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Abstract. We establish the convergence of physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) for time-
dependent fractional diffusion equations posed on bounded domains. The presence of fractional
Laplacian operators introduces nonlocal behavior and regularity constraints, and standard neural
network approximations do not naturally enforce the associated spectral boundary conditions. To
address this challenge, we introduce a spectrally-defined mollification strategy that preserves the
structure of the nonlocal operator while ensuring boundary compatibility. This enables the derivation
of rigorous energy estimates in Sobolev spaces. Our results rely on analytical tools from PDE theory,
highlighting the compatibility of PINN approximations with classical energy estimates for nonlocal
equations. We prove convergence of the PINN approximation in any space-time Sobolev norm Hk

(with k ∈ N). The analysis highlights the role of mollified residuals in enabling theoretical guarantees
for neural-network-based solvers of nonlocal PDEs.

1. Introduction. Fractional partial differential equations (PDEs) have emerged
as effective models for describing anomalous transport, long range interactions, and
memory effects in various physical and engineering systems. Applications include
subsurface flow in geophysics [6], edge detection in image processing [14], turbulent
diffusion [22], and option pricing in mathematical finance [10]. Among these mod-
els, the fractional diffusion equation, in which the classical Laplacian is replaced by
a fractional Laplace operator, captures the nonlocal nature of transport processes
governed by heavy tailed jump distributions or Lévy flights. This nonlocality gives
rise to qualitatively different dynamics compared to standard diffusion and introduces
substantial challenges in both analysis and computation.

On bounded domains, the use of fractional Laplacians introduces both analytical
and computational complexities. Chief among these are the nonlocal nature of the
operator and the proper treatment of boundary conditions. Unlike their local coun-
terparts, solutions to fractional diffusion equations are influenced by the behavior of
the function over the entire domain, and enforcing Dirichlet conditions requires non-
standard formulations. Various interpretations of the fractional Laplacian exist in
bounded domains, including spectral, restricted, and regional definitions, each with
distinct analytical and numerical implications [8, 12]. In this work, we focus on the
spectral definition of the Dirichlet fractional Laplacian, which arises naturally from
the eigenstructure of the classical Laplacian and is widely used in physical models.
For recent studies on the Dirichlet fractional Laplacian and its role in nonlocal active
scalar equations on bounded domains, we refer to [4].

Physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) have been proposed as a flexible mesh
free approach for solving PDEs by combining the expressive power of neural net-
works with physics based loss functions [3,11,13,17–20,23,25,27]. While PINNs have
shown promising performance in a variety of settings [9, 24, 26], rigorous theoreti-
cal guarantees remain limited, especially in nonlocal and fractional contexts. Recent
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works [3, 5, 16, 21] have analyzed PINN approximation errors for local PDEs under
strong smoothness assumptions and idealized optimization settings. However, com-
paratively fewer results address convergence of PINNs when the underlying operator
is nonlocal and defined on bounded domains with nontrivial boundary conditions.
In particular, the spectral Dirichlet fractional Laplacian presents two main difficul-
ties. First, standard network architectures do not naturally satisfy spectral boundary
conditions. Second, the nonlocal operator acts globally, which complicates the use
of classical energy methods. Similar issues have been observed in periodic settings,
where incorporating boundary conditions into the network architecture can signifi-
cantly improve both stability and accuracy [15].

In a recent work [2], a convergence theory was developed for PINNs approximat-
ing kinetic equations, specifically the Boltzmann equation near equilibrium. While
that setting involved nonlocality in velocity space, the present work addresses spa-
tial nonlocality on bounded domains, leading to fundamentally different analytical
challenges. Our goal is to extend rigorous convergence analysis to fractional diffusion
operators in bounded domains, where standard numerical methods often suffer from
increased complexity due to nonlocal interactions and irregular boundaries.

To address these challenges, we introduce a spectrally defined mollification strat-
egy that modifies the residual loss to ensure compatibility with the Dirichlet boundary
conditions. This approach enables a rigorous convergence analysis in Sobolev spaces.
In particular, we establish error bounds for the PINN approximation in any space-
time Sobolev norm Hk (with k ∈ N). Our results contribute to the mathematical
foundations of PINNs and provide theoretical justification for their application to
nonlocal diffusion equations posed on bounded domains. While our work is moti-
vated by numerical methods for nonlocal PDEs, the main techniques developed in
this paper are grounded in the tools of PDE analysis and functional estimates, rather
than in discretization or algorithmic schemes. As such, our contribution is primarily
analytical in nature.

We begin by recalling the definition and properties of the spectral Dirichlet frac-
tional Laplacian on bounded domains.

1.1. Dirichlet fractional Laplacian. Let Ω be a bounded smooth domain in
Rd. We denote by ∆D the Laplacian operator with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions. We note that −∆D is defined on D(−∆D) = H2(Ω) ∩ H1

0(Ω), and is
positive and self-adjoint in L2(Ω). Then there exists an orthonormal basis of L2(Ω)
consisting of eigenfunctions {wj}∞j=1 ⊂H1

0(Ω) of −∆D satisfying

(1.1) −∆Dwj = λjwj ,

where the eigenvalues λj obey 0 < λ1 ≤ ... ≤ λj ≤ ... → ∞. For s ∈ R, we define the
fractional Laplacian operator of order s, denoted by Λs

D, as

(1.2) Λs
Dh =

∞

∑
j=1

λ
s
2

j (h,wj)L2wj ,

with domain

(1.3) D(Λs
D) =

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
h ∶ ∥Λs

Dh∥2L2 ∶=
∞

∑
j=1

λsj(h,wj)2L2 < ∞
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
.

In particular, when s > 0 the space D(Λ−sD ) is understood as the dual space of D(Λs
D).

It is evident that D(Λs2
D ) ⊂ D(Λ

s1
D ) provided that s1 ≤ s2. For s ∈ [0,1], we identify
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the domains D(Λs
D) with the usual Sobolev spaces as follows,

(1.4)

D(Λs
D) =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

Hs(Ω), if s ∈ [0, 1
2
),

H
1
2

00(Ω) = {h ∈H
1
2

0 (Ω) ∶ h/
√
d(x) ∈ L2(Ω)} , if s = 1

2
,

Hs
0(Ω), if s ∈ ( 1

2
,1],

where Hs
0(Ω) is the Hilbert subspace of Hs(Ω) with vanishing boundary trace ele-

ments, and d(x) is the distance to the boundary function.
We recall the identity

(1.5) λ
s
2 = cs ∫

∞

0
t−1−

s
2 (1 − e−tλ)dt,

that holds for s ∈ (0,2), where cs is given by

(1.6) 1 = cs ∫
∞

0
t−1−

s
2 (1 − e−t)dt.

