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Abstract

We prove quantitative decay estimates for the boundary layer corrector in stochastic homogenization
in the case of a half-space boundary. Our estimates are of optimal order and show that the gradient of
the boundary layer corrector features nearly fluctuation-order decay; its expected value decays even one
order faster. As a corollary, we deduce estimates on the accuracy of the representative volume element
method for the computation of effective coefficients: our understanding of the decay of boundary layers
enables us to improve the order of convergence of the RVE method for d > 3. |
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1 Introduction

Both in periodic homogenization and in stochastic homogenization, the presence of a domain boundary
should be expected to lead to intricate effects and substantial new challenges: In the periodic setting, the
domain boundary breaks the periodic structure, while in stochastic homogenization, the domain boundary
breaks the stationarity (invariance with respect to spatial shifts) of the problem.

Indeed, in particular in quantitative homogenization theory on bounded domains, it is important to
understand the impact of boundary layers on the solution: For instance, for periodic coefficient fields a(-) =
a(- + k), k € Z4, with a = a*, solutions to the linear elliptic PDE on the whole space

~V-(a(:)Vu:) =V-f  onR? (1.1)

may be approximated by the solution to a constant-coefficient effective equation —V - (aVa) = V - f up to
an error of second orderll]

e = @l () S €2 (1.2)

In contrast, the analogous estimate fails for the Dirichlet problem on bounded domains, even for the homo-
geneous Dirichlet problem and even strictly in the interior of the domain: On bounded domains the estimate
[lue — @l|rr < & cannot be improved by passing to weak norms. The underlying reason for this failure is
boundary layer effects that provide an e-order contribution to the effective boundary data for u.

On a mathematical level, the failure of the derivation of estimates like in the case of the Dirichlet
problem on domains may be seen as follows: In order to prove an estimate like , one attempts to
approximate u. by the so-called two-scale expansion; written up to second order, it reads for periodic and
symmetric a = a*

u(x) + edi(L)Ditu(x) + epi(£)D;0;u(x), (1.3)

where ¢; and v;; are the so-called first-order and second-order homogenization correctors. The homogeniza-
tion corrector ¢; is defined as the 1-periodic solution to the PDE —V-(a(e; +V¢;)) = 0; note that it is unique
up to additive constants. If we attempt to apply the two-scale expansion ansatz on a bounded domain
Q) C R?, we immediately observe that it fails to attain the correct boundary data @ on the domain boundary.
While the second-order term O(e?) does not affect the accuracy, the first-order contribution e¢;(£)d;u(x)
must be corrected for. In other words, we would need to subtract a term of the form ev(z) with v solving

—V - (a(:)Vv) =0 in €,
v(x) = ¢i(2)0u(x) on 0f.

This is an example of the so-called oscillating Dirichlet problem: The boundary data oscillates on the same
scale as the coefficient field. As a consequence, the interactions of the oscillations in the boundary data and
in the coefficient field give rise to quite nontrivial nonlinear interactions; it turns out that under suitable
assumptions, v may be described in the interior in terms of a suitable a-harmonic function with certain
effective boundary conditions on 0f). Note that in particular, these effective boundary conditions are not
given in terms of a simple average of the boundary data.

1Provided that the right-hand side f is sufficiently regular.



In the context of regularity theory for linear elliptic operators with oscillating coefficients, a particularly
important instance of an oscillating Dirichlet problem is given by the boundary layer corrector 65, defined
as the solution to the problem

V- (a(2)V6) =0 in Q,
0; (v) = ¢:i(%) on ON.

By its definition, subtracting the boundary layer corrector 65 from the whole space corrector ¢5(z) := ¢;(%)
corrects the boundary conditions of ¢ while maintaining the defining corrector equation —V - (a(e; + V(¢5 —
0%))) = 0 — in other words, ¢5 — 65 yields a first-order homogenization corrector in 2 with homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary conditions on 0f2.

In the case of periodic homogenization, the study of the oscillating Dirichlet problem has a long history
and by now a relatively complete picture has emerged in the literature. On half-spaces with rationally aligned
normals (with respect to the underlying periodic structure), Allaire and Amar [I] have shown exponential
decay of the gradient of the boundary layer corrector away from the boundary; they subsequently used
this result to homogenize the oscillating Dirichlet problem on polygonal domains with rationally aligned
boundaries ﬂ For half-spaces with Diophantine normals, Gérard-Varet and Masmoudi [14] [T5] established
superpolynomial decay of the boundary layer corrector gradients; as a consequence, they were able to for-
mulate quantitative homogenization error estimates for the oscillating boundary data problem on uniformly
convex domains, albeit with suboptimal rate. Recently, Armstrong, Kuusi, Mourrat, and Prange [2] have
obtained optimal convergence estimates in LP for p > 2 for the oscillating Dirichlet problem on convex
domains, employing also a subsequent regularity result for the effective boundary data by Shen and Zhuge
[28]. The case of the Neumann problem has recently been treated by Shen and Zhuge [27].

