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Abstract

. c . . d .
We consider an elliptic system of equations on the torus [—%, %) with random coeffi-

cients A, that are assumed to be coercive and stationary. Using two different approaches
we obtain moment bounds on the gradient of the corrector, independent of the domain size
L. In the first approach we use Green function representation. For that we require A to
be locally Holder continuous and distribution of A to satisfy Logarithmic Sobolev inequal-
ity. The second method works for non-smooth (possibly discontinuous) coefficients, and it
requires that statistics of A satisfies Spectral Gap estimate.

1 Introduction

We are interested in the homogenization of linear second order elliptic system of equations with
random coefficients of the form

- (4(2) V@) = f(@). (1)

It is a well-known fact that if distribution of A is stationary and ergodic, then as ¢ — 0
the solution wu. converges a.s. to ug — a solution of an elliptic system with deterministic and
constant homogenized coefficient field Ap,,,. This was proved by Kozlov [18] and independently
by Papanicolaou and Varadhan [26].! For obvious practical reasons it is important not only to
show the convergence of u., but also to be able to compute Aj,y,. If the coefficient field A is
periodic and deterministic, given direction e (e is a vector or a matrix in the case of one equation
or a system of equations, respectively), this can be done by considering the notion of a corrector
¢, the unique periodic solution with zero mean to the cell problem —V - (A(y)(e + Vo¢(y)) =0,
and defining Aj,, using an expression for the energy density eAp,me = [(e + Vo(y))A(y)(e +
Vo(y)).?

If A is random, the corrector satisfies the equation in the whole space, and a similar formula
for Apom holds (with the integral on the right-hand side replaced by the average over the
probability space). To compute the corrector for system with random coefficients one needs to
solve the equation in the whole space, which is numerically very difficult. Moreover, in some

*Max Planck Institute for Mathematics in the Sciences, Leipzig (Germany), email: bella@mis.mpg.de

fMax Planck Institute for Mathematics in the Sciences, Leipzig (Germany), email: otto@mis.mpg.de

Both of these articles state their results only for equations, but their methods extends also to the systems
case.

2Here we assumed that A is elliptic in some sense (see discussion on different notions of ellipticity below). If
this was not the case, to obtain the formula for A,y one would need to consider the equation for the corrector
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cases (for example in dimension 2) even the notion and existence of a stationary corrector is
not clear.

To remove these two possible caveats, as a proxy for the original problem we consider the
case of random but periodic A. In this case the corrector is defined as a periodic solution on the
torus with zero mean, it exists and is unique, and it is less difficult to compute it numerically
(at least for few realizations of a coefficient field A). If A is L-periodic, it is natural to expect
that eApome can be well approximated by

g [ (Velia) + 0 Aw) (Vo(aia) + o) da, @)
[0,L)4

where the corrector ¢ is an L-periodic solution to —V - A(V$(A4;-) +e) = 0.3 Moreover, to

improve the error coming from approximating eApome by (2), we can average (2) over several

realizations of A. In order to quantify this error, one needs to estimate variance of (2). In this

paper we will present two quite different techniques how to obtain such estimate.

In contrast with the qualitative theory of homogenization of equations with random co-
efficients [18, 26] (see also [19, 20] for similar results for discrete elliptic equations), where
stationarity and ergodicity of statistics of coefficient fields is enough to guarantee homogeniza-
tion, the quantitative theory requires stronger, quantitative version of ergodicity. Quantifying
ergodicity in the form of uniform mixing condition (i.e., assuming algebraic decay of correla-
tions), Yurinskii [29] was the first to prove the rate of convergence (though not optimal) of a
solution to an elliptic equation with random coefficients to the solution of a homogenized equa-
tion. Later, together with Pozhidaev, Yurinskii extended this result to systems of equations
[27]. Assuming small ellipticity contrast ratio (requirement for the Meyers estimate to hold for
exponents p = 4), in the case of a discrete elliptic equation with diagonal coefficients, Naddaf
and Spencer showed in their unpublished work [25] the optimal rate of convergence. To our
knowledge, in this setting they were the first to quantify the ergodicity of the space of coeffi-
cient fields using the Spectral Gap inequality (SG), which they derived from the Brascamb-Lieb
inequality. Inspired by the work of Naddaf and Spencer, Gloria and Otto [15] improved the
result of [25] and obtained the optimal estimates for the random error without the assumption
of small ellipticity contrast. In companion article [16], Gloria and Otto obtained the optimal
estimate also for the systematic error (see [12] or [16] for the definition of the random and the
systematic error). Together with Neukamm, Gloria and Otto [14] estimated the error between
the random solution and the first two terms of the asymptotic expansion. In [14], instead of
(SG) they assumed the Logarithmic Sobolev inequality (LSI) (which is a little stronger than
(SG)) and use Green function estimates obtained by Marahrens and Otto [23].

Though most of the previous results were proved for discrete elliptic equations, we believe
it should be possible to use similar methods to extend some of these results also to the case of
linear elliptic equations in R%. On the other hand, since most of the previous arguments are
based on the regularity theory for scalar elliptic operators, connected with names of De Giorgi,
Nash, and Moser (often based on maximum principle, which is not available for systems of
equations or discrete equations with non-diagonal coefficients), to treat the case of systems of
elliptic equations one needs to use different methods. In a recent work, Ben Artzi, Marahrens,
and Neukamm [2] obtained estimates on the gradient and second mixed gradient of the Green
function for discrete elliptic equation with non-diagonal coefficient. These estimates, used to-
gether with Logarithmic Sobolev inequality and the Spectral Gap inequality, allow them to get
estimates on the gradient of the corrector and the corrector itself, respectively. Since in their

3Matrix e will be fixed throughout the whole paper, and so we will not explicitly write that the corrector ¢
depends on e.



setting the maximum principle does not hold, there is a hope their methods could be used to
study homogenization of a system of equations in Z% as well.

In the nonlinear setting, the only known quantitative result for homogenization of convex
integral functionals is the recent work of Armstrong and Smart [1], who extended the qualitative
result due to Dal Maso and Modica [5]. Armstrong and Smart used clever cut and paste
technique, which for any two open sets U,V C R?, separated by distance at least 1, requires
the statistics of coefficient fields A in U to be independent of the statistics of A in V. This
assumption replaces the Spectral Gap inequality (or the Logarithmic Sobolev inequality) used in
the previously mentioned articles. As a special case (using their result for quadratic functionals),
they prove homogenization also for linear elliptic equations. In contrast with our approach
they used variational techniques, which in the linear setting would require coefficients A to
be symmetric, while we do not need this assumption. The result in [1] is stated for scalar
functionals, but using their methods it should be possible to extend the result also to the case
of nonlinear convex vectorial functionals.

We assume the statistics of coefficient fields is stationary, meaning that A and A(z+ -) have
the same distribution. In our and also in many already mentioned works there are basically
two main assumptions besides stationarity: the first one is deterministic, and assumes that
coefficient fields A are in some sense elliptic; the latter is probabilistic, and asserts that the
distribution of coefficient fields is ergodic in a quantitative way.

In contrast with scalar equations, where there are not many different notions of ellipticity,
for systems there are several possible choices. A stronger condition, called very strong ellipticity
(also known as the Legendre condition), assumes M - A(z)M > X|M|? and |A(z)M]| < |M|,
uniformly in z and for all matrices M. A weaker notion of ellipticity is the one of strong ellipticity
(also known as the Legendre-Hadamard condition), where the first inequality is assumed only
for rank-1 matrices M. In both of these, A € (0,1) is fixed. In the case of the whole space (or
a torus), it is obvious that very strongly elliptic A satisfies

/va@ammva@dxza/wwuwdx (3)

for any o € W2, If A is only strongly elliptic but constant (i.e., it does not depend on ), (3)
still holds. This can be seen from Plancherel Theorem and the fact that in the Fourier space V¢
is a rank-1 matrix. For general non-constant strongly elliptic A (3) fails to hold.* On the other
hand, it can be proved that if A satisfies (3), then for a.e. x (for every z if A is continuous) the
matrix A(z) is strongly elliptic. Hence we see that (3) lies between the strong ellipticity and
the very strong ellipticity. In both of our approaches we assume that all coefficient fields satisfy
(3).