Using the latter, we obtain the integral representation

(1.7) (Λs
Df)(x) = cs ∫

∞

0
[f(x) − et∆Df(x)]t−1− s

2 dt,

for f ∈ D(Λs
D) and s ∈ (0,2). Here the heat operator et∆D is defined as

(1.8) (et∆Df)(x) = ∫
Ω
HD(x, y, t)f(y)dy,

with kernel HD(x, y, t) given by

(1.9) HD(x, y, t) =
∞

∑
j=1

e−tλjwj(x)wj(y).

For ϵ ∈ (0,1), we let Jϵ be the spectrally regularizing operator defined in terms of
the heat semigroup et∆D by

(1.10) Jϵθ(x) =
−1
ln ϵ
∫

1
ϵ

ϵ

et∆Dθ(x)
t

dt.

This family of regularizers not only smooths out an L2 function but also ensures that
all its higher-order Laplacians vanish on the boundary of Ω. That is, given a function
θ ∈ L2(Ω), we have Jϵθ ∈ D(Λk

D) for any k ∈ N (see Proposition 2.1).

1.2. Residuals and errors. Let α ∈ [0,2]. We are interested in approximating
solutions to advection-diffusion equations

(1.11) ∂tψ + u ⋅ ∇ψ +Λα
Dψ = f,

with boundary conditions

(1.12) ψ∣∂Ω = 0,

and initial data

(1.13) ψ(x,0) = ψ0(x),
3



by PINNs. Here u ∶= u(x, t) is a given smooth divergence-free vector field obeying

(1.14) u ⋅ n∣∂Ω = 0,
where n is the outward unit normal to ∂Ω, and f ∶= f(x, t) is a given smooth function
such that (−∆)kf ∣∂Ω = 0 for any k ∈ N

Neural networks do not necessarily vanish on the boundary of Ω, and therefore
they do not necessarily belong to D(Λα

D) when α ≥ 1/2. In order to overcome this
challenge, we make use of the mollifiers Jϵ to define the following PDE residual

(1.15) Ri[θ](x, t) = ∂tJϵψθ + u ⋅ ∇Jϵψθ +Λα
DJϵψθ − f,

the initial residual

(1.16) Rt[k; θ] =
k

∑
i=1

[(∂(i)t ψθ) − (∂(i)t ψ)](x,0),

and the boundary residual

(1.17) Rb[θ](x, t) = ψθ ∣∂Ω.
These residuals are well-defined because Jϵψθ ∈ D(Λk

D) for all k ∈ N. We point out

that the time derivative term (∂(i)t ψ)(x,0) appearing in the definition of the initial
residual depends solely on the spatial derivatives of the given initial data ψ0 as ψ is
the exact smooth solution of the PDE (1.11). For regularity indices ℓ, k ∈ N, we define
the total error E[ℓ, k; θ] by

(1.18) E[ℓ, k; θ]2 = ∫
T

0

k

∑
i=0

∥Λℓ
D∂
(i)
t (ψ − Jϵψθ)∥2L2dt.

We note that E[ℓ, k; θ] is well-defined because the solution ψ is in D(Λj
D) for any j ∈ N

(see Appendix A) and Jϵψθ ∈ D(Λj
D) for any j ∈ N. Moreover, E[k, k; θ] dominates

the Sobolev Hk([0, T ] ×Ω) norm of ψ − Jϵψθ (see Proposition 4.1) and consequently,
E[ℓ, k; θ] measures the distance between the true solution and the neural network in
all space-time Sobolev spaces.

For a time regularity index k ∈ N and a spatial regularity index ℓ ∈ N, we define
the generalization error EG[ℓ, k; θ] by
(1.19) EG[ℓ, k; θ]2 = E iG[ℓ, k; θ]2 + EtG[ℓ, k; θ]2 + EbG[θ]2,
where

(1.20) E iG[ℓ, k; θ]2 =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

∫
T
0

k

∑
j=0
∥(−∆) ℓ

2 ∂
(j)
t Ri[θ]∥2L2dt, if ℓ is even

∫
T
0

k

∑
j=0
∥∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 ∂
(j)
t Ri[θ]∥2L2dt, if ℓ is odd

,

(1.21) EtG[ℓ, k; θ]2 =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

∥(−∆) ℓ
2Rt[k; θ]∥2L2 , if ℓ is even

∥∇(−∆) ℓ−1
2 Rt[k; θ]∥2L2 , if ℓ is odd

,

and

(1.22) EbG[θ]2 = ∫
T

0
∫
∂Ω
Rb[θ]2dσ(x).

We note that these errors are also well-defined because the residuals are smooth
functions and the involved operators are all local.

4



1.3. Organization of the paper. The remainder of the paper is organized as
follows. In Section 2, we introduce the mollification strategy and establish essential
analytical properties of the spectrally-defined regularizers, which play a key role in
enforcing boundary compatibility for the PINN residual. Section 3 is devoted to the
generalization error analysis, where we derive upper bounds for the PINN residuals un-
der suitable smoothness assumptions on the target solution. In Section 4, we combine
the approximation and generalization analysis to obtain total error estimates for the
PINN solution in any space-time Sobolev norm Hk (with k ∈ N). Section 5 provides
concluding remarks and discusses directions for future work. Finally, the existence of
unique smooth solutions to fractional reaction-diffusion equations on bounded smooth
domains is established in Appendix A.

2. Properties of the Regularizers. In this section, we investigate key prop-
erties of the family of mollification operators Jϵ, which play a central role in the
convergence analysis of PINNs developed in later sections.

The operator Jϵ is uniformly bounded in the norm of D(Λs
D) and smoothes out

any function in L2:

Proposition 2.1. Let s be a real number and ϵ ∈ (0,1) be a small positive number.
There exists a positive number C depending only on s such that

(2.1) ∥Λs
DJϵθ∥L2 ≤ C∥Λs

Dθ∥L2 ,

provided that θ ∈ D(Λs
D). Moreover, for any real number s ≥ 0 , it holds that

(2.2) ∥Λs
DJϵθ∥L2 ≤ Cϵ− s

2 ∥θ∥L2 ,

for θ ∈ L2(Ω).
The proof of Proposition 2.1 follows closely from that of Lemma 1 in [1] and is

therefore omitted here for brevity.
We next state a key commutation property between the fractional Laplacian Λs

D

and the regularization operators Jϵ, which plays a central role in our analysis. This re-
sult ensures that the mollification procedure is compatible with the nonlocal structure
of the problem. Specifically, the operators Λs

D and Jϵ commute on D(Λs
D):

Proposition 2.2. Let ϵ ∈ (0,1), s > 0, and f ∈ D(Λs
D). Then

Λs
DJϵf(x) = JϵΛs

Df(x),

for almost every x ∈ Ω.
We refer the reader to [4] for a detailed proof of Proposition 2.2.
We also observe that the integer powers of the Laplacian commute with the opera-

tors Jϵ without any boundary assumptions. In particular, this commutation property
holds for H2k functions, with k ∈ N, which do not necessarily satisfy homogeneous
boundary conditions. We state and prove this result below.