In principle, similar issues arise in the homogenization of random media: For stationary and suitably
decorrelating random coefficient fields a with a = a*, an analogue of the higher-order error estimate has
been derived in [6]. More precisely, in the case of such random coefficient fields, solutions to the linear elliptic
PDE on R? with smooth right-hand side f may be approximated by a constant-coefficient effective
PDE -V - (aVa) = V - f up to an error of orderﬂ

g3/2 for d = 3,
e — @l|g-1(5,) < C { e*loge| for d =4,
g2 for d > 5.

Again, in the case of the Dirichlet problem on bounded domains no analogue of this higher-order convergence
result holds and the best possible homogenization error estimate for the Dirichlet problem is ||us —@||r» < Ce
(for d > 3).

While the periodic homogenization problem with fluctuating boundary data is by now well-studied, in
the case of stochastic homogenization only few results on the boundary layer corrector have been available
in the literature. For instance, in [I3] boundary layer correctors have been constructed for half-spaces to
develop a large-scale regularity theory; however, the available estimates on the boundary layer corrector are
far from optimal for d > 3. In [23], correctors for harmonic functions around lower-dimensional features like
cusps have been studied. For correctors for interface problems, we refer to [22]. For interface problems in
periodic homogenization we refer to [9] 2] 29].

Quantitative estimates on boundary layers in stochastic homogenization. In the present work, we
establish quantitative estimates on the decay of the boundary layer corrector #; on a half-space H‘i, given
as the solution to the PDE

-V (aV8;)=0 in HI,

(1.4)
Hi = QSZ on GH‘i

More precisely, we consider an ensemble (-) of coefficient fields @ on R? for d > 3 (that is, a probability
measure on the space of coefficient fields on R?) that is subject to a standard set of conditions of quantitative

2However, this homogenization result only holds along subsequences.
3Note that for d = 3 and d = 4 this error estimate is of fluctuation order and therefore optimal.



stochastic homogenization: We require uniform ellipticity and boundedness, stationarity (invariance of the
law under spatial shifts), and quantitative decorrelation on scales larger than a microscale € > 0 in form of
a spectral gap inequality. Under an additional small-scale regularity condition, we show that the boundary
layer corrector decays as

. 4/2-5
@l <c(—=F 1.
[V6:()] —C(dist(a:,aHi)> (1.5)

with a random prefactor C subject to uniform (stretched exponential) moment bounds (and with any § > 0).

One should expect this estimate to be of optimal order (up to the loss of §), as the average of correctors

on the boundary fy4 5 ¢:dS displays fluctuations of order 7'=%2 and 6; is the a-harmonic extension of
4nB,

¢7;|8Hd+ to H‘f_. For the expected value E[V#;], our arguments morally establish a higher-order decay

- d/2+1-6
E[V6; <Cl——~ ,
[EIVe:(2)]] < (dist(:c, 8Hi))

although we make this rigorous only in a spatially averaged sense (see Proposition |§[) To the best of our
knowledge, the estimate (1.5)) is the first optimal-order estimate on the decay of boundary layers in stochastic
homogenization.

Application to the representative volume approximation. An interesting application of these esti-
mates for boundary layers arises in the analysis of the representative volume element (RVE) method for the
approximation of the effective coefficient a. The RVE method proceeds by taking a sample of the random
coefficient field — say, on a box [0, L]? with side length L > ¢ — and approximates the effective coefficient a
as a ~ a™'¥ with

a®VEe; ::][ ale; + Vor) da.
[0,L]¢

Here, ¢F solves the corrector equation —V - (a(e; + V¢F)) = 0 on the representative volume [0, L]¢, for
instance with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions. It turns out that this RVE approximation with
Dirichlet boundary data features random fluctuations of order |a®VE — E[a®VE]| ~ (£)%/2 and a systematic
error of order |E[a®™F] — a| ~ £. The fluctuations are of central limit theorem scaling and therefore of
optimal order. Note, however, that for d > 3 the systematic error dominates. It turns out that the reason for
this rather large systematic error contribution is in fact a boundary layer phenomenon. Naively one might
expect that by averaging only in the interior (“oversampling”), i.e. by setting

