results.

FIG. 4: Benchmark results for the hypergeometric equation (17). All solutions were obtained with a NN

with a single H = 2 hidden layer and O = 64 neurons. The vertical dashed lines in magenta denote the

positions of the singular points x = 0 and x = 1.

which is regular everywhere and solves the equation (17).

We again resort to PINNs to prove their efficiency in solving (17) through its singular points. Since we

look for regular solutions, we fix a = −m and vary all three coefficients to test different cases. At x = 0,

the zeroth term in the series provides the boundary condition 2F1(a, b, c; 0) = 1, and hence we parametrize

our solution in terms of a NN by

yθ(x) = 1 + xnθ(x), (21)

where we have chosen in this case g(x) = x. Note, however, that the value of the solution at the second

singular point x = 1 is not fixed and must be learned by the NN, which must then oppose the divergence

of the terms in the equation.

To construct the loss functions, we again refrain from rewriting this equation in terms of a first-order

system to avoid a multi-objective problem. Hence, we will use

LHyper =
1

M

M∑
a=1

(
x̂a(x̂a − 1)

d2yθ

dx2

∣∣∣∣
x̂a

+ (c− x̂a(a+ b+ 1))
dyθ

dx

∣∣∣∣
x̂a

− abyθ

)2

, (22)

The set of hyperparameters chosen for these experiments is shown in table II, while benchmark results

for a bunch of solutions can be found in figure 4. Note that all of them are perfectly smooth through

the singular points at x = 0 and x = 1. The error of the PINNs solutions tends to grow past the x = 1

point, we noted that to keep this error under control it was necessary to train the network by employing

domain decomposition. If the total spatial domain is given by D = {xb, xf}, we first train the network in

a domain Di = {xb, xi}, where xi < xf , until the loss is below a desired threshold TL. Subsequently, the
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FIG. 5: Loss function in terms of the number of epochs for solving the hypergeometric equation for

(a, b, c) = (−2, 2, 2) in the domain x = {x = 0, 1.2} with different number of layers and neurons in the NN.

training continues in a domain Di+1 = {xb, xi+1}, where xi < xi+1 < xf . This procedure can be iterated

until reaching the desired spatial domain D. Note that here, unlike in the case of the Legendre equation

(14), we find it more efficient to work with shallow networks but a larger number of neurons – see figure 5.

C. Black holes in Lorentz violating gravity

Lorentz violations in gravity have received considerable attention in the last fifteen years [15], as they

allow for building a theory of gravity that is renormalizable at power-counting level, and potentially also

at perturbative level [16–22]. The concept of a black hole in these theories, however, is problematic to

define [23, 24], because Lorentz violations generally allow for multiple propagation speeds for the various

gravitational degrees of freedom. Moreover, these speeds are superluminal [25] and even diverging at high

energies. This has prompted several investigations of the causal structure of black holes in these theories,

both in spherical symmetry [23, 24, 26–28] and beyond [29, 30]. A common feature of the solutions that

have been found is the presence of multiple event horizons – for the various degrees of freedom present in

the theory – and, at least in spherical symmetry, the presence of a universal horizon, i.e., quite surprisingly,

a causal boundary for signals of arbitrarily large speed [23, 24].

Understanding the structure and properties of the multiple horizons of black holes in Lorentz-violating

gravity is not just a mathematical curiosity, but is also crucial to understand whether black hole thermo-

dynamics holds in these theories [31–35], and to understand their viability in the light of astrophysical

black hole observations [36, 37]. Most properties of standard event horizons in general relativistic models

must be translated to the universal horizon for the theory to be sensible against our accumulated un-

derstanding of gravitational phenomena. However, solving for black hole geometries in Lorentz violating

gravity is numerically involved, as the equations present singular points at the locations of the various

horizons [23, 24, 26, 29]. In fact, besides solutions that are regular at these horizons, unphysical solutions

that are singular there also exist.
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To illustrate these intricacies in a simple case, we will now consider the structure equations for spherical

static black holes in the decoupling limit, i.e. the limit in which the Lorentz-violating fields couple

weakly to the standard tensor gravitons of general relativity [23]. The metric is, therefore, provided by

the usual Schwarzschild metric of general relativity, and one has to solve only for the Lorentz-violating

fields. Moreover, because of the spherical symmetry, only the scalar Lorentz violating degree of freedom is

non-trivial. In more detail, the dynamics of this scalar graviton is described by a single ordinary differential

equation:

A(x)
[(
s20 − 1

) (
−(x− 1)2

)
A(x)4 + 2

(
s20 + 1

)
(x− 1)A(x)2 − s20 + 1

]
A′′(x)

−
2A(x)2

[(
s20 + 1

)
(x− 1)x2A′(x)2 + s20

]
x2

− 2
(
s20 − 1

)
(x− 1)A(x)5A′(x)

+2
(
s20 + 1

)
A(x)3A′(x) + 2

(
s20 − 1

)
A′(x)2 + 2s20

(
1

x
− 1

)2

A(x)6 = 0

(23)

where x = 2M/r (r being the radial Schwarzschild coordinate and M the black hole mass), A(x) is the field,

s0 is the spin-0 mode propagation speed, and primes denote derivatives with respect to x. The notation

employed here is the same as in Refs. [24, 27], i.e. A is the æther component uv in Eddington-Finkelstein

coordinates. At spatial infinity A(x → 0) = 1 in order to comply with asymptotic flatness. However, not

only is this boundary condition tricky to impose because the equation has a singular point at x = 0, but

an additional singular point appears at the spin-0 (i.e. scalar) horizon x = xs, where the coefficient of the

highest derivative A′′(x) vanishes(
s20 − 1

) (
−(xs − 1)2

)
A(xs)

4 + 2
(
s20 + 1

)
(xs − 1)A(xs)

2 − s20 + 1 = 0 . (24)

This equation thus introduces an extra level of complexity with respect to the equations discussed in the

previous sections, where the position of the singular points was explicit. To find physical solutions with

standard methods, one then has to impose regularity at x = 0 and at the spin-0 horizon. The former can be

imposed by Taylor expanding the equation, which yields the regular solution A(x) = 1+x/2+a2x
2+O(x)3,

where a2 is an undetermined integration constant. The latter is also imposed by assuming a Taylor expansion

A(x) = A0 +A1(x− xs) +A2(x− xs)
2 +O(x− xs)

3 around the spin-0 horizon, with A0 and xs related

by (24). Note, however, that this equation is not linear, and one therefore needs to check which solution

branch yields a physical solution. Similarly, the coefficients A1 and A2 are determined once A0 and xs are

fixed, but only up to the choice of the solution branch – since A1 is determined by a quadratic equation.

Modulo this ambiguity, one can then perform two numerical integrations – one from x = ϵ and one from

x = xs − ϵ, with ϵ a small number – with initial conditions provided by the two Taylor expansions, and

match the two solutions by imposing continuity of A and A′ at an intermediate point by choosing xs and

a2 (bilateral shooting). This can be tricky as the convergence of the procedure depends critically on the

initial guess of xs and a2.

In contrast to that, finding solutions for equation (23) by means of PINNs requires no regularity

conditions and no matching of solutions at all. As done in the previous sections, we only need to define a

parametrization for the A(x) field that adequately imposes the boundary condition at one of the edges of

the integration regime A(0) = 1,

Aθ(x) = A(0)exn
θ(x), (25)

and an adequate definition for the loss function,

Læther =
1

N

N∑
a=1

(
Eæther(A

θ)
)2( x̂2

a

Aθ(x̂a)3

)2

, (26)
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Hyperparameter ηin Adam β’s P S N

Value 3× 10−3 (0.9,0.9) 5× 103 102 100

TABLE III: Hyperparameters chosen for solving the Lorentz violating gravity differential equations.

where Eæther is the left-hand-side of equation (23) evaluated on the NN representation of A(x), and we

have introduced a regulator term which does not modify the position of the global minimum of the loss

function, but helps in enforcing the solution not to collapse onto a vanishing function – which is also

solution to (23) but does not agree with the boundary conditions –, and in giving more weight to the

region of large x (small radius) where convergence is more difficult. Let us note that the choice for the

parametrization of the solution in (25) differs slightly from that introduced in (6), as here we have used

an exponential representation in order to enforce the solution to be positive definite.