The randomness of coefficient fields A € Q will be modelled by a probability measure on
Q. Following convention in statistical mechanics, we call this probability measure an ensemble
and denote by (-) the expectation with respect to this measure (the ensemble average). To
quantify ergodicity of the ensemble we assume it satisfies either Logarithmic Sobolev inequality
(LSI) (see Theorem 1) or Spectral Gap inequality (SG) (see Theorem 2). Since there are several
versions of these inequalities, let us quickly discuss few of them. In the discrete setting Z¢, for
simplicity in the case = {a = diag(ay,...,aq) € R : X < q; < 1}Zd, one possible form of
(SG) is the following: there exists p such that for any random variable ¢ € L?(€):

2
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7.4

4For a uniformly continuous strongly elliptic A, Garding’s inequality implies weaker version of (3) with added
multiple of [ ¢(x)?dz on the left-hand side.



In this form, (SG) was considered by Naddaf and Spencer in their unpublished work [25], and

2
can be seen as a Poincaré estimate in the infinite dimensional setting. By replacing (85—(%;)> on

the right-hand side with different terms, Gloria and Otto [15, 16], Gloria, Otto, and Neukamm
[12], and Ben-Artzi, Marahrens, and Neukamm [2] considered several, weaker notions of (4). In
particular, in [2, equation (10)], this term is replaced by (osca(y) C)2, where osc,(,) stands for
the oscillation w.r.t. a(y):

08Cq(y) ¢ :=sup{((a) | a € X s.t. a(z) = a(z) Yz # y}
—inf{{(a) | a € N s.t. a(x) = a(z) Yz #y}. (5)

Compared to (4), (SG) with oscillation on the right-hand side holds for more general ensembles
— for example for i.i.d. associated with a single-site distribution that only assumes finite number
of values (Bernoulli).

A little stronger notion than (SG) is the Logarithmic Sobolev inequality (LSI) (see, e.g., [17,
Theorem 4.9], for the proof that (LSI) implies (SG)). In the discrete setting that would mean

considering (4) with the left-hand side <(( — (¢ ))2> replaced by <§ 2log %> As was the case
for (SG), in (LSI) one could also use different versions of the right-hand side. In our first result
we assume the ensemble satisfies (LST) with continuum derivatives on the right-hand side, while
in the second result we will assume (SG) with oscillations on the right-hand side (see Theorem
1 and Theorem 2 for the precise form of these assumptions).

In the next section we define all the relevant notions, state our main results (Theorem 1 and
Theorem 2), and quickly discuss their proofs. In Section 3 we state and prove Theorem 3 — a
discrete version (both in terms of the statement and the idea of the proof) of Theorem 1. In
Section 4 we present the main ingredients in the proof of Theorem 1, and afterwards (Section
5) we give arguments for those. Finally, the proof of Theorem 2 is given in Section 6.

Notation. We denote by d > 2 the dimension of the underlying space R%, by n > 1 number
of equations, and by L > 0 the side-length of the d-dimensional torus Ty = R?/LZ?. Given
r >0 and z € Tr, B,(z) denotes a ball in Ty, centered at z with radius r; B, will stand for a
ball B,(0). Here and throughout the paper, balls like B, (z) refer to the distance function on
the torus.

Though we consider a system of equations, it would be convenient to use scalar notation.
For that we consider Y, a real Hilbert space of dimY = n (sometimes we will identify Y with
R™). We denote by zy and z -y respectively the inner product in Y and the natural one induced

1 1
over Y. In the same spirit we write |2| = (22)2 for z € Y and |y| = (y-y)2 for y € Y. For
y €Y, u € R% we denote by y ® u € Y the usual tensor product.

2 Setting and the main results

We start by introducing the relevant deterministic notions: The corrector ¢(A;-) and the ho-
mogenized coefficient Ay, (A) for an arbitrary coefficient field A on the torus Ty..

Definition (SPACE OF COEFFICIENT FIELDS). Let Q be the space of all L%-periodic fields A :
Ty — LY YY) that are elliptic in the following sense: there exists 0 < X\ < 1, which is fized
throughout the paper, such that for any A € Q

Yo e WH(TL,Y) : i Vo(z) - A(x)Ve(x)dr > )\/T |Ve(z))? d, ©)

VeeTr,yeY?: |A()y| <|y|.



We point out that we do not assume symmetry of coefficient fields A. Since the first condition
in (6) is not pointwise, let us mention few sufficient pointwise conditions on A for (6) to hold.
Recall that it is enough to assume that A is very strongly elliptic in the sense that y - A(x)y >
A |y|2 for all y € Y% Motivated by linear elasticity, in the case d = n it follows from Korn’s
inequality that it is enough to assume that A is Korn-elliptic in the sense that y - A(z)y >
/\|Symy|2 for all y € Y% Here, we identified Y? with the space of matrices R4*?, and by
sym we denoted the symmetric part of a matrix. Finally, Pozhidaev and Yurinskii [27] gave a
condition which generalizes both of these conditions: they assume that for each A € Q there
exists A € L(Y?,Y?) such that y- A(x)y > y- Ay forall y € Y4,z € T, and A is strictly rank-1
elliptic in the sense that (y @ ) - A(y @ u) > A|y|* [u|? for all y € Y, u € R%

Let us now define the notion of a corrector:

Definition (CORRECTOR). For given coefficient field A € Q), the corrector ¢p(A;-) : Tp — Y s
the unique solution of

—V-AVo(A;)+e)=0 inTr and ¢(A;x)dz =0, (7)
Tr

where e € Y with |e| = 1 is a “direction” that is fized throughout the paper. We note that the
uniqueness of ¢ implies “stationarity” in the sense of

A+ 2),x) = o(A,x + 2). (8)

Definition (HOMOGENIZED COEFFICIENT). Given A € ), the homogenized coefficient in di-
rection e is defined via

Apom(A)e 1= L4 / A@)(V(A:z) + €) da. )
Tr
We will assume that the probability measure (the ensemble) on €2 is stationary in the fol-
lowing sense:

Definition (STATIONARY ENSEMBLE). We say that an ensemble on Q is stationary if for any
shift vector z € R? the random field A and its shifted version A(- + z): x + A(x + 2) have the
same distribution. In other words, for any (integrable) function (: Q — R (which we think of
as a random variable) we have that A — ((A(- + 2)) and ¢ have the same expectation:

(C(A(+2))) = (O (10)

As before, () denotes expectation w.r.t. the ensemble on €. Assuming the ensemble is
stationary and ergodic in a quantitative way (see below for precise definitions), we prove a
Central Limit Theorem-type scaling of the variance of the homogenized coefficients in terms of
the system volume L%

<(€0 - Apomer — (eo - Ahom€1>)2> <CL™

for any |eg|,|e1] < 1, where C' does not depend on L or choice of eg,e;. This estimate is a
consequence of the moment bounds on the gradient of the corrector, which we obtain using two
different methods. Let us now precisely state the results:

Theorem 1. Let « € (0,1], H > 0, and let (-) be stationary and such that (-)-a.e. coefficient
field A is locally a-Hoélder continuous with constant H, meaning that for all x,y € By

|A(z) = Ay)| < H [z —y|*. (11)



Moreover, we assume the ensemble satisfies the following form of the Logarithmic Sobolev in-
equality: there exists constant p such that for any random variable ( € L?*(Y), for which the

right-hand side in (12) makes sense, we have
ac ’
——|d dz ), 12
3463 y) > 1)

(log (%) = (¢*)log (¢?) < % </TL </Bl(z)
o

where 5a0) € LY Typ; £L(Y4, YY) denotes the Gateaur derivative in the sense that

a¢
Ty, 0A(y)

for any sufficiently smooth B € L (']I‘L; L (Yd, Yd)) such that A+96B € Q for sufficiently small
§ > 0. Then for any e € Y% |e| <1 and any 2 < p < 0o we have

Bly)dy — lim S8 <)
4

—0+ 0 (13)

(V6(0) + ef")} < Cexp(CE—2)

(14)
where the corrector ¢ is the unique meanfree solution to —V - A(V¢+e) = 0. For any e; € Y,
le;| < 1,4 =0,1 we estimate variance of the homogenized coefficient

<(60 - Apomer — (eo - Ahom€1>)2> < C(d,n,\ o, H,p)L™% (15)

Unless stated otherwise, here and in the sequel C' stands for a generic constant that only
depends on the ellipticity ratio A, dimension d, number of equations n, «, H related to the
smoothness of coefficients, and possibly constant p in the (LSI) or (SG).

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on Green function representation. To show (14), by

1
Schauder theory it is enough to estimate (¢?) for ( = (fBl |Vo(z) + e|? da;) *. We observe that

pd% (¢P) = (¢PIn(P) and estimate the right-hand side using (12) (so called Herbst argument).