a®VEe; ::][ ale; + VorF) dz (1.6)
[kL,(1—k)L]%

for some constant 0 < k < %, one may eliminate this issue of boundary layers. Interestingly, this turns out

not to be the case: while this procedure of oversampling decreases the systematic error by a constant factor,
the order of convergence remains the same. The underlying reason is that the Dirichlet corrector ¢ differs
from the whole space corrector ¢; (the latter of which defines the effective coefficient as ae; := E[a(e; +V;)])
in terms of a boundary contribution: Indeed, ¢; — ¢ is an a-harmonic function in [0, L] with boundary
data ¢;, i.e. we need to understand a homogenization problem with fluctuating boundary data. The failure
of higher-order convergence of is due to effective boundary conditions imposed on ¢; — ¢% due to the
interaction of the fluctuating boundary data ¢; with the fluctuations of the coefficient field a. In Theorem 2]
we show that the slight modification of the RVE approximation given by

aRVE,new][ e; + v¢lL dx ;:][ a(ei + VQZSZL) dx (17)
[L,(1—r)L]4 [xL,(1—r)L])?

with overwhelming probability improves the overall error estimate to ( %)d/ 279 for d = 3 and d = 4. The
underlying reason is that the new formula takes into account the slight change of the field gradient in the



interior that is caused by the effective boundary conditions of ¢; — ¢*. The new formula (1.7)) is also rather
natural, as the effective coefficient should provide the relation between a given macroscopic field gradient
and the corresponding macroscopically averaged flux.

Notation. Throughout the paper, to simplify notation and without loss of generality we mostly consider
the half-space of the form H% := {# € R? : z; > 0}. Thus, the natural (interior) unit normal vector is
e1 := (1,0,...,0). For points = € R? we decompose their coordinate vector z as z := (z,zl) with - € R
and zl € R4, Occasionally, we denote a fixed point as zo € Hi —this should not be confused with the
notation for the coordinates z; := x-¢; fori =1,...,d.

We frequently use the convention that “ <7 means “ < C(d,\),” where d denotes the dimension and
where A > 0 is the ellipticity ratio of the coefficient field a.

By ¢ and C, we denote generic constants whose value may change from appearance to appearance;
typically, C' is used to denote a large constant, while ¢ denotes a small constant.

Similarly, we use the notation C to denote a generic random constant (respectively, C(z) to denote a
generic random field) whose value may change from appearance to appearance. Unless otherwise specified,
the constant C (respectively the random field C(z)) will be subject to a uniform stretched exponential moment
bound.

By B, (x) we denote the ball of radius r centered at , while by O we denote a (typically C*!, but not
necessarily bounded) domain.

Throughout the paper, we consider an ensemble (-) (a probability distribution) of elliptic and bounded
coefficient fields a; we denote the corresponding probability space as £ and the associated expected value
of a random variable G by (G). Regarding terminology, a quenched estimate is a bound that holds almost
surely, while an annealed estimate is a bound on suitable stochastic moments.

We also use standard notation for Sobolev spaces; in particular, by H 1(Hi) we denote the space of

decaying functions with finite Dirichlet energy equipped with the norm ||v|\fq1 @) = Jyga |Vv]? da.
+ +

2 Discussion of main results and strategy

2.1 Setting of our results

To begin this section, we first list the assumptions on (-), the ensemble of coefficient fields a on R?, under
which we obtain our results. Towards further illustrating our setting, we then give a few examples of
ensembles on R? that satisfy these assumptions. Having clarified the setting of our results we then discuss,
in turn, Theorem [I] on the decay of the boundary layer and Theorem [2] on the improved convergence rate
for the representative volume approximation of effective coefficients.

Assumptions on the ensemble. Throughout this article we will assume that:

(A1) The ensemble (-) is uniformly elliptic and bounded: There exists some A > 0 such that (-)-almost surely
we have

la(z)v| < [vl,
a(z)v-v > o|?
for all v € R? and a.e. z € R%.

(A2) The ensemble () is stationary, that is, the law of a(- + ) coincides with the law of a(-) for any z € R
In other words, the statistics of the coefficient field do not depend on the region in space.

(A3) The ensemble is subject to decorrelation on scales larger than the microscale in the sense that it satisfies
a spectral gap inequality: For any random variable £(a) it holds that

tewm < ([ (f15m) o). 21)



where fBE(x) ’% |dy is used to denote

sup lim sup £la+hoa) — £()
sa  h—0 h

with the supremum taken over perturbations éa : R? — R?*? that are supported in B.(z) and satisfy
l[6all oo (ray < 1. The parameter € > 0 is the correlation length of the ensemble.