With these choices, we can solve equation (23) for different values of the spin-0 propagation speed

squared s20. The hyperparameters used to find these solutions with PINNs are summarized in table III. For

this equation, we set a target loss value TL = 5× 10−4 and stop the training once the total loss function

reaches Læther < TL. The solutions obtained via the PINNs approach are compared to those obtained by

traditional methods in Fig.6a, where we can observe excellent agreement between the two. Furthermore,

Fig.6b shows that the relative error between these solutions remains consistently below the 1% level across

the spatial domain. Naturally, the error between solutions coming from different methods is inherently tied

to the set target loss TL, and how low can this target loss be set depends on the network’s hyperparameters

and architecture. It is not the aim of this work to find which configuration of parameters and architectures

yields the most accurate solutions or the cheapest/fastest to achieve from a computational standpoint.

However, we do explore how the loss function changes as a function of the network’s architecture. In

particular, we explore how the loss evolution changes with the number of hidden layers and the number of

neurons in each layer; Fig.7a shows the loss evolution for different number of hidden layers while keeping

the number of neurons fixed, while Fig.7b shows the loss evolution for a fixed number of hidden layers for

different number of neurons. For this example, all the networks explored perform similarly well; there

seems to be only a slight preference for shallower networks with more neurons.

D. Spherical accretion

Finally, we focus on another relevant example from a physics standpoint. This is the problem of

spherically symmetric accretion of a perfect fluid into a Schwarzschild black hole. Spherical accretion was

discussed first at Newtonian level by Bondi [38], while the relativistic solution is due to Michel [39]. While

the Michel solution is idealized – because of the assumption of spherical symmetry and perfect fluid –, it

provides an excellent benchmark for relativistic hydrodynamics codes.

The equations describing the flow of the fluid follow from the covariant conservation ∇µT
µν = 0 of the

stress-energy tensor Tµν = (p+ ρ)uµuν + pgµν on the Schwarzchild metric gµν , and from the conservation

of the baryonic mass ∇µ(ρ0u
µ) = 0. Here, p, ρ and ρ0 are the pressure, energy density and baryon density

of the fluid, uµ is its four-velocity, and ∇ denotes covariant derivatives compatible with the Schwarzschild

metric. To close the system, one has to prescribe an equation of state, which here we choose to be given

by the polytropic equation of state p = κρΓ0 , ρ = ρ0 + p/(Γ− 1), with κ and Γ constants.

With these assumptions, the flow is described by the following system of coupled differential equations
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FIG. 6: Results for the Lorentz violating scalar graviton A, for different values of the spin-0 propagation

speed squared s20, obtained using PINNs, compared to traditional methods. All PINN solutions were

obtained with a NN with H = 6 hidden layers and O = 32 neurons in each layer. For reference, these

solutions are found for M = 0.5, for which, the spin-0 horizon lies at xs = 1.11 for s20 = 3, xs = 1.08 for

s20 = 2.1, and xs = 1.05 for s20 = 1.5.
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FIG. 7: Loss function evolution with the number of epochs when solving the Lorentz violating gravity

equation (23) for spin-0 propagation speed squared s20 = 1.5, and target loss value TL = 5× 10−4.

for ρ0(r) and v(r), the fluid local velocity as measured by an observer at rest [39, 40],

(v2 − c2s)r
d ln ρ0
d ln r

= −2v2 +
M

y2r
(27)

(v2 − c2s)
d ln yv

d ln r
= 2c2s −

M

y2r
, (28)

where we have set the speed of light and the gravitational constant to unity G = c = 1, M is the
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Schwarzschild black hole’s mass, cs(r) is the sound speed at each point, given by

cs(r) ≡

√
∂p

∂ρ
=

√
(Γ− 1)ΓκρΓ0

ΓκρΓ0 + (Γ− 1)ρ0
, (29)

and y(r) = γ
√
1− 2M/r, with γ = 1/

√
1− v2 the Lorentz factor.