Proposition 2.3. Let ϵ ∈ (0,1). Let f ∈H2(Ω). Then

(2.3) ∆Jϵf(x) = Jϵ∆f(x),

for a.e. x ∈ Ω. Consequently, if k ∈ N and f ∈H2k(Ω), then

(2.4) (−∆)kJϵf(x) = Jϵ(−∆)kf(x),

for a.e. x ∈ Ω.
5



Proof. The commutator Tϵ = Jϵ∆−∆Jϵ vanishes on C∞0 (Ω) because Jϵ and −∆ =
Λ2
D commutes on D(Λ2

D) (see Proposition 2.2). In view of the density of C∞0 (Ω)
in L2(Ω), Tϵ extends uniquely to a bounded linear operator T̃ϵ on L2(Ω) such that
T̃ϵh = 0 for any h ∈ L2(Ω). However, the operator Tϵ is well-defined on H2(Ω).
Moreover, it holds that

(2.5) ∥Tϵf∥L2 ≤ Cϵ∥f∥L2 .

In order to prove the latter, we have, on the one hand, that

(2.6) ∥∆Jϵf∥L2 ≤ Cϵ∥f∥L2 ,

due to (2.1). On the other hand, Jϵ∆f has the following eigenfunction expansion,

(2.7) Jϵ∆f =
∞

∑
j=1

(− 1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

e−tλj

t
dt)(∆f,ωj)L2ωj ,

and thus, its L2 norm obeys

(2.8) ∥Jϵ∆f∥2L2 =
∞

∑
j=1

(− 1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

e−tλj

t
dt)

2

(∆f,ωj)2L2 .

As t ≥ ϵ, it holds that e−tλj ≤ e−ϵλj , and consequently,

(2.9) ∥Jϵ∆f∥2L2 ≤
∞

∑
j=1

(− 1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

1

t
dt)

2

e−ϵλj(∆f,ωj)2L2 =
∞

∑
j=1

4e−ϵλj(∆f,ωj)2L2 .

In view of the boundedness of the operator (−∆D)−1∆ from L2(Ω) to L2(Ω), we have

(2.10)
∣(∆f,ωj)L2 ∣ = ∣(−∆D)(−∆D)−1∆f,ωj)L2 = ∣(−∆D)−1∆f,−∆Dωj)L2 ∣

≤ ∥(−∆D)−1∆f∥L2∥∆ωj∥L2 ≤ Cλj∥f∥L2 ,

after integrating by parts and using the fact that ωj and (−∆D)−1∆f vanish on the
boundary of Ω. Consequently,

(2.11) ∥Jϵ∆f∥2L2 ≤ C∥f∥2L2

∞

∑
j=1

λ2je
−ϵλj ≤ Cϵ∥f∥2L2 .

Putting (2.6) and (2.11) together gives (2.5). This shows that Tϵ is a bounded linear
operator from (H2(Ω), ∥ ⋅ ∥L2) to (L2(Ω), ∥ ⋅ ∥L2). By the uniqueness of the extension,
we infer that

(2.12) T̃ϵ = Jϵ∆ −∆Jϵ,

on (H2(Ω), ∥ ⋅ ∥L2). But T̃ϵ vanishes on L2(Ω), thus

(2.13) Jϵ∆ −∆Jϵ = 0,

on H2(Ω).
We derive new quantitative bounds for the convergence of the regularizers Jϵ in

the norms of D(Λs
D).
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Proposition 2.4. Let ϵ ∈ (0,1) and s ≥ 0 be real numbers. Let ψ ∈ D(Λ2s+d
D ).

There exists a real-valued positive function κ(ϵ) such that κ(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0 and

(2.14) ∥Λs
D(Jϵf − f)∥L2 ≤ κ(ϵ)∥f∥

1
2

L2∥Λ2s+d
D f∥

1
2

L2 .

Proof. The eigenfunction expansion of Jϵf − f is given by

(2.15) Jϵf − f =
∞

∑
j=1

(Jϵf − f,ωj)L2ωj ,

and consequently,

(2.16) ∥Λs
D(Jϵf − f)∥2L2 =

∞

∑
j=1

λsj(Jϵf − f,ωj)2L2 .

Using the integral representation formula of Jϵ and the identity

(2.17)
1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

1

2t
dt = −1,

we have

(2.18)

(Jϵf − f,ωj)L2 = [− 1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

e−tλj

t
dt − 1] (f,ωj)L2

= [ 1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

1 − 2e−tλj

2t
dt] (f,ωj)L2 ,

from which we obtain

(2.19) ∥Λs
D(Jϵf − f)∥2L2 =

∞

∑
j=1

[ 1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

1 − 2e−tλj

2t
dt]

2

λsj(f,ωj)2L2 .

An application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields

(2.20) ∥Λs
D(Jϵf−f)∥2L2 ≤

⎛
⎝
∞

∑
j=1

1

λdj
[ 1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

1 − 2e−tλj

2t
dt]

4⎞
⎠

1
2 ⎛
⎝
∞

∑
j=1

λ2s+dj (f,ωj)4L2

⎞
⎠

1
2

.

We let

(2.21) κ(ϵ) ∶=
⎛
⎝
∞

∑
j=1

1

λdj
[ 1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

1 − 2e−tλj

2t
dt]

4⎞
⎠

1
4

.

Since

(2.22) ∣ 1
ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

1 − 2e−tλj

2t
dt∣ ≤ 1

∣ ln ϵ∣ ∫
1/ϵ

ϵ

1

2t
dt ≤ 1,

and λj ≥ cj
2
d for any j ∈ N, it follows that

(2.23) κ(ϵ)4 ≤
∞

∑
j=1

1

λdj
≤ C

∞

∑
j=1

1

j2
< ∞,

7



and so κ(ϵ) is well-defined. Moreover, since

(2.24) lim
ϵ→0

1

ln ϵ
∫

1/ϵ

ϵ

1 − 2e−tλj

2t
dt = 0,

it follows that κ(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ → 0 by the Lebesgue Dominated Convergence Theorem.
Finally, since ∥ωj∥L2 = 1 for any j ∈ N, we have

(2.25)

∞

∑
j=1

λ2s+dj (f,ωj)4L2 ≤
∞

∑
j=1

λ2s+dj (f,ωj)2L2∥f∥2L2∥ωj∥2L2

≤ ∥f∥2L2

∞

∑
j=1

λ2s+dj (f,ωj)2L2 ≤ ∥f∥2L2∥Λ2s+d
D f∥2L2 .