To estimate the right-hand side of (12) for (P, we express aj—fy) using Green function. To deal

with this we estimate the L2-norm of the second mixed derivative of the Green function away
from its singularity. In the end we obtain a differential inequality for F'(p) := (¢?) in the form
pd%F(p) < F(p)In F(p)+ CF(p), which together with the fact that by simple energy estimates
F(2) < C gives (exponential) control on F(p). To show (15), we appeal to the Spectral Gap

estimate for ¢ := ey - Apomer and use bound on <]V¢(O) + e\4>.
Let us now provide one example of a stationary ensemble on §2, which satisfies assumptions
of Theorem 1 in the case d = n, and is of particular practical interest:

Example (Random linear elasticity). We consider an elastic material with stiffer inclusions
positioned randomly in the sample. More precisely, let the torus size L be an integer, 0 < \ < %,
and let n : Ty, — [0,1] be a Lipschitz mask with support in By (n describes the stiffness of the
inclusion). For each grid point z € Z*NTy, let s(z) € [0,1)? be a random shift vector, chosen

independently and uniformly. In other words, consider Q0 := ([0,1)d)derL with a probability
measure m obtained as a product of uniform measures on [0,1)%. It is known that the uni-
form (Lebesgue) measure on the unit cube satisfies (LSI), i.e., for any { € C([0,1)%) with
f[O,l)d C?dx =1 we have

_ _ 1 _
/ Clog (2 dx < 5 IV¢[? da (16)
[0,1)d P Jo,1)d



(it is also known that T < p < w2, see, e.g. [3]). By the tensorization property (see, e.g., book
by Ledouz [22, Proposition 4.4]) the measure m also satisfies (LSI) with the same constant p.

We use m to define a probability measure on §2. Since in this example d = n, we can identify
Y4 with square matrices R¥%. For an element of Q we define A using

A(z)y := max (2)\, ze%ld%u n(x — (s(z) + z))> symy, (17)

where symy denotes the symmetric part of the matriz y. We see from (17) that y - Ay >
2\ [sym y\z, and using Korn’s inequality we get that A satisfies the first condition in (6). The
boundedness of A (second condition in (6)) trivially follows from (17).

We observe that the push-forward of m using the above-defined map defines a stationary
probability measure on Q. Since m satisfies (LSI), we get for any (smooth) { € L?*(9), <C2> =1:

o LSI form 1 o [
21 2 — 21 2d — d
(o) = [ Plogam < 2p/gz os(z)| "
2
¢

< ——1|d

<zeZerﬂl‘L </Bl+x/3(z) 0A(x) x) >

) 2
8¢ 9¢

- <
b </m </Bz+¢z(2) 0A(x) dx) dz> - </TL </Bl<z> 9Az) d:C) dz>’

where C is a composition of ¢ with the map defined in (17). We showed that this model satisfies
all assumptions of Theorem 1.

In Theorem 2 we obtain a similar conclusion as in Theorem 1, but under weaker assumptions
and using Green function-free approach. In fact, we do not assume any smoothness assumption
on coefficient fields A € Q, and instead of Logarithmic Sobolev inequality (12) we assume that
the ensemble satisfies Spectral Gap inequality (18), which is weaker than (12). To simplify the
exposition we assume the torus size L is an integer:

Theorem 2. There exists ¢ = q(A\,d), 1 < q < 2 with the following property. Let (-) be
stationary and satisfies the following form of the Spectral Gap inequality: there exists p > 0
such that for any ¢ € Cp(Q) (bounded and continuous w.r.t. the L*°-topology on )

<<<—<<>>2>S%< > (osen¢) > (18)

2€7Z4NTy,

<</ Vo + e|2) > < C(d,n, A\, p,p). (19)
Ba

If the ensemble satisfies (18) with q = 2, then also

Then

<(€0 - Apomer — (eo - Ahomel>)2> < C(d,n, A\, p)L7¢ (20)

for any e; €Y, |e;| <1,i=0,1.



Similarly to (5), the oscillation in (18) is defined through

0SCp - (2) ¢(A) :=sup {C(fl) | AcQst. Alx) = A(z) Vo ¢ B\/E(z)}
—inf {g([x) | AeQst. Afz) = A(z) Vo & Bﬁ(z)} .

1
Remark 2.1. Since for any non-negative sequence {ar} and p > q > 1 we have (Zk az)f’ <

(Zk aZ)%, the right-hand side in (18) decreases as q increases. From that we see that the
assumption (18) gets stronger as q becomes larger, in particular Theorem 2 holds for any sta-
tionary ensemble that satisfies (18) with ¢ = 2, which would be a more common form of the
Spectral Gap inequality.

Remark 2.2. If we assume that all coefficient fields A € Q satisfy the following stronger (local)
version of (6):

Vr > 0,0 € WH3(B,,Y) : / V- AVyp > )\/ IVel|?, (21)
(3 B

then the best (smallest) q in (18) for which Theorem 2 holds, satisfies q(A\,d) — 1 as A — 1.

Let us now sketch the main steps in the proof of (19) (for simplicity assuming (18) holds
for g = 2). Let R > 1 be fixed. Then:

e there exists a(\,d) > 0 such that u, the unique meanfree periodic solution of —VAVu =

a7
V - g in Ty, satisfies fBR Vul* < fTL <% + 1) l91?;

e for any F, deterministic linear functional on L?(Bag), that for any f € W12(Byg) satisfies
|E(Vf) 2 S me |Vf|2, we have

2 = -«
Z <oscBﬁ(z) F(ngH—e)) S osup <% +1> / Vo + e|?
2€74NTy, 2€7Z4NTy, B /(2)
(exponent « is slightly smaller than & from the previous step);

e we find a finite deterministic collection of F} for which the previous step applies, and such

that )
<</ ‘V¢+€\2> > SCpmax<\Fk(V¢+e)’2p>;
Br k

e we show fo Vo +el>? SR fBR V¢ + e|?, and use two previous steps in the p-version
d
of the Spectral Gap inequality to show

(U weret) psor(meenem ([ 19oer))

Hence for pa > d and R large enough we get the desired bound <<fBR Vo + e|2)p> <C.

We now provide one example of an ensemble, the Poisson ensemble, which satisfies assump-
tions of Theorem 2:

Example. Let the configuration of points X := {X;}i=1,... N on the torus be distributed accord-
ing to the Poisson point process with density one. This means the following:



e For any two disjoint (Lebesque measurable) subsets D and D' of the torus we have that
the configuration of points in D and the configuration of points in D' are independent.

e For any (Lebesgue measurable) subset D of the torus, the number of points in D is Poisson
distributed; the expected number is given by the Lebesque measure of D.

Note that N is random, too.

With any realization X = {X;}i=1... v of the Poisson point process, we associate the coeffi-
cient field A € Q via

1 else

Alr) = { A ifwe UL Bi(X) }Id,

This defines an ensemble on Q by “push-forward” of the Poisson Point Process. It is easy to
see that the ensemble is stationary and A € Q satisfy (6). Moreover, since the Poisson point
process satisfies the Spectral Gap inequality (see (1.8) in [21] or [28]), (18) with ¢ = 2 holds as
well.

3 Simple argument for moment bounds in the discrete setting

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on Green function representation, and a similar idea can be
used to obtain moment bound on the gradient of the corrector also in the discrete setting. In
the case of a whole space Z? and for an equation with massive term, Ben-Artzi, Marahrens, and
Neukamm [2] used this idea to obtain moment bounds on V¢. In fact, their main achievement
are moment bounds on the corrector itself in the case of non-diagonal coefficient; moment
bounds on V¢ are only small part of their work.

In [2] they use the following form of (LSI): for all random variables ¢ € Cj,(2)

2
<C2 In %> < % <Z (osca(y) ()2>, (22)

yeZd

where osc,(y) ¢ is defined in (5). In order to obtain better control of the constants in the estimate

aly
via Herbst argument, we consider (22) with 08Cq(e) ¢ on the right-hand side replaced by %(Ce).