(A4) The coefficient field a is Holder continuous with stretched exponential moments for some Hélder expo-
nent « € (0,1]. In particular, there exists a stationary random field C(a, z) with Elexp(vC¥)] < 2 for
some v > 0 such that the Holder estimate

sup 7\a(y) — agz)| <C(a,x)e™® (2.2)
vzeB.(x) Y — 2l

holds.

Note that (A1)—(A3) are a standard set of assumptions in quantitative stochastic homogenization; in par-
ticular, assumption (A3) is a standard quantification of the qualitative ergodicity assumption that is used
in classical qualitative stochastic homogenization results.

Assumption (A4) is a small-scale regularity assumption that we require mostly for convenience; it enables
us to state pointwise gradient bounds (which may otherwise fail due to a possible failure of regularity on
scales smaller than the microscale).

Examples of ensembles satisfying (A1) - (A4). We give two examples of random coefficient fields, both
of which are standard examples used to illustrate the applicability of quantitative stochastic homogenization
results.

Example 1: We consider a Gaussian ensemble that satisfies a certain decorrelation estimate. In particular,
let a(z) be a scalar Gaussian field that is centered and stationary and, furthermore, satisfies a decorrelation
estimate of the form

/ sup | (@(x)a(0)) | dy < 1.
R

¢ Je|=]yl

Defining a := g(a(z)), where g is a bounded Lipschitz map from R into the uniformly elliptic matrices R?*¢,
it is shown that (A1)-(A3) are satisfied e.g. in [II]. For sufficiently regular covariances {(a(x)a(0)), the
ensemble also satisfies (A4).

Example 2: The second example involves random spherical inclusions. More precisely, we consider a
Poisson point process on R4 x [0,00). Let (X;,h;)ieny be a realization; then consider the points X; € R¢
in the order of their coordinate h; and for each point X; place a ball of radius 1 around X; if the ball
does not intersect with any of the previously placed balls. Denote the union of the balls obtained by this
procedure by U. Then define a coefficient field as a(x) := Axga\y + xv. While such ensembles of coefficient
fields consisting of random high-conductivity inclusions do not satisfy the spectral gap inequality (A3), they
have been shown to satisfy a slightly different version of a spectral gap inequality in [I1]. We expect that
a relatively straightforward adaption of our arguments would make our results applicable also to ensembles
satisfying such an “oscillation spectral gap” estimate, though it would involve some additional work to
obtain the necessary small-scale (microscopic) regularity theory (as derived from assumption (A4) below in
our present work).

2.2 Theorem Optimal decay estimate for the boundary layer

In our first main result we show that if the ensemble (-) of coefficient fields on RY satisfies (A1)-(A4), then we
are able to obtain an almost-optimal decay estimate for the gradient of the boundary layer corrector |V;|
away from the boundary 8Hd+. We remark that this estimate is quenched, in the sense that it is stated for
a.e. coefficient field a and includes a random constant. Here is our first main result:



Theorem 1. Let d > 3 and (-) be an ensemble of coefficient fields on R that satisfies the assumptions
(A1)-(A4). Denote by 6; € H} (Hi;Rd) the half-space corrector, that is, the um'queﬁ weak solution to (1.4)

loc

with the property that VO; decays away from 8Hi —in the sense that

lim |V0;|?dx = 0.

r—oo fp. ﬁHi

Then there exists a random field C(a,x), defined on  x H‘i, that is stationary with respect to tangential
shifts and has stretched exponential moments —in the sense that there exists C = C(d, \, v, a, §) with

(o0 (27 ”

for any x € H‘_i._f such that the gradient of the boundary layer corrector satisfies the decay estimate

RN
|VO;(z)| < C(a,x) (1 + 6) , (2.4)

for any x € HY and 0 <6 < 1.