Therefore, we obtain the desired quantitative bound

(2.26) ∥Λs
D(Jϵf − f)∥2L2 ≤ κ(ϵ)2∥f∥L2∥Λ2s+d

D f∥L2 .

3. Generalization Error Estimates. In this section, we establish bounds on
the generalization error of physics-informed neural networks for approximating solu-
tions to fractional diffusion equations on bounded domains. Our main result shows
that, under suitable regularity assumptions, one can construct a neural network whose
generalization error is arbitrarily small. A key ingredient in the analysis is the approx-
imation capability of deep neural networks for smooth functions in Sobolev norms.
The following proposition, adapted from classical universal approximation theorems,
provides the quantitative rate at which neural networks can approximate smooth tar-
get functions in W k,∞ norms.

Proposition 3.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a smooth bounded domain. Let T > 0 be arbi-
trary and k ∈ N. Let f ∈ Ck+1([0, T ]×Ω̄). Then there exists a function ϕN represented
by a deep neural network with complexity N such that

(3.1) ∥f − ϕN∥Wk,∞([0,T ]×Ω̄) ≤
1

N
1

d+1
∥f∥Wk+1,∞([0,T ]×Ω̄).

Proof. Since [0, T ]× Ω̄ is a compact subset of Rd+1 and f ∈ Ck([0, T ]× Ω̄), we can
apply Theorem 2.1 in [7] and deduce the existence of a deep neural network ϕN with
complexity N such that

(3.2) ∥Dαf −DαϕN∥L∞([0,T ]×Ω̄) ≤
C

N
k−∣α∣
d+1

sup
∣(x,t)−(y,t)∣≤N

−1
d+1

∣Dβf(x, t) −Dβf(y, t)∣,

for any ∣α∣ ≤ k and ∣β∣ = k. Since N ≥ 1 and k ≥ ∣α∣, it follows that

(3.3) ∥Dαf −DαϕN∥L∞([0,T ]×Ω̄) ≤ C sup
∣(x,t)−(y,t)∣≤N

−1
d+1

∣Dβf(x, t) −Dβf(y, t)∣,

for any ∣α∣ ≤ k and ∣β∣ = k. Thus,
(3.4)

∥Dαf −DαϕN∥L∞([0,T ]×Ω̄) ≤ C sup
∣(x,t)−(y,t)∣≤N

−1
d+1

[ ∣D
βf(x, t) −Dβf(y, t)∣
∣(x, t) − (y, t)∣ ⋅ ∣(x, t) − (y, t)∣]

≤ 1

N
1

d+1
∥f∥Wk+1,∞([0,T ]×Ω̄),

for any ∣α∣ ≤ k, which yields the desired estimate (3.1).
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Theorem 3.1. Let T > 0 be an arbitrary positive time. Let ψ0 ∈ ⋂
m≥0
D(Λm

D) and
ψ be the corresponding smooth solution to (1.11) with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions. Let δ > 0. Then there exists a function ψ̂ represented by a deep neural
network with complexity N such that EG ≤ δ.

Proof. Let ℓ and k be nonnegative integers. In view of Proposition 3.1, there
exists a neural network ψ̂ such that

(3.5) ∥ψ − ψ̂∥Wmax{2+ℓ,k+1},∞([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ CN
− 1

d+1 ,

where C is a constant depending on the initial data. The choice of the Sobolev space
Wmax{2+ℓ,k+1},∞([0, T ] ×Ω) is motivated by the estimates below.

Step 1. Estimates for E iG. We start by rewriting the PDE residual as follows,

(3.6)

Ri = ∂t(Jϵψ̂ − ψ) + u ⋅ ∇(Jϵψ̂ − ψ) +Λα
D(Jϵψ̂ − ψ)

= ∂tJϵ(ψ̂ − ψ) + ∂t(Jϵψ − ψ) + u ⋅ ∇Jϵ(ψ̂ − ψ) + u ⋅ ∇(Jϵψ − ψ)
+Λα

DJϵ(ψ̂ − ψ) +Λα
D(Jϵψ − ψ).

Fix an integer j representing the order of the time derivative, such that 0 ≤ j ≤ k. If

ℓ is even, we apply (−∆) ℓ
2 ∂
(j)
t to Ri, and we estimate each term separately. If ℓ is

odd, we apply ∇(−∆) ℓ−1
2 ∂

(j)
t to Ri instead.

Suppose that ℓ is even. We first estimate the time derivative terms. Indeed, in
view of Proposition 2.3, Jϵ and (−∆) ℓ

2 commute, and thus we have

(3.7) ∥(−∆) ℓ
2 ∂
(j)
t ∂tJϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2 = ∥Jϵ(−∆)

ℓ
2 ∂
(j+1)
t (ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2 ,

which can be bounded by

(3.8)
∥(−∆) ℓ

2 ∂
(j)
t ∂tJϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2 ≤ C∥(−∆) ℓ

2 ∂
(j+1)
t (ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2 ≤ C∥ψ̂ − ψ∥Hβ([0,T ]×Ω)

≤ C∥ψ̂ − ψ∥Wβ,∞([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ CN
− 1

d+1 ,

due to the uniform-in-ϵ boundedness of Jϵ in L2 and the estimate (3.5). Here β =
max{ℓ, k + 1}. In view of the quantitative convergence bound obtained in Proposition
2.4, it follows that

(3.9)
∥(−∆) ℓ

2 ∂
(j)
t ∂t(Jϵψ − ψ)∥2L2 = ∥(−∆)

ℓ
2 (Jϵ∂(j+1)t ψ − ∂(j+1)t ψ)∥2L2

≤ κ(ϵ)2∥∂(j+1)t ψ∥L2∥Λ2ℓ+d
D ∂

(j+1)
t ψ∥L2 ≤ Cκ(ϵ)2.

Now we estimate the diffusion terms involving the fractional powers of the Dirichlet

Laplacian. Since Λα
D and ∂

(j)
t commutes and Jϵ and ∂

(j)
t commutes, it holds that

(3.10) ∥(−∆) ℓ
2 ∂
(j)
t Λα

DJϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2 = ∥Λℓ+α
D Jϵ(∂(j)t ψ̂ − ∂(j)t ψ)∥L2 .