In the discrete setting, the coefficient field a is a function on Z¢ with values in R4*?¢. Assuming

only the lower bound on the coefficients in the form of y € ZTN Ty, Vv € R : v -a(y)v > A |v|2,
1

we prove that any moment of V¢(0) is controlled by <]V¢(O) + §l2>§. We point out that to

1
estimate <|V¢(0) +& |2> * one has to assume also a (not necessarily pointwise) upper bound on

Before we state the precise statement we briefly introduce the discrete setting. To simplify
the exposition, here we consider only scalar equations on Z4NT},. For a function u : Z4NT;, — R,
the discrete gradient is a function defined on the set of edges E¢ := U?Zl(Zd NTr) + e;, where
e1,...,eq is the canonical basis in R?, via

Vu(b) = u(z + ¢;) — u(x), forb=[r,z+¢] € EL.
For a function g : E‘Ll — R, the negative divergence V*g is a function on Z? N T}, defined via

d

(V'9)(@) =Y g(fe —ei,2]) = g(fw,z + ei]).

i=1



In the discrete setting, the coefficient field a associates a uniformly elliptic matrix to each point
in Z4N Ty. For simplicity we only consider the case of diagonal matrices. In that case a
coefficient field a can be thought of as a scalar function on the edges E¢ which satisfies a(e) > A
for each e € ECLl. As mentioned before we do not assume any upper bound on a. For differentiable
C:Q—)RandeeE‘Ll we write

a¢
6% = ’
¢ da(e)
and as in the continuum setting (-) will denote the ensemble average on 2 := [\, oo)]E%.

Theorem 3 (Moment bounds on V¢ in the discrete setting). Let (-) be stationary and satisfies
the following Logarithmic Sobolev inequality:

(¢(*In¢?) — () (¢?) < <Z |0 > (23)

eEEd

for all random variable ¢ € L*(Q) for which the right-hand side makes sense. Let &€ € R? |¢] <1
be fized and for a € [\, oo)E% let ¢(a;-) be the unique solution to

Via(Ve(a;-) +£) =0 (24)

with ¢(0) = 0. Then for all 1 < p < o0

d
<;|Dz¢+@|2p> <ew (23 A2)<Z|D¢+@ > )

where D;¢ := Vo(e;).

Compared to our setting, in the case of the whole space Z¢ the existence and uniqueness
of the corrector ¢ is much more subtle. For example, it can be shown that in any dimension
d > 2 there exists a unique corrector ¢ with ¢(0) = 0 such that V¢ is stationary. In contrast,
the corrector itself is stationary only if d > 2 (see, e.g., [11]).

Sketch of the proof.
Step 1: We claim
9e(Vo + £)(b) = =VVG(a;b,e)(Vo + &)(e), (26)

where G(a;x,y) is the Green function defined by V*a(-)VG(a;-,y) = 6y(-), and VVG denotes
the second mixed derivative. Here () = VE(e) with £(x) := € - x.

To prove (26), we first differentiate (24) w.r.t. a(e), e € E4 to get V*aVe¢p = V*g,, where
ge(b) = —06.(b) (Vo + &) (b). Using Green function representation we see

Oed(w) = > Gla;z,y)(V'ge)(y) = D VG(a;2,b)ge(b) = =VG(a; z,€)(V + &) (e).

d d
YyEZ beE]

Hence 0.(V¢ + &) (b) = VOep(b) = —VVG(a;b,e) (Vo +£)(e), and (26) is proved.
Step 2 (see also (37) in [23]): We claim that for any e € E¢ we have

> IVVG(a;b,e)P < A2, (27)
beEd

10



and
> IVVG(a;b,e)|* < A2 (28)

d
e€E}

For any function ¢ € [%(Z%) and y € Z? N Ty we have by definition of Green function
ZbeEd Vo(b)a(b)VG(a;b,y) = ¢(y). We differentiate the weak formulation in y and set

o(x) = VG(a;z,e) to obtain

Z VVG(a;b,e)a(b)VVG(a;b,e) = VVG(a;e,e).
beEd

By assumption a > A, so the left-hand side is bounded from below by A ZbeE% IVVG(a;b,e)|?

1
while the right-hand side is trivially bounded from above by (ZbeEdL IVVG(a;b, e)|2> . and

(27) follows. Finally, symmetry of G in the form VVG(a;e,b) = VVG(a;b,e) (see discussion
below (16) in [2]) implies (28).
Step 3: We claim

d b d
Z<(Z e (D + &) ) >§)\_2PZ<’Di¢+§i’2p>a (29)

i=1 cckd i=1

where D;¢p = V(e;). We know from Step 1 that d.(D;¢ + &) = —VVG(a;e;,e) (Vo + &)(e).
Hence

( > (0e(Digp+ gi))Q) = ( > (VVG(asei e)® (Vo +€)° (e))

eckd eckd

p—1
< (Z (VVG(a; e, e>>2) > (VVG(ases,€))? (Vo + )P (e)

d d
eckg eckg

D00 (VG5 en,e)) (Vo + €7 ().

d
eckf

We take the ensemble average of the above and use E¢ = U;lzl (Zd NnT L) + e; to obtain

<(Z (aewmm))?) >§A—2“’ ) <Z > (VVG(aez+e)) <v¢+s>2p<:c+ej>>

eckd Jj=1z€z4nTy,

\—2-1) Z 3 < (VVG(a; —x + ei, ;) (Vo + )% (ea')>

J=12€ZNTy

d
\—2—1) Z<( 3 (VVG(a; x"‘ei:ej))Z) (Dj¢+5j)2p>-
7=1

x€Z4NTy,

Finally, we sum over ¢ = 1,...,d to get

d P
5 < (z <ae<Di¢+gi>>2) >
=1 eeE%

11



—2(p—1)z< Z Z (VVG(a l’+€i,ej))2 (Dj¢+5j)2p>v

j=1 1=1 2€ZINT

<A—2 by (27) in Step 2

and (29) follows.
Step 4: To prove (25) we use variation of Herbst argument (see, e.g, [22]), which is based on

the identity ¢-= dq d fa — f91n f7 and the control of f91n f7 using Logarithmic Sobolev inequality.
We denote f; := D;¢p + &;, and observe that for ¢ > 2

d

d
0 gq 2o (I =

(23) ¢
(Ifil " In[f;]7) < Z (If:l®) (| £l ) + 1p<

=1

0. (|fz-|%)\2>

d
e€E}

M 1M

IN

2
(£l ") n (| £il7) + g—p <!fi!q_2 2. ’aEfi‘2>

d
1 e€E7

<.
I

N

M=

d
(fil ) (1 £l g—Zm <Z|5fz >

i=1 P i=1 eeEd
d d 2 d 3 %
q q
<Y (AN (£l +5 (Z £l ) Z< > loefil? >
i=1 i=1 i=1 ecEd

# (S (sg00m) 5 (3500m)

Writing F(q) = 2?21 (| fi|"y, the last 1nequahty yields qd F(q) < F(¢)InF(q) + &.%;F(q).

This is equivalent to diq ( In F(q )) % )\2, and so after integration we obtain (25) in the form

F(2p)7 < exp(L5z) F(2).

O

4 The main ingredients in the proof of Theorem 1

The proof of Theorem 1 follows the idea of the proof of Theorem 3. First, we obtain the
L?-estimate for the second mixed derivative of the Green matrix. In the continuum setting
V.V,G(A;z,y) (at least for smooth A) behaves like |z — y|~¢. Hence it is not L2-integrable
near the singularity x = y, and one should not expect a complete analogue of (27). Instead, we
obtain:

Lemma 4.1. Let the coefficient field A satisfies (6) and (11). Then for every R € (0,1) and
every y € Ty, we have

Rd/ . V.V,G(x,y)|* de < C(d,n, A\, o, H). (30)
T—Yy|>

If A satisfies (6) and (11), then so does its transpose A’ (in coordinates (At)f;-ﬁ = Afio‘),
and estimate (30) holds also for Green matrix G* associated with A’. By [6, Theorem 1]

12



G'(y,z) = G(z,y), and so (30) for G implies
R / V.V, Gla, ) dy < Cd,n A o, H). (31)
lz—y|>R

Here, given a coefficient field A, the Green matrix G : Ty, x Ty, — Y™ is a mean-free L-periodic
function which satisfies

V- (AOVER ) = (6,0) — L7 e

for k = 1,...,n, where eq,...,e, denotes the canonical basis in Y. Existence of the Green
matrix follows from works of Fuchs [7, 8] and also Dolzmann and Miiller [6]). In these papers
existence and properties of Green matrix for a bounded domain with zero boundary data are
proved, but their methods apply also in the periodic setting. They need the coefficient field A
to be continuous (or at least to belong to L, and in addition to the space of functions with
vanishing mean oscillations VMO in the case d > 3), A has to satisfy Legendre-Hadamard
condition and be coercive in the sense of (6). Recently, Conlon, Giunti and Otto [4] proved
existence of the Green matrix (almost surely) for random coefficient field A assuming only (6)
and stationarity of the ensemble.
As an immediate consequence of Lemma 4.1 we get