As can be seen, equations (27)–(28) are singular at the critical radius rs where v(rs) = cs(rs), i.e. where

the flow transitions from subsonic to supersonic, displaying yet another example of singular points that

can only be obtained implicitly through the solution to the system. In order for the physical quantities

and their derivatives to remain finite at r = rs, the right-hand side of the equations needs to vanish there,

which in turn implies a relation between the critical radius and the sound speed,

rs =
M(1 + 3c2s)

2c2s
. (30)

Solving this system with traditional methods can be rather tricky, unless one recognizes that equations 27–

28 can actually be recast as two conservation equations, namely the continuity equation for the baryonic

mass and the relativistic Bernoulli equation, so that [40]

ρ0yvr
2 = const ,

y(p+ ρ)

ρ0
= const . (31)

One can then prescribe the baryonic mass density at the critical radius ρ0(rs), calculate cs(rs) via (29),

and finally rs by using (30). The knowledge of these quantities at the critical radius allows in turn for

calculating the numerical value of the constants on the right-hand side of (31). One can then solve (31)

as an algebraic system (e.g. by a Newton-Raphson method) to obtain v(r) and ρ0(r) at all radii. The

solution is shown in figure 8, where one can see that the velocity goes to one (i.e. to the speed of light) at

the event horizon r = 2M , as expected since v(r) is the physical velocity measured by a static observer.

Instead, we can use PINNs to solve this problem without recasting it as a set of conservation equations

and without the need for a root-finding algorithm. The only requirement is to provide a boundary condition

on the value of the baryonic mass density at some arbitrary large radius ρ0(rb). We thus implement this

condition at r = rb by a parametrization of the solution for the baryonic mass density in terms of the NN

and the boundary condition as follows:

ρθ0 = ρ0(rb) +
rb − r

r
e−nθ

ρ(r), (32)

while the parametrization for the fluid’s local velocity is simply,

vΘ = e−nΘ
v (r), (33)

where we have again chosen an exponential representation in order to ensure the definite positive character

of the solutions.

Moving forward, this time we are dealing with a multi-objective problem, where we use two identical

feed-forward NNs to describe both variables, minimizing simultaneously the loss coming from each equation,

Lρ =
1

N

N∑
a=1

((
vΘ2 − c2s

)
r̂a

d ln ρθ0
d ln r

∣∣∣∣
r̂a

+ 2vΘ2 − M

y2r̂a

)2

, (34)

Lv =
1

N

N∑
a=1

((
vΘ2 − c2s

) d ln yvΘ

d ln r

∣∣∣∣
r̂a

− 2c2s +
M

y2r̂a

)2

, (35)

Laccr = λρLρ + λvLv, (36)
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Hyperparameter ηin Adam β’s P S N

Value 3× 10−3 (0.9,0.9) 103 102 500

TABLE IV: Hyperparameters chosen for solving the spherical accretion differential equations.
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FIG. 8: Results for the spherical accretion equations (29) for different values of the baryonic density at

the critical radius (or equivalently, different asymptotic values), obtained using PINNs, compared to

traditional methods. All PINN solutions were obtained with a set of two identical NNs with H = 3 hidden

layers and O = 256 neurons in each layer. The vertical dashed line in blue denotes the position of the

event horizon, and the shaded blue region corresponds to values excluded from the integration regime,

which, in this case, corresponds mostly to the interior of the event horizon.

where λρ and λv are determined by the rule (12), and we have labeled the total loss function to minimize

as Laccr. Furthermore, for this particular example, it proved useful to train the network by employing

domain decomposition. If the total spatial domain is given by D = {rf , rb}, we first train the network

in a domain Di = {ri, rb}, where ri > rf , until the loss is below a desired threshold TL. Subsequently,

the training continues in a domain Di+1 = {ri+1, rb}, where ri > ri+1 > rf . This procedure can be

iterated until reaching the desired spatial domain D, and alleviates problems in enforcing all the domain

to converge simultaneously to the same branch of the solution [41].