Let γ be the smallest integer greater than or equal to ℓ+α
2
. Due to the continuous

embedding of D(Λ2γ
D ) in D(Λℓ+α

D ), the fact that Jϵ commutes with integer powers of
the Laplacian, and the uniform-in-ϵ boundedness of Jϵ in L

2, the identity (3.10) yields

(3.11)

∥(−∆) ℓ
2 ∂
(j)
t Λα

DJϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2 ≤ C∥(−∆)γJϵ(∂(j)t ψ̂ − ∂(j)t ψ)∥L2

= ∥Jϵ(−∆)γ(∂(j)t ψ̂ − ∂(j)t ψ)∥L2 ≤ C∥(−∆)γ∂(j)t (ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2

≤ C∥ψ̂ − ψ∥Hmax{ℓ+2;k}([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ ∥ψ̂ − ψ∥Wmax{ℓ+2;k},∞([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ CN
− 1

d+1 .
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We point out that Jϵ and Λℓ+α
D do not commute when ℓ +α is not an integer because

∂
(i)
t ψ̂ and its higher-order Laplacians do not necesarily vanish on the boundary of Ω,

but Jϵ and (−∆)γ commute, as shown in Proposition 2.3, because γ is an integer. As
for the diffusion term that does not depend on the neural network, we have

(3.12)
∥(−∆) ℓ

2 ∂
(j)
t Λα

D(Jϵψ − ψ)∥2L2 = ∥Λℓ+α
D (Jϵ∂(j)t ψ − ∂(j)t ψ)∥2L2

≤ κ(ϵ)2∥∂(j)t ψ∥L2∥Λ2ℓ+2α+d
D ∂

(j)
t ψ∥L2 ≤ Cκ(ϵ)2,

due to the convergence property studied in Proposition 2.4. Finally, we address the
advection terms involving u. By the Leibniz Theorem, we have

(3.13)

∥(−∆) ℓ
2 ∂
(j)
t (u ⋅ ∇Jϵ(ψ̂ − ψ))∥L2

=
j

∑
v=0

(j
v
)∥(−∆) ℓ

2 (∂(v)t u ⋅ ∇∂(j−v)t Jϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)) ∥L2

≤ C
j

∑
v=0

∥∂(v)t u∥W ℓ,∞(Ω)∥∂(j−v)t Jϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥H1+ℓ(Ω).

Since D(Λ2+ℓ
D ) is continuously embedded in H1+ℓ(Ω), Jϵ and (−∆)1+ ℓ

2 commute (be-
cause 1 + ℓ

2
is an integer), and Jϵ is bounded in L2, we estimate

(3.14)
∥∂(j−v)t Jϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥H1+ℓ(Ω) ≤ C∥(−∆)1+

ℓ
2 Jϵ∂

(j−v)
t (ψ̂ − ψ))∥L2(Ω)

≤ C∥(−∆)1+ ℓ
2 ∂
(j−v)
t (ψ̂ − ψ)∥2L2 ≤ C∥ψ̂ − ψ∥Wmax{2+ℓ,j},∞([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ CN

− 1
d+1 .

Putting the latter back in (3.13), we infer that

(3.15) ∥(−∆) ℓ
2 ∂
(j)
t (u ⋅ ∇Jϵ(ψ̂ − ψ))∥L2 ≤ C∥u∥Wmax{ℓ,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω)N

− 1
d+1 .

As for the last term in u, we reapply the Leibniz rule and make use of the convergence
property (2.4) to deduce that

(3.16)

∥(−∆) ℓ
2 ∂
(j)
t (u ⋅ ∇(Jϵψ − ψ))∥2L2

≤ C∥u∥2Wmax{ℓ,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω)

j

∑
v=0

κ(ϵ)2∥∂(j−v)t ψ∥L2∥Λ2ℓ+2+d
D ∂

(j−v)
t ψ∥L2

≤ C∥u∥2Wmax{ℓ,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω)κ(ϵ)
2.

This shows that

(3.17) E iG ≤ C (1 + ∥u∥2Wmax{ℓ,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω)) (N
− 2

d+1 + κ(ϵ)2),

when ℓ is even.
Suppose ℓ is odd. In view of the continuous embeddings of D(ΛD) in H1(Ω)

and D(Λ2
D) in D(ΛD), the fact that Jϵ commutes with (−∆) ℓ+1

2 (because ℓ+1
2

is an
integer), the boundedness of Jϵ in L2, we can estimate the time derivative term as
follows,

(3.18)

∥∇(−∆) ℓ−1
2 ∂

(j)
t ∂tJϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2 ≤ C∥ΛDΛℓ−1

D ∂
(j+1)
t Jϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2

≤ C∥Λ2
DΛℓ−1

D ∂
(j+1)
t Jϵ(ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2 ≤ C∥(−∆) ℓ+1

2 ∂
(j+1)
t (ψ̂ − ψ)∥L2

≤ ∥ψ̂ − ψ∥Wmax{ℓ+1,k+1},∞([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ CN
1

d+1 .
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As shown in the even case, it holds that

(3.19) ∥∇(−∆) ℓ−1
2 ∂

(j)
t ∂t(Jϵψ − ψ)∥2L2 ≤ C∥Λℓ

D∂
(j+1)
t (Jϵψ − ψ)∥2L2 ≤ Cκ(ϵ)2.

As for the remaining terms, we employ the same idea of embedding D(ΛD) in H1(Ω)
and follow verbatim the computations implemented in the even case. We omit these
details to avoid redundancy. Therefore, we obtain

(3.20) E iG ≤ C (1 + ∥u∥2Wmax{ℓ,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω)) (N
− 2

d+1 + κ(ϵ)2),

when ℓ is odd.
Step 2. Estimates for EtG. We seek good control of EtG[ℓ, k; θ] when k is even.

The case where k is odd is similar and will be omitted. When k is even, we have
(3.21)

EtG ≤ C
k

∑
j=1

∥(−∆) ℓ
2 (∂(j)t (ψ̂ − ψ))(x,0)∥2L2(Ω) ≤ C

k

∑
j=1

∥∂(j)t (ψ̂ − ψ)(x,0)∥2Hℓ(Ω)

≤ C
k

∑
j=1

∥∂(j)t (ψ̂ − ψ)∥2Hℓ+1([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ C∥ψ̂ − ψ∥
2
Wmax{ℓ+1,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ CN

− 2
d+1 ,

by the trace theorem.
Step 3. Estimates for EbG. By making use of the trace theorem and the fact

that the solution ψ vanishes on ∂Ω, we have
(3.22)

EbG ≤ ∥ψ̂ − ψ∥2L2([0,T ]×∂Ω) ≤ C∥ψ̂ − ψ∥2H1([0,T ]×Ω)
≤ C∥ψ̂ − ψ∥2

W 1,∞([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ CN
− 2

d+1 .