Corollary 4.2. Let A satisfies (6) and (11). Then for every e > 0 we have
Vye TL : / |$_y|d+E|V$VyG($7y)|2 dz é C(d7n7)‘7a7H76)7
lz—y|<4

(32)
Ve e Ty : / |x—y|d+E|VxVyG(:E,y)|2 dy < C(d,n,\,a, H ).
lz—y|<4

Using the corollary we show an analogue of (29):

1/2
Lemma 4.3. Let ¢ := (fBl (u(z) — u(0))? da:) , where u(x) == e -z + ¢(x). Then under the
assumption of Theorem 1 we have for any 1 < p < o
a¢

< /TL </Bl(z) 3A—(y)‘ dy>2 - >; S, (33)

where Ejg—fly_} was defined in (13) and < denotes < up to a multiplicative constant depending on
d,n,\, o, H.

p

In order to prove Lemma 4.3 we will need to show

Ou(x)
dA(y)

= =V, G(z,y)Vu(y). (34)

Having Lemma 4.3, it is straightforward to use almost the same argument as in Step 4 of
the proof of Theorem 3 to estimate any moment of (. Since A is Holder continuous, using
Schauder estimates we can control |[Vu(0)| = |[V$(0) + e| with ¢ and (14) follows. Finally, since
the Spectral Gap inequality follows from the Logarithmic Sobolev inequality, (14) with p = 4
implies (15).

13



5 Proofs for Theorem 1

Proof of Lemma 4.1. We split the proof into two step. The first one resembles the first step in
the proof of Theorem 3. The idea in the discrete setting was to differentiate the equation for
the Green function (in its weak form) in the y variable, then test the equation with the gradient
of the Green function itself, and use ellipticity to obtain the estimate for the L? norm of the
second mixed derivative of G. In the continuum setting, because of the singularity of G, this
can not be repeated verbatim. Instead, we apply the argument for a smoothed-out version of GG
(Step 1), and then use Schauder regularity theory to estimate the difference between V,V,G
and its mollification (Step 2).

Step 1: We smear out V,V,G in y over lengthscale € (0,1) and estimate its L?norm by a

multiple of r~%. More precisely, for any r € (0,1) and y € Ty, we claim

/.

Indeed, fix k € {1,...,n}. By definition of Green matrix G we have for any mean-free periodic
test function p € W12(T;Y)

2
1 nd
— V.V,G(z,y)dy| dz < 72 )
|BT| ly' —y|<r Y |B7‘|

(35)

Vel - A(2) VoG (x,y) de = (y).

We apply convolution in y with a kernel ]Br]_l XB,(0) to both sides of the equation and differ-
entiate in y; to get

/T V(@) - A@)VaV,, G (2, y) da = V00 (1),
L

where subscript f,. denotes average value of f in y over a ball of radius . By approximation
we can set ¢(z) := V,,G¥(z,y) and use (6) to get

i
Tr

where subscript ., denotes averaging in both variables. Using || f * gllze < || fllz2llgllzz we
obtain

2
VeV Gey)| de s | ViV, Gey) AW VaVy G y) dr = Ve V3Gl (1:0),
L

5 1/2
Ve Gk )| < 1B ([ Va6t a)

which, combined with the previous relation and after summing over k£ and 4, implies (35).

L

Step 2: In the next step we improve (35) by removing averaging over balls B, while staying
away from the singularity.

Let R € (0,1] and y € Ty, be fixed. Since we assume R < 1, we can use standard Schauder
estimates (see, e.g., [10, Theorem 5.19]). Hence, (11) together with the fact that away from the
singularity V,G solves —V, - AV, (V,G) = 0 implies for all x € Ty, : |z —y| > 2R > 2r:

1
|Br| |

V.V,G(z,y)dy — V,V,G(x,y)

‘ < ro [vayG(:E? ')]a,Br(y)
Yy —yl<r

N

‘B2R’ ly'—y|<2R

SC(}%)(]( 1 \VxVyG(w,y’)IQdy’) . (36)

14



Here, []o,p denotes C%® Hélder norm in a ball B. By triangle inequality we get

(/ >3R!VxVyG(x7y)\2dw>
r—y

/x—y>3R
+ / V.V, Gz, y') dy' — V. V,G(z,y)
|t—y|>3R Yy —yl<r

1
(35),(36) 1 ra 1 2
< _ N2 3.7
~ T+ (R) </| \VxVyG(ac,y )‘ dy dx)

B, |2 o—y|>3R |B2r| Jjy—y|<2r

N|—=

1
2 2

1
dx

’Br‘ |

V.V,G(x, y') dy’

Y —y|<r

N

2

! dx

[B:] ),

1 r\ o 2 2
< + (= / V.V,G(x,y)|" d ,
51t (@) (p emgonl V1Y) )

where the last inequality follows from the inclusion {(z,y’) : |z — y| > 3R,|y’ — y| < 2R} C
{(z,y) : |x —¥'| > R, |y —¥'| < 2R}. Now consider
1
2
A:= sup sup (Rd/ ‘VmVyG(:E,y’)|2 daz)
le—y'[>R

0<R<1y/€T

We observe that A < oo, and so the derivation above implies

L d
2 R\ % N
ofome et <o(B) wes
|z—y|>3R r

We choose r := R, and take supremum over 0 < R < 1/3 and over y € Ty, to derive

1\?
A 5 <E> +€aA,

which by suitable choice of £ implies (30). O

Proof of Lemma 4.3. To obtain sensitivity estimate on {, by a simple argument we first show

that it is enough to understand sensitivity of u(x) — u(0) in the form (37) (Step 1). Then we

derive an expression for gﬁ(ég in terms of the Green function (Step 2). In the last step we use

this formula (together with conclusions of Corollary 4.2) to finish the argument.

Step 1: To show the sensitivity estimate (33), it is enough to prove that for every = € B1(0)

(L

Recall that ¢ = (fBl (u(z) — u(0))? da:) . We first estimate the inner integral in (33): for any
z € Ty, we have

2 p
O(u(x) — u(0)) . P (1 Tu(0) 22
AT ‘dy) d >SC (IVu(0)]). (37)

D=
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o V(] o) oy |20 =)
3 we [ ¢ </Bl<o>‘ @) - o [HFr 2 o ) w
1 () — (O] - I(u(r) —u(0)) .
NS 31(0)‘ (=) ~u(0) </Bl(z) 0A(y) ‘dy> 4
Holder 1 ) — (012 da 2
< <</Bl(0)|<> <o>|d>

2
’ </Bl(0) </Bl(z) %&5(0))' dy) dg;)
) (/B ) </B ) M' dy>2 d:v)2.

9A(y)
We use this estimate together with (37) to show (33):

(£ (=) =)

9 P
A o (52 ) )
9 p
scp</Bl(O) </m (/Bl(z) W'@) dz) d$>
(AT e —

9A(y)
Using Schauder theory (see, e.g., [10, Theorem 5.19]) we get that [Vu(0)| < ¢, and we see that
(37) indeed implies (33).

Step 2: To prove (37) we need to show the following formula for the vertical derivative of the
corrector:

N

p

9¢(x) _
DAly) VyG(z,y) (Vo(y) +e) . (38)
Here, ¢ is the solution of —V - A(V¢ + e) = 0, and gﬁ((z)) is understood in the sense of (13).
99 (x)

Since A is 4-th order tensor and ¢ is 1-st order tensor, 5 A(y) is 5-th order tensor (i.e., there
is no contraction on indices on the right-hand side). Formally, differentiating equation for ¢
with respect to A(y) one gets —V (A (V gﬁg)) = dy(2)V (Id (Vé(x) + €)), which using Green
function representation yields (38).

To prove (38) rigorously, let B € L>®(T.; L(Y?,Y%)) be smooth and § > 0 be such that
A+ 0B e Qfor § € (0,0p). By ¢5 we denote the solution of

V- ((A+8B) (Vs +¢)) = 0. (39)
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Subtracting equations for ¢ and ¢s, we arrive at —V(A(Vos — Vo)) = V(0B(Veps+e)), and so

M: i =VyG(Ajz,y) - B(y)(Vos(y) +e)dy

—— [ WGz BOE60) ) dy+ [ T,6000) - Bu)(Tolw) - Tés(w)d.
(10)

Since B is smooth, using Schauder estimates we have that ||V¢ — V%”Lw(m) —0asd — 0.
This together with the fact that V,G(4;z,y) € L' (TL) (see, e.g., [6, Theorem 2]) implies that
the second term on the right-hand side of (40) goes to 0 as § — 0, and (38) follows. By Schauder
estimates Vo(-) +y € L>®(T;Y?), and so estimate |V,G(z,y)| < C |z — y|' = (see, e.g., [6,

Theorem 2]), together with Holder’s inequality yields gi((af )) € LYT; LY, Y)).