With this approach, we can solve equations (29) for different boundary conditions. The hyperparameters

used are summarized in table IV. In practice, we set a target loss value TL and stop the training once the

total loss function reaches Laccr < TL. In figure 8, we see that the obtained solutions are smooth across

the whole domain, even through the critical points, and in good agreement with the traditional solutions.

Furthermore, figure 9 shows the relative error between the PINNs solutions and the traditional ones,

which remains, for the most part3, below the 1% level. The degree of accuracy of our PINNs solutions is

ultimately tied to the target threshold for the loss function TL. How low this threshold can be and how

“quickly” our solution reaches it depends on the network hyperparameters and architecture. In figure 10

we show the loss evolution as a function of the number of epochs for different network architectures, with

3 The large spike above the percent level is due to the matching error of the solution coming from the traditional method

close to the critical radius.



18

101 102

r/M

10 7

10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

|
PI

N
N

s
0

Tr
ad

0
|/

Tr
ad

0

Event Horizon
Out of integration interval
rs = 20.41
rs = 11.08
rs = 7.72

(a) Relative error for the baryonic mass density.

101 102

r/M

10 7

10 6

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

|v
PI

N
N

s
vTr

ad
|/v

Tr
ad

Killing Horizon
Out of integration interval
rs = 20.41
rs = 11.08
rs = 7.72

(b) Relative error for the fluid’s local velocity .

FIG. 9: Relative error between the PINNs solution and the traditional solutions for different values of the

baryonic density at the critical radius (or equivalently different asymptotic values), obtained using PINNs

and compared to traditional methods.
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FIG. 10: Loss function evolution with the number of epochs, when solving the spherical accretion

equations (29) for a critical radius rs = 11.08, and target loss value TL = 5× 10−9.

varying number of hidden layers and neurons. For the hyperparameters chosen, it appears that having a

number of layers below H = 5 is more effective, since we reach the threshold faster, although increasing

the number of neurons seems to also help. The sharp spikes of loss increase correspond to the completion

of training in a spatial subdomain Di. Indeed, as we enlarge the sub-domain, we expect an initial increase

in the loss in the subsequent epochs until convergence is attained again.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

Throughout this work, we have investigated whether PINNs can be regarded as an efficient tool to solve

ordinary differential equations with singular points, which are common in many physics applications. We

have done so by exploring four examples of problems with increasing complexity – the Legendre equation,

the hypergeometric equation, the solution to black hole configurations in Lorentz violating gravity, and the

spherical accretion of a perfect fluid on a Schwarzschild background. In principle, the same PINN-based

approach can be generalized to the more involved case of partial differential equations with singular points.4

In all cases, we have found that PINNs are able to converge to the right solutions efficiently. Such

success is possible by implementing several techniques that increase the efficiency of training – adaptive

weights, schedule control of the learning rate through cosine annealing, and specific methods to select the

collocation points in the integration regime, such as randomization and domain decomposition. Altogether,

in the examples explored, these allowed us to reach small values of the loss function in a matter of seconds

when running on a NVIDIA GeForce 4070 Super GPU 5. Moreover, the training time does not change

significantly when the hyperparameters of the networks are varied within reasonable values.

Our results imply that PINNs can be valuable tools to attack numerical problems involving differential

equations, either by themselves or in combination with standard methods, which are currently in a much

more mature state. One could envision PINNs being used to transverse through singular points, while

standard integration methods can be employed to seamlessly extend the solution in the regular region in a

more cost-effective manner. Alternatively, one could produce data-points by means of standard algorithms

and feed them into a PINN as an unsupervised task in order to increase efficiency of the latter. Many

more options might be possible, and we expect PINNs to become standard tools in numerical analysis in

the coming future.
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