Step 4. Conclusion. Putting all these estimates together, we infer that

(3.23) EG ≤ C (1 + ∥u∥2Wmax{ℓ,k,1},∞([0,T ]×Ω)) (N
− 2

d+1 + κ(ϵ)2).

Finally, we choose N sufficiently large and ϵ sufficiently small to deduce that EG ≤ δ.

4. Total Error Estimates. In this section, we derive bounds for the total error
between the true solution of the fractional diffusion equation and its neural network
approximation. The total error accounts for both the generalization error and the
consistency of the regularization strategy introduced earlier. A key step in this analy-
sis is to control the approximation error of the mollified neural network output in
Sobolev norms. The following proposition establishes that the error in Hk norm can
be bounded in terms of the modified energy functional defined in Section 2. This sets
the stage for our main result, which shows that the total error can be controlled by
the generalization error derived in Section 3, thereby linking training performance to
the overall accuracy of the PINN approximation.

Proposition 4.1. Let ϵ ∈ (0,1). Let ψ be the solution to (1.11) and ψθ be a
neural network approximating ψ. Then it holds that

(4.1) ∥ψ − Jϵψθ∥2Hk([0,T ]×Ω) ≤ CE[k, k; θ]
2,

for some universal constant C > 0.
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Proof. In view of the continuous embedding of D(Λj
D) into Hj(Ω) and the fact

that ∂
(j)
t (ψ − Jϵψθ) vanishes on ∂Ω, we have

(4.2)

∥ψ − Jϵψθ∥2Hk([0,T ]×Ω) =
k

∑
i=0

k

∑
j=0

∥Dj∂
(i)
t (ψ − Jϵψθ)∥2L2([0,T ]×Ω)

≤ C
k

∑
i=0

k

∑
j=0

∥Λj
D∂
(i)
t (ψ − Jϵψθ)∥2L2([0,T ]×Ω)

≤ C
k

∑
i=0

∥Λk
D∂
(i)
t (ψ − Jϵψθ)∥2L2([0,T ]×Ω)

≤ CE[k, k; θ]2.

Theorem 4.1. Let T > 0 be an arbitrary positive time. Let ψ0 ∈ ⋂
m≥0
D(Λm

D) and
ψ be the corresponding smooth solution to (1.11) with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions. Let ψ̂ be a neural network approximating ψ. Let ℓ and k be nonnegative
integers. Then it holds that

(4.3) E[ℓ, k; θ]2 ≤ C[u]EG[ℓ + k, k; θ]2,

for some constant C[u] depending on T, ℓ, k and the Wmax{ℓ,k},∞ norm of u.

Proof. We implement a proof by induction on k. For the base step (k = 0), the
total error is given by

(4.4) E[ℓ,0; θ] = ∫
T

0
∥Λℓ

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2dt.

Subtracting the residual Ri ∶= Ri[θ] from the PDE obeyed by ψ, we have

(4.5) ∂t(ψ − Jϵψ̂) + u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂) +Λα
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂) = −Ri.

We point out that Ri ∉ D(Λℓ
D) because it does not necessarily vanish on ∂Ω. Thus we

cannot apply Λℓ
D to the equation (4.5) obeyed by ψ − Jϵψ̂. The remedy is to use the

fact that Λℓ
D = (−∆D)

ℓ
2 which is local when ℓ is even, and the fact that Λℓ

D = ΛDΛℓ−1
D

amounts to ∇(−∆D)
ℓ−1
2 in L2 when ℓ is odd. Since ∇ and ∆ are local operators, we

can apply them to Ri as long as Ri is smooth enough. We use this trick to address
the following two cases:

Case 1. ℓ is even. We apply (−∆) ℓ
2 to (4.5) and obtain

(4.6) ∂t(−∆)
ℓ
2 (ψ−Jϵψ̂)+(−∆)

ℓ
2Λα

D(ψ−Jϵψ̂)+(−∆)
ℓ
2 (u ⋅∇(ψ−Jϵψ̂)) = −(−∆)

ℓ
2Ri.

We multiply the latter by (−∆) ℓ
2 and integrate over Ω. Since ψ − Jϵψ̂ ∈ D(Λℓ

D) and
Λα
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂) ∈ D(Λℓ

D), it holds that

(4.7) (−∆) ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂) = (−∆D)

ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂) = Λℓ

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂),

and

(4.8) (−∆) ℓ
2Λα

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂) = (−∆D)
ℓ
2Λα

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂) = Λℓ
DΛα

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂),
12



yielding
(4.9)
1

2

d

dt
∥Λℓ

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 + ∥Λℓ+α
2

D (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2

= −∫
Ω
(−∆) ℓ

2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂))(−∆)
ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂) − ∫

Ω
(−∆) ℓ

2Ri(−∆)
ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂).

Denoting the commutator

(4.10) [(−∆) ℓ
2 , u ⋅ ∇](ψ − Jϵψ̂) ∶= (−∆)

ℓ
2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂)) − u ⋅ ∇(−∆)

ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂),

and using the cancellation law

(4.11) ∫
Ω
u ⋅ ∇(−∆) ℓ

2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂) ⋅ (−∆)
ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂) = 0

that holds due to the divergence-free condition obeyed by u, we can write the velocity
term as follows,

(4.12)
U ∶= −∫

Ω
(−∆) ℓ

2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂))(−∆)
ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= −∫
Ω
[(−∆) ℓ

2 , u ⋅ ∇](ψ − Jϵψ̂)(−∆)
ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂).

Using the commutator estimate

(4.13) ∥[(−∆) ℓ
2 , u ⋅ ∇](ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥L2 ≤ C∥u∥W ℓ,∞∥ψ − Jϵψ̂∥Hℓ ,

and the elliptic regularity estimate

(4.14) ∥ψ − Jϵψ̂∥Hℓ ≤ C∥Λℓ
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥L2

that holds due to the continuous embedding of D(Λℓ
D) in Hℓ, we infer that

(4.15) U ≤ C∥u∥W ℓ,∞∥Λℓ
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 .

Thus, we obtain the differential inequality

(4.16)

d

dt
∥Λℓ

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 + ∥Λℓ+α
2

D (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2

≤ C∥(−∆) ℓ
2Ri∥2L2 +C(1 + ∥u∥W ℓ,∞)∥Λℓ

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 .