Step 3: It remains to prove (37). We write

(L g a) o))
= < </B4(0) 0A(y)
e < (/Z>3 </Bl(z)

2 p
O(u(z) — u(0)) ‘
———d dz
oAy |
and estimate two terms on the right-hand side separately.

For the first term, w.l.o.g. we assume that = = te; for some ¢ € [0,1). We define a curve =,

which consists of three line segments: 0 <> —tey, —teq <> —teq + x, and —teq + x +> x. Since

%{5(0)) = —(V,G(z,y) — V4G(0,y))Vu(y) (proved in the previous step), we have (using

notation By (0) = {p € B4(0) : p-eq > 0}):

Jozo

< / / IV.V,G(',y)| [Vuly)| dy da’
v/ Bf(0)
</B+(0>

Holder 1
< / / ly — 2|V, Y, G y) P dy
v BI(O) 4

1 1
(32) 2 2
< <// \y—w’\_d_élv’tt(y)\zdydx) = (/ </\y—w’!_d_§dw'> \VU(y)IQdy) :
v JB{ (0) Bf(0) \Jy

7.

2p
a(u(a:)—um))‘ dy) >

(41)

9(u(z) — u(0)) o )
9A(y) 'dyg/BI(O) IVyG(z,y) = VyG(0,9)| [Vuly)| dy

[NIES
[NIES

1
ly — 2|72 | Vu(y)[? dy) da’

1
where in the middle step we smuggled in weights |y — 2’ \d+5 and |y — 2/

/’—d—1

2 de’ < max(Jy|, |o — y|) "%z,

By a simple scaling argument we observe that fy ly —x
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and so

1
2

I(u(x) —u(0))
dA(y) ‘ Wz </B+(0)

4

_ 1
max(|y|, |z — y|)~ 2| Vu(y)|? dy)

/BI (0)
2 1
Holder Cdgl 2d7% 2 8d—2
< / max(lyl, e — )~ dy / Vau(y)[#2 dy
B (0) Bf(0)

1

2p
< ( / Vu(y)?? dy> ,
B (0)

for 2p = 8d — 2. By symmetry we have the same estimate with BZ(O) on the left-hand side
replaced by its complement in By(0), and so
1

(u(z) —u(0)) g )T
/B4(0) DA(y) ‘dyﬁ</34(0)\v ()| dy> .

By Jensen’s inequality the previous estimate holds for all 2p > 8d — 2. Using local smoothness
of A and by considering slightly larger ball we can get the estimate for all 1 < p < oc:

/34(0)

Then by stationarity

2p % zi
A(u(z) — u(0)) : L
<</B4<o> aA—@)‘ dy) > : << /B o [HOP dy)>

B u(y)* ! = u(0)[? v w(0)|2P %
= (/BS(O)<W ()] >dy> (/35(0)<!V (0)] >dy> < {(|Vu(0)?)

It remains to estimate the latter term on the right-hand side (41). We again use %{;ﬁ(o)) =
—(VyG(z,y) — V,G(0,y))Vu(y) to write

o) —uo) |\
(AL ) o)

1

1

Ou(z) — u(0)) w2y
940y) 'dyS (/Bs(o)\v ()l dy) :

OA(y)
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1 2 p
; ( [ ( [ [ st ,wy)‘dtdy) )

p

1 2
<[ () vavGtamvulay ) az ) a
0 ‘2‘23 Bl(z)
1 P
§Cp/ </ / \VxVyG(tx,y)\z]Vu(y)\zdydz) dt
0 |z|>3 J Bi(z2)
1 p
<o | ( / \vxvyGaz,y)\?rwy)\?dy) at
0 ly|>2

1 p—1
< Cp/ </ V.V, G(ta,y)[* dy) </ VoV Gltz, y)|* |Vu(y) [ dy) dt
0 ly|>2 ly|>2

& cp/ />2|v V, Gtz y)|? [Valy)|? dydt.
y

;

1
<cr [ [ {(IV.9,Glta)? (Vuln) ) dy
y|=2

Hence

(0L

p

2
O(u(z) — u(0)
x| dy) dz)

. . 1
Statl(ilarlty Cp/ / <‘vayG(th' —y, O)’Z ‘VU(O)‘2p> dy dt
>2

1
_Cp< [ [ 19v,conR a |Vu<o>|2p>
0 Jly|>1

(31) 9
< CP(IVu(0)]*),
which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.3. O

Proof of Theorem 1.
Step 1: The proof of (14) uses Lemma 4.3 and resembles Step 4 in the proof of Theorem 3.
0A(y)

For g > 2 we have
q 2
L= ermen L <<q>ln<<q>+%< / ( /B ) dy) dz>
sl ) )
Holder q q 9 qq%z .
< (C>1H(4>+pq2(4> <(/TL</B1 dy) d)
(

(T I (¢ gz q—2
= ()¢t + —g << /T </Bl<z>
< e+ et .

9(¢*?)

M)
2 o

19



Denoting F(q) := (¢?), similarly as before in Step 4 of the proof of Theorem 3 we get F (q)% <

exp( (¢ —2))F(2 )% Using energy estimates and stationarity of (-) we show F(2) < 1, which
then 1mphes (14).

Step 2: To derive the error estimate (15) from the moment bound (14), we use that the
Logarithmic Sobolev inequality implies the Spectral Gap inequality (see, e.g., [22]), i.e., that

assuming (12) we get
2
<(<— <<>)2> < % </m (/Bl(z) 8??@/)‘ dy) dz> (42)

for (: 2 — R for which the right-hand side makes sense.

Step 3. Deterministic estimate of the vertical derivative. We claim

' 9 (eoAnom(A)er)| _

—d
DA(y) [Véo(y) + eo| [Vor(y) + el (43)

where ¢, denotes corrector in direction ey for coefficient field A?, adjoint of A. To show (43),
consider two arbitrary coefficient fields AA = A+ 6B € Q for B smooth. We write for
abbreviation ¢;(z) = ¢(A;x), ¢i(x) = ¢(A;z), ¢i(z) = ¢(A% ), and ¢i(z) = (AL ) for

correctors in directions e;, ¢ = 0,1. By definition of the homogenized coefficient Ay,

L eq - Apom(A)er — eg - Anom(A)er) (44)
9 _ —
@ / eO-A(V¢1+el)—/ eo - A(Vr + e1)
Ty, Tr
(7) for A,A

= / (Vi +eo) - A(Vo1 + e1) — / (Voo +eo) - A(V1 +er)
Ty, Tr

- /T (V&) — Vh) - AV +e1) + /T (Ve + co) - (V1 + e)

L

- /T (V6 + o) - A(Ver — Vi) — /T (V6 + o) - A1 +e1)

D (Vo) (A= AV + )

- /T (V6 -+ o) (A= A)(Tor-+en)+ [ (V6-+ o) (A= AT = Vo),

Tr

Recalling that A = A + 6B, to show (43) it is enough to show that the last term above divided
by d converges to 0 as § — 0 by showing that

1 1
_ 2 _ 2
/ (Ve + o) - BV — V1) < |1Bll e, </ IVl + eoF) </ Vo v¢1‘2> 0
Tr, Tr TL
(45)
as 0 — 0.

Using (7) for A and A' gives fTL |V¢’O+eo|2 < L4 and fTL Vo1 +e1]> < L% Since
—V - A(Vp1 — V1) = 6V - B(Vg1 + €1), we get the following estimate fT Vo1 — Vi[> <
52 ”B”LOO(TL fTL Vo +e1|* < L4652 HBHLM , from where (45) immediately follows.