By Gronwall’s inequality, we deduce that

(4.17) E[ℓ,0; θ]2 ≤ CT [u]EG[ℓ,0; θ]2,

where CT [u] is a constant depending only on T and the W ℓ,∞ norm of u.

Case 2. ℓ is odd. Applying ∇(−∆) ℓ−1
2 to (4.5), we have

(4.18)
∂t∇(−∆)

ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂) + ∇(−∆)

ℓ−1
2 Λα

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)
+ ∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂)) = −∇(−∆)
ℓ−1
2 Ri.
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Taking the L2 inner product of the latter with ∇(−∆) ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂) gives

(4.19)
1

2

d

dt
∥∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 + ∫
Ω
∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 Λα
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂) ⋅ ∇(−∆)

ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= −∫
Ω
∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂)) ⋅ ∇(−∆)
ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

− ∫
Ω
∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 Ri ⋅ ∇(−∆)
ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂).

Since ψ − Jϵψ̂ ∈ D(Λℓ
D), we have

(4.20)
d

dt
∥∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 =
d

dt
∥ΛDΛℓ−1

D (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 =
d

dt
∥Λℓ

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 .

Since ψ − Jϵψ̂ ∈ D(Λk
D) for any k ∈ N, we have (−∆) ℓ−1

2 Λα
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∣∂Ω = 0, and thus

we can integrate by parts to obtain the identity

(4.21)

∫
Ω
∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 Λα
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂) ⋅ ∇(−∆)

ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= −∫
Ω
(−∆) ℓ−1

2 Λα
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∆(−∆)

ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= ∫
Ω
Λℓ−1
D Λα

D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)Λ2
DΛℓ−1

D (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= ∥Λℓ+α
2

D (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 .

As for the u-term, we employ a similar technique to the case when ℓ is even and make
use of commutators to derive the following estimates,

(4.22)

− ∫
Ω
∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂)) ⋅ ∇(−∆)
ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= −∫
Ω
[∇(−∆) ℓ−1

2 , u ⋅ ∇](ψ − Jϵψ̂) ⋅ ∇(−∆)
ℓ−1
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

≤ C∥u∥W ℓ,∞∥ψ − Jϵψ̂∥2Hℓ ≤ C∥u∥Hℓ∥Λℓ
D(ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 .

Combining these estimates and applying Gronwall’s inequality, we infer that

(4.23) E[ℓ,0; θ]2 ≤ CT [u]EG[ℓ,0; θ]2,

when ℓ is odd. Here CT [u] is a constant depending only on T and the W ℓ,∞ norm of
u. Now we assume that there exists a constant CT,k−1[u] that depends only on T , k,
and ∥u∥2

Wmax{ℓ,k−1},∞([0,T ]×Ω) such that

(4.24) E[ℓ, k − 1; θ]2 ≤ CT,k−1[u]EG[ℓ + k − 1, k − 1; θ]2,

for all ℓ ∈ N. We prove that

(4.25) E[ℓ, k; θ]2 ≤ CT,k[u]EG[ℓ + k, k; θ]2

holds for all ℓ ∈ N. To this end, we fix ℓ ∈ N and distinguish two cases:
Case 1. ℓ is even. In this case, we have

(4.26)
∂
(k+1)
t (−∆) ℓ

2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂) + ∂(k)t (−∆)
ℓ
2Λα(ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= −∂(k)t (−∆)
ℓ
2Ri − ∂(k)t (−∆)

ℓ
2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂)).
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We point out that ∂
(k)
t ,∇, and (−∆) ℓ

2 are local operators and commute with each

other. Multiplying the latter by ∂
(k)
t (−∆)

ℓ
2 (ψ−Jϵψ̂) and integrating over Ω produce

(4.27)

1

2

d

dt
∥Λℓ

D∂
(k)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 + ∥Λℓ+α

2

D ∂
(k)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2

= −∫
Ω
∂
(k)
t (−∆)

ℓ
2Ri∂

(k)
t (−∆)

ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

− ∫
Ω
∂
(k)
t (−∆)

ℓ
2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂))∂(k)t (−∆)

ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂).

By the Leibnitz Theorem, we decompose the u-term as follows,

(4.28)

− ∫
Ω
∂
(k)
t (−∆)

ℓ
2 (u ⋅ ∇(ψ − Jϵψ̂))∂(k)t (−∆)

ℓ
2 (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= −
k

∑
i=0

(k
i
)∫

Ω
(−∆) ℓ

2 [∂(i)t u ⋅ ∇∂(k−i)t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)] (−∆)
ℓ
2 ∂
(k)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

= −
k

∑
i=1

(k
i
)∫

Ω
(−∆) ℓ

2 [∂(i)t u ⋅ ∇∂(k−i)t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)] (−∆)
ℓ
2 ∂
(k)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

− ∫
Ω
(−∆) ℓ

2 [u ⋅ ∇∂(k)t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)] (−∆)
ℓ
2 ∂
(k)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)

∶= U1 + U2.

Using Sobolev product estimates and the continuous embedding of D(Λm
D) into Hm

for any m ∈ N, we estimate

(4.29)

U1 ≤ C
k

∑
i=1

∥∂(i)t u∥W ℓ,∞∥∂(k−i)t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥Hℓ+1∥∂(k)t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥Hℓ

≤ C
k

∑
i=1

∥∂(i)t u∥2W ℓ,∞∥Λℓ+1
D ∂

(k−i)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 + ∥Λℓ

D∂
(k)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 .

We point out that

(4.30)

∫
T

0

k

∑
i=1

∥∂(i)t u∥2W ℓ,∞∥Λℓ+1
D ∂

(k−i)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2dt

≤ C∥u∥2Wmax{ℓ,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω) ∫
T

0

k

∑
i=1

∥Λℓ+1
D ∂

(k−i)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2dt

≤ C∥u∥2Wmax{ℓ,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω)E[ℓ + 1, k − 1; θ]
2

≤ C∥u∥2Wmax{ℓ,k},∞([0,T ]×Ω)EG[ℓ + k, k − 1; θ]
2,

by the induction hypothesis. As for the term U2, we make use of the cancellation law

(4.31) ∫
Ω
u ⋅ ∇[(−∆) ℓ

2 ∂kt (ψ − Jϵψ̂)](−∆)
ℓ
2 ∂kt (ψ − Jϵψ̂) = 0,

to write U2 in terms of the commutator [(−∆) ℓ
2 , u ⋅ ∇] as follows,

(4.32) U2 = −∫
Ω
[(−∆) ℓ

2 , u ⋅ ∇]∂(k)t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)(−∆)
ℓ
2 ∂
(k)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂),
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and then we make use of commutator estimates to bound U2 by

(4.33) U2 ≤ C∥u∥W ℓ,∞∥Λℓ
D∂
(k)
t (ψ − Jϵψ̂)∥2L2 .

Putting all these estimates together and applying Gronwall’s inequality yield

(4.34) E[ℓ, k; θ]2 ≤ CT,k[u]EG[ℓ + k, k; θ]2,

for some positive constant CT,k[u] depending only on T, k, ℓ and theWmax{ℓ,k},∞([0, T ]×
Ω) norm of u.

Case 2. ℓ is odd. This case is similar to the previous cases. The proof will be
omitted to avoid redundancy.

5. Concluding Remarks. In this paper, we established a convergence theory
for PINNs applied to fractional diffusion equations posed on bounded domains with
spectral Dirichlet boundary conditions. By introducing a spectrally-defined mollifica-
tion strategy, we ensured boundary compatibility and derived rigorous error estimates
in standard Sobolev norms. Our analysis is grounded in tools from PDE theory and
functional analysis, rather than numerical discretization schemes, and contributes to
the growing body of analytical work on PINNs, particularly in nonlocal settings where
classical methods face structural challenges.

The mollification strategy employed in this paper allows approximation of solu-
tions by neural networks in any space-time Sobolev space. Such approximations fail
when cutoff functions are used instead. In fact, multiplying the neural network by
cutoffs χϵ yields vanishing on the boundary but gives rise to the need for proper es-
timation of the differences Λα

D(χϵψ −ψ) in Sobolev spaces. More precisely, one needs

the distance between χϵψ and ψ to be sufficiently small in any D(Λj
D) space. This is

obviously achievable in L2 but not necessarily in D(Λj). For instance, when j = 1, it
holds that

(5.1) ∥ΛD(χϵψ − ψ)∥L2 = ∥∇((χϵ − 1)ψ)∥2L2 .

But when ϵ approaches 0, the gradient of χϵ blows up, and thus the existence of a
small ϵ for which the latter norm is sufficiently small is not clear. In contrast, we
know that Jϵψ converges to ψ in D(Λj), prioritizing the use of Jϵ over χϵ.

In future work, it would be of interest to extend this framework to a wider class
of partial differential equations involving some nonlinear aspects and different types
of nonlocal operators.
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Appendix A. Existence and Uniqueness of Global Smooth Solutions.

Theorem A.1. Let α ∈ [0,2]. Let T > 0. Let u be a smooth divergence-free vector
field such that u ⋅ n∣∂Ω = 0. Let f be a given smooth function such that (−∆)kf ∣∂Ω = 0
for any k ∈ N. Let ψ0 ∈ ⋂∞k=0D(Λk

D). Then the advetion-diffusion equation

(A.1) ∂tψ + u ⋅ ∇ψ +Λα
Dψ = f,

equipped with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions and initial data ψ0 has a
unique solution ψ obeying

(A.2) ψ ∈ L∞(0, T ;D(Λk
D)),
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for all k ∈ N.
Proof. For ϵ ∈ (0,1), we consider the regularized equations

(A.3) ∂tψ
ϵ + u ⋅ ∇ψϵ +Λα

Dψ
ϵ − ϵ∆ψϵ = f,

with initial data

(A.4) ψϵ∣∂Ω = 0,

and boundary conditions

(A.5) ψϵ(x,0) = ψ0(x).

These systems have global smooth solutions

(A.6) ψϵ ∈ L∞(0, T ;D(Λk
D)),

for any k ∈ N, a fact that follows from a classical Galerkin approximation scheme and
passage to the limit via compactness arguments (see, for instance [1]). We establish
bounds for solutions to these regularized systems that are independent of ϵ and deduce
the existence of solutions

(A.7) ψ ∈ L∞(0, T ;D(Λk
D)),

for any k ∈ N. In fact, the D(Λk
D) norm of ψϵ evolves according to

(A.8)
1

2

d

dt
∥Λk

Dψ
ϵ∥2L2 + ∥Λk+α

2

D ψϵ∥2L2 = −∫
Ω
Λk
D(u ⋅ ∇ψϵ)Λk

Dψ
ϵdx + ∫

Ω
Λk
DfΛ

k
Dψ

ϵdx.

We point out that u ⋅ ∇ψϵ ∈ D(Λk
D) for all k ∈ N because

(A.9) u ⋅ ∇ψϵ = −∂tψϵ −Λα
Dψ

ϵ + ϵ∆ψϵ + f,

where the right-hand side belongs to D(Λk
D) for all k ∈ N.

In order to estimate the term in u, we use the cancellation laws

(A.10) ∫
Ω
u ⋅ ∇Λk

Dψ
ϵΛk

Dψ
ϵdx = 0,

when k is even, and

(A.11) ∫
Ω
u ⋅ ∇∇Λk−1

D ⋅ ∇Λk−1
D ψϵdx = 0,

when k is odd, and we obtain

(A.12) −∫
Ω
Λk
D(u ⋅∇ψϵ)Λk

Dψ
ϵdx = −∫

Ω
[Λk

D, u ⋅∇]ψϵΛk
Dψ

ϵdx ≤ C∥u∥Wk,∞∥Λk
Dψ

ϵ∥2L2 ,

when k is even and
(A.13)

−∫
Ω
Λk
D(u ⋅ ∇ψϵ)Λk

Dψ
ϵdx = −∫

Ω
[∇Λk−1

D , u ⋅ ∇]ψϵ∇Λk−1
D ψϵdx ≤ C∥u∥Wk,∞∥Λk

Dψ
ϵ∥2L2 ,

when k is odd. The last two estimates follow from expanding the commutators, ap-
plying Hölder’s inequality, and using the identity −∇ ⋅ ∇ = −∆ = Λ2

D in the odd case.
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The cancellations (A.10) and (A.11) hold due to the divergence-free property obeyed
by u and the boundary assumption u ⋅ n∣∂Ω = 0. The need for this property justi-
fies the parabolic regularization scheme that preserves transport by divergence-free
vector fields, in contrast to Galerkin approximations that destroy the aforementioned
structure. Finally, we apply Gronwall’s inequality and infer that

(A.14)

sup
0≤t≤T

∥Λk
Dψ

ϵ(t)∥2L2

≤ (∥Λk
Dψ0∥2L2 +C ∫

T

0
∥Λk−α

2

D f∥2L2dt) exp{C ∫
T

0
∥u∥Wk,∞dt} .

We omit further details.

Remark A.1. We point out that the spatial smoothness of solutions derived in
Theorem A.1 yields their time smoothness in view of the PDE (A.1). As a conse-
quence, the unique solution ψ is C∞ in both space and time.
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