Step 4. Conclusion. In view of (42) and (43) we have

2
(0 Anmes = (0 Anemer))?) < < | (L—d [, 194w + el I991(6) +-a dy) dz>
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L—2d /
== /m </Bl(z)W%(y)+60‘4+\V¢1(y)+61\4 dy> ©

L (9ot + el + (1 )
(1

INE

)

)
p

where to estimate <]V<z5'0 + eo\4> in the last step using (14), we used the fact that (14) holds
also for the ensemble obtained by the push-forward of A — A’ O

6 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2:
Step 1. Stationarity: For any center z € Tp, radius R > 0 and exponent 1 < p < co we have

the identity p
<</BR(Z) W(He’Q) >: <</BR ‘v¢+e’2>p>' (46)

Indeed, the stationarity (8) of ¢ also yields stationary of V¢, that is,
Vo(A;x+ z2) = Vo(A(- + 2);x)
and thus

/ |V¢(A;:1:’)—|—e|2d:1:’:/ V(A + 2);2) + e da.
Br(z)

Br
By stationarity of (-), cf. (10), applied to ((A fB ]Vqﬁ (A;7) + e|* dz)P, we get (46).

Step 2. For any R > 1 and any 1 < p < co we have

<</]92R\v¢+e12>p> sc<d)p<</BR rv¢>+ey2>p>. )

Indeed, there exist points zq,---,zy on the torus such that Byr C ngl Br(zy), where N
depends only on d. Thus we have

/ Vg +ef? < Z/ V6 + ef2.
Bar Br(zn)

We take the p-th power and apply Holder’s inequality

p
2 1 2 .
</BzR Vot ) = Z </BR<zn> vord ) ’

taking the expectation then yields

P P
2 2
<</32R Vo +e > > < N n:Hllé?(,N < </BR(zn) Vo ) > ‘

By stationarity in form of (46) from Step 1, this together with N = C(d) yields (47).
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Step 3. Caccioppoli inequality. We claim that for any R > 0 and any u € R

C
Vu2§—/ u — l? 48
vl s s [ e (19)

provided V - AVu = 0 in Bag. To prove (48), we test V- AV(u — @) = 0 with n?(u — @), where
n(x) := min(1, max(0,2 — |z| /R)) (i.e., n is a cut-off function for Br in Bag) to get

A / V(w—amP < [ V(u—am) AV((u—a)m)
Ty, TL
< / 2 |u— ) [V [V (n(u — @)| + (u— @) [Vn]?.
TL

where in the last inequality we used that |A| < 1. Application of Young’s inequality together
with definition of 7 then gives (48).

Step 4. Holefilling argument (see for instance [9, p. 81]). We claim that there exists @ =
a(d, \) > 0 such that for any 0 < p < r we have

/ Vul® < <£)a/ |Vu|? provided — V- AVu =0 in B,. (49)
B, r By

Since we do not need a sharp estimate, we will prove (49) only for r = 2"p, n € N. Using (48)
from Step 3 and Poincaré inequality we get for any 0 < o < 3

(48)
[wa' e S < EE ),
BU )\O- B20'\BU )\ B20'\BU

where @ is the average value of u in By, \ B,. Denoting a,, := |, Byn |Vu|?, this implies a, <
p

%(anﬂ — ay,). By moving a,, to the left-hand side we get a,, < fa,+1 with § = C(d)/(C(d) +

A) < 1. We write § = 27 (for some & > 0) and iterate the previous estimate to get pr IVul? <

0" wa |Vul? = (27)~@ wa |Vul%. The proof of this step is complete.
I3 I3
Step 5. There exists a = «a(d, \) such that for any p > 1

/ [Vul* < / <m + 1> lg|* provided —V - AVu=V-gin Ty. (50)
B, Ty, \ P

To show (50) we decompose g = gy + Zzozl gn with gg = 9xXB, and g, = QXanp\Bgnflp' By
u, we denote the unique solution (with zero average over Tp) of =V - AVu,, = V - g,. Since
fTL AVu,Vu, = fTL —gn Vg, by (6) and Holder’s inequality we get fTL [V, |? < A2 fTL lgn .
Since =V - AVu = 0 in Byn-1,, we get for all n > 1

(49) _
[ 1w Lo |
B, B

For n = 0 we already obtained such estimate. Since Vu = > ; Vuy,, by triangle inequality in

V2 < 277 / 9l

on—1, Tr
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L*(B,) we obtain

</BP|W'2>%§2</BP'W2> 2(2—"“‘ / |gn|2>%

() (S f o)

n=0

(51)

where ¢ > 0 and a > 0 s.t. & = o+ €. Since g, is supported in Bayn, \ Byn-1,, we see that

27 g (2))? < (‘—i‘ + 1) - lgn(z)|?. Hence it follows from (51) (using that & > 0, so that the

last but one sum in (51) is summable)

eSS (50 e f (50

Step 6. For any R > 1 and F, linear (deterministic) functional on L?(Bsp) that satisfies

FVORS [ VIR, i e W' (Ban) (5)
Bagr
we have for [ =1,...,n
a || e 2
Z (0503\/3(2) F(V¢r + el)) < sup T +1 Vo +el”, (53)
2€74NTy, 2€Z4NTy, B z(2)

where as > 0 and 1 < ¢ < 2 depend on d and A.

Here comes the argument: Given a point on the integer lattice z € Z¢NTy, we denote by A,
an arbitrary coefficient field that agrees with A outside of B \/E(Z)' We note that the function
d(Az; ) — o(A;-) satisfies

—V-AV($(Az ) = 0(4;0) = V- (A: = A)(VP(Az; ) +e). (54)

To estimate the [9(Z% N Ty )-norm on the left-hand side of (53) we will consider a discrete field
{w:}.ezanr, and use definition for the 19 norm by duality. Given {w.}.czdnr, , We consider the
function v and the vector field g defined through

u(z) = Z w(p(Azsx) — ¢(A;sx)),

2€Z4NTy,

g(z) = Z wz(Az(z) — A(2))(Vo(Azs7) +e),

2€79NTy,

and note that (54) translates into —V - AVu = V - g. We combine assumption (52) with (50)
from Step 6 to obtain

(52) (50) T —a T —a
powls [t s [ () s [ (Fer) ee e
2R L

By the linearity of F', the left-hand side can be written as

IF(Vu))> =| Y w(F(Véi(Az-) + &) = F(Vr(4;-) + )

2€Z4NTy,
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Since |4, — A| < 2 is supported in B /(z) and since balls B, (z) have finite overlap (which
depends only on d), the right-hand side of (55) is estimated by

2

/TL <% i 1) B ol = /TL <% + 1> B > wlAu(w) - A@)(Vé(Azz) +¢)

2€Z4NTy,

2 |z| - . 2
< ¥ <wz/%(z) <§+1> yv¢(Az,x)+e\)

2€7Z4NTy,

2 (12| - . 2
s ¥ e(Ea) [ wea e

2EZINTy, va(®)

where in the last step we used R > 1 and

[ 190 - VolP < [ Vo(a) - Ve IR S [ (Vo) + e
B 3(2) Tr B /(=)
where the second inequality follows from testing —V - A,V (é(As;-) — ¢(4;4)) = V- (A, —
A)(Vo(A;-) +e) with ¢(A,;-) — @(A;-), and using (6) and Holder’s inequality.
Now we split @ = a1 + a9, a1 > 0, ag > 0, and based on the previous estimate we get

’37\ >_a 2
— +1 g
/TL<R g

—a1 —a
< wg <H + 1> sup (M + 1> / IVo(A;-) + e|2
2 R R B (=)

d
2€Z4NTy, z€Z°NTy,

1

p/

P —aqp’ —az
< 2 El 2] / ) el
< E w? E <R + 1) sup <R +1 5 IVo(A;-) + el

d
2€724NT, 2€79NTy, 2€L°NTL

1 _

for any p,p’ > 1, % + = 1. We choose p’ > O% so that the second sum is finite, and obtain

o p —ao
/ <M + 1> 9)? < Z w2 sup (M + 1) / IVo(4;) +ef”.
T, R 2€79NTy, R Bf(z)

ZEZdﬂTL d

Since {w. },ezinr, Was arbitrary, by duality

S

> |F(Véi(Az) +e) — F(Véi(4;-) + )|

z€ZNTy,
< Izl V™ )4 el
~ Sup +1 ’V¢(A7 ) + 6’ )
zezdnT, \ It B 4(2)

where % + % = 1. Recalling definition of oscpg e F| the above implies (53).

Step 7. Compactness. There exists N = N(d, A) such that for any radius 1 < R < oo there
exist [, ..., Fy, linear (deterministic) functionals on L?(Bsg), with the following properties:
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e They satisfy (52), ie., they are bounded in the sense |Fj(Vf)[* < Bor | VS ? for all
fe W1’2(B2R) and k— 1,...,N;

e Together, they are strong enough to guarantee

P
<</ Vo + e\2> > < C(d,n,\)’ max <\Fk(V¢l + el)\2p>. (56)
Br i
Here comes the argument. For k € N, let 05 be the k-th Neumann eigenfunction in the ball
By with py being the corresponding eigenvalue, i.e., —A¥, = ugdx in Bo, 8—? = 0 on 0By,

0kl z2(By) = 1, and 0 = po < p1 < .... We claim that the choice

Fk(f)::RBf% k> 1
2R

where vg(z) := R™%20),(x/R) for & € Bag, satisfies both (52) and (56) provided N is chosen
large enough.
— B

Functions {v}72, form an orthonormal basis in L?(Bap) and satisfy —Awy, = . Given
u € L*(Tr), we write u = Y e kU, and get for any N € N

N 0o N 2 R2
[owar=dr S @<y [ wemu] s [t 6
Bar k=1 k=N+1 k=11"B2r HNHL T Bar

where 4 denotes the average value of u over Bsg. We will use this inequality for w;(z) :=
¢1(x) + z - ¢;. Taking the p-th power and ensemble average in the previous relation, and by
using Young’s inequality we get

(o)) = (0, ) ) = (e oo )

(5§7) CPA PR (2N )P~ i < /BQR(ul — Up)vg 2p> + % (Au12v+1>p <</132R !Vuz\2>p> . (58)

k=1
Since me valj;k = %me fup for any f € WH2(Bag), we see that fBQR(ul — vy =
RF, (V¢ + ¢). Therefore

((voset) )=z (], froe )

) n N

(< CP(2N)P~ 1ZZ<]Fk v¢l+el)12”>+CPMN+1Z<</B2R\V¢z+el\2>p>. (59)

=1 k=1

We have <<fB Vo, + el]2>p> < <<fBZR Vo + e]2>p>, and so the last term from (59) satisfies

P
CMN+1l 1<</}32R|V¢1+€l|>>
9 p ( ) 9 p
<C’f”,uN+1n<</B \v¢+e\> > < Cp,uNHn<</B \v¢+e\> > (60)
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Since uy — 0o as N — oo, for large enough N = N(d,n, \) the prefactor in front of the last
term in (60) satisfies C’puj_\,iln < 1/2. Therefore, for such N we can absorb the last term in
(59) into left-hand side and obtain

<</BR Vo e|2>p> : szn:f: <|Fk (Ve + el)|2p> < OF max <|Fk(V¢z + €l)|2p> ,

,,,,,

=1 k=1 I=1,...,n

which is exactly (56).
It remains to show that all Fj satisfy upper bound (52). By definition of Fj, and vy,

1 1 1

3 Vol?\ 2 B 3

<r( [ vsr) (/ ol 2’“') — ([ vre)”
Bogr Bor lu’k; Baor

where we used that fB2R Vo,V = fB2R vp(—Avy) = &5 me v = 5. Since yy, 2 1, we get
(52).

FL(Vf)] = ‘R v Yk
Bog 125

Step 8. Proof of (19). Since all Fj, constructed in the previous step satisfy (52), they also
satisfy (53). Then taking the p-th power and expectation in (53) gives

2p

AN o )_m2 ) P
F; < — \Y
< ZGZ%OTL <OSCB\/3(Z) K (Ve + 61)) > N~ <2623£TL (R +1 </B\/a(z) Vo + el )
|2| >_pa2 2 g
E — +1 \%
<RJr <</B\/E(z)‘ ¢+e’>

2€Z4NTy,
= 3 () ([ werer) )
2€74NTy, R Byg

(61)

where we have used stationarity (see (46) from Step 1) in the last equality. We choose p large
enough so that

N

pag > d.
Then for R > 1 we have
E
> (Fen) em
R
2€Z4NTy,

On the other hand, by (49) in Step 4 we have for R > V/d

J

Vot SR [ Voo,
Vi Br

Therefore (61) turns into

2p

< > <°SCB¢3(2) Fi (Ve +€z)>q 7> S Rd_a2p<</BR |V¢+e|2>p>.

2€79NTy,

Now we want to use the following LP version of the Spectral Gap inequality

N

P

<\<—<c>\2p>§0<p,p>< > (osen e ¢) > (62)

2€Z4NTy,
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for random variables ¢ € L% for which the right-hand side makes sense (see [12, Lemma 11] for
a similar inequality). For convenience of the reader we show in the Appendix how (18) implies
(62). Using (62) for ¢ = Fi(V + ¢;) we get

<|Fk(V¢l + ez)|2p> < C(d,n, A, p, p) <<F192(V¢l +ep)” + R < </BR Vo + e|2>p>>

V4 P
2 cldnxp.p) <</ |V¢z+€1|2> +Rd‘°"2p<</ |V¢+e|2> >>
Bor Br
P
< C(d,n, A\, p,p) (Rd”+Rd_po‘2<</ !v¢+e\2> >>
Br

Plugging this into (56) implies

p
<</ |v¢ + €|2> > < C(d7n7>\7p7p) kPEaXN <|Fk(v¢l + el)|2p>
Br 7

ceey

=1,..., n

Since d — pag < 0, we can choose R = Ry(d,n, A\, p,p) large enough in order to absorb the last
term into left-hand side to conclude

<</BR Vo + e|2>p> < C(d,n, A p,p)

for p sufficiently large.

Step 9. Similarly as in the proof of (15), Spectral Gap estimate (18) for ¢ := eg - Apomer and
(19) imply (20).
Indeed, it follows from (44) (and discussion afterwards) that for A € €2 one has

L 0SCp (2) €0 - Anom(A)er S / |V + 60\2 + |V + e .
B ()

Here we used notation used in (44). Hence, (18) with ¢ = 2 used for ((A4) = ep - Apom(A)e1
implies

<(eo - Apomer — (e - Ahomel>)2> S < Z (OSCBJE eOAhomel)2>

2€Z4NTy,

2

2€79NTy,

2 2
(46) d / 2 2
< L / |V + o + / V1 + e

(19)
< C(d,n, N\ p) L™
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7 Proof of the LP-version of the Spectral Gap estimate

The LP version of the Spectral Gap estimate is a consequence of the standard Spectral Gap
estimate, and was used (with ¢ = 2) previously in several works with suboptimal dependence
on p [12, 2]. Recently, a sharp version in terms of p was needed in [13]. Since the case ¢ # 2 did
not appear previously in the literature, for the convenience of the reader we present the proof.
Since we do not aim to get optimal p-dependence of the constants, we follow a simpler approach
presented in [12, 2] (in order to get the optimal p-dependence, the proof in [13] requires some
new ideas).

Proof of (62). Given ¢ € L?(Q) with (¢) = 0 we want to prove

<|C - <C>|2p> < < > <osc\/gC>q q >, (63)

2€Z4NTy,

provided

<<<—<<>>2>§3< > (oseyac)’ > (64)

2€79NTy,

holds for any ¢ € L?(2). Here < stays for < up to a constant depending on p, ¢, p.

Step 1. We claim

rq

(05(:\/3 fp)q < fale=1) (05(:\/3 f)q + (050\/3 f) . (65)
Indeed, from the elementary real-variable estimate
=& s1er -+ -7
we get by definition of osc

_ P
osc 7 ¢P S |C|(p 1)osc\/EC+ <osc\/EC) )

We take g-th power (¢ > 1) of the previous relation, and use Young’s inequality to obtain (65).

Step 2. Fix ¢ € L?’(Q2). W.Lo.g. we can assume (¢) = 0. Then using (64) for ¢? we get

(I < <\<rp>2+%< > (oseyq¢?) >

2€7Z4NTy,
2
(65) 9 (p—1) q pa\ "
S (ICI”)" + Z |C|7P (08(3\/3() + (OSC\/EC>
2€79NTy,
2 2
Young’s 2 9(p—1) q a - q
< e+ (Il S (oseq)' ) )+ ([ X (osesa0)
2€7NTy, 2€729NT,

We now estimate three terms on the right-hand side separately. For the last term we appeal
to the discrete IP-I' estimate. By Holder’s inequality with exponents (p%l, p) and Young’s
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2p
inequality, the middle term is estimated by %<\C\2p> + C<<ZzezdnTL <osc\/3 C) q) ! > If
p < 2, by Jensen’s inequality the first term is bounded by <]C!2>p. In the case p > 2, we
combine Hélder’s and Young’s inequality to get (|¢[P)* < C <]C \2>p +1 <\C 2P > Finally, since

2p
we assumed () = 0, (64) and Young’s inequality imply <|§|2>p < <<Ezezdm& (050\/3 C)q> ! >
Summing these estimates together yields (63), which concludes the proof of (62). O
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