We remark that the decay of [V6;| away from OH? that is shown in (2.4) is, up to the d-loss, the optimal
scaling that may be expected. This can be seen in the following heuristic argument: Now fixing xo € Hff_,
let h solve the divergence form equation

—V - (a*Vh) =V - (6,,) inHY,
( ) ( o) + y (2.5)
h=0 on OHY,
and rewrite V0;(xg) as
e ot

where n is the outward unit normal vector on 8H‘i. Notice that to obtain the above relation we have used
the equation (1.4)), that h = 0 on 8Hi, and the identity 6; = ¢; on aHi. Now, we expect the right-hand
side of ([2.6) to have the same asymptotic scaling behaviour as the corresponding quantity with the Green’s
function h replaced by its homogenized counterpart h solving —V - (a*Vh) = V - (6,,) in HY. Using that
|Vh(:)| < C| - —z0|~%, we obtain

6 - aVAAS ~ (xé)—l][ 6 dS, (2.7)

oY B, (=

where we have used B,. (z(‘)l) to denote the d — 1 dimensional ball with radius x3- centered around a:g in

OHY . Since under the assumptions (A1) — (43) volume averages of the gradient of the whole space corrector
display central limit theorem scaling [19], one expects that

1
Lo sas gl
B,1 (=) €

Combining this observation with (2.6) and (2.7) suggests that (2.4]) cannot be improved —aside from the
d-loss.

4Uniqueness follows from the Liouville principle for random elliptic operators on half-spaces proven in [13].



2.3 Theorem [2} Improved error estimate for representative volume element
method.

In the second main result of our paper we use Theorem [l| to obtain an improved error estimate for the
representative volume element method, which is the standard method used to approximate the homogenized
coefficients a. The error in the representative volume element method can be split into two contributions, the
random error and the systematic error. While the former is well-understood to be of central limit theorem
scaling, without additional modifications such as “screening” terms in the corrector equation [8, 17, [20] the
systematic error would dominate (for d > 3). As discussed above, our understanding of boundary layers
enables us to propose a minor modification of the RVE method that improves the bound on the systematic
error, thereby improving the overall rate of convergence for d > 3.

Theorem 2. Let d > 3 and let (-) be an ensemble of coefficient fields on R? that satisfies the assumptions
(A1)-(A4) with e = 1. Let a € R™? be the corresponding effective coefficient. Denote by ¢F the homoge-
nization corrector with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions on the box [0, L], i. . let qSiL satisfy

—V - (alei + VL) =0 in (0, L),
ok =0 on 90, L)%

Given any k € (0, i], define the RVE approximation a® € R¥*? for the effective coefficient as the solution
to the system of linear equations

aL][ ei + Vol dx :][ ale; + VoF)dx  for all1 <i<d. (2.8)
[kL,(1—k)L]4 [kL,(1—k)L]4

Then for any 6 > 0 and any 0 < s < c(d, A, 1/)(%)”““{‘1/2’2}_5, we have the error estimate

]P)HC_lL _ C_L| > S(%)min{d/272}—5] S ZeXp(—Sl/C/C)-
In particular, with at least this probability a” is well-defined, i. e. the defining linear system has a unique
solution.

Overall, in dimensions 3 and 4 we see that with overwhelming probability, the error |a” — a| is at most of
order (%)d/ 2=9 improving the error estimate of the standard RVE approximation to (nearly) the fluctuation
scaling.

Note that as a slight downside of the formula , in principle we cannot rule out that there may be
a small probability that the linear system for a’ given by may fail to be invertible; thus, we cannot
make a statement on the error of the expected value E[aX]. However, the probability for this to happen is
exceedingly low, as shown by our stretched exponential estimate.

3 Overview of our arguments

3.1 Strategy for Theorem

Recall that a random field C(a, z), defined on € x Hi, having stretched exponential moments is equivalent to
there existing constants m,C > 0 such that (|C(a, x)|q>1/q < Cg™ for any ¢ > 1 and z € H. (By Jensen’s

inequality it is, in fact, sufficient to obtain the previous moment bound on C(a, z) only for ¢ > go for some
go > 1.) For (2.4) it is, therefore, sufficient to show that there exist constants m,C > 0 and gg > 1 such that

(\Vﬁi(acﬂq)% <Cq™(1+ :EJ‘)_% for any 2 € HY and ¢ > qo. (3.1)

Notice that, while Theorem |1|is a quenched result, the estimate (3.1)) is annealed, which is more convenient
for using the spectral gap inequality from (A3). We also remark that, since in this contribution Theo-
rem |1 is only stated for Hi (rather than for a general domain), we may w.l.0.g. set € = 1 —since the result
for a general correlation length follows from rescaling a.



Our argument for (3.1) comes in three main steps:

Step 1: We show a quenched suboptimal decay of |V6;(z)| away from OH% —this is contained in Proposi-
tion[I} The argument is deterministic, relying on already available estimates for the whole space corrector ¢;
and a Campanato-iteration type argument. The result of Proposition [I]is slightly post-processed to obtain
a corresponding suboptimal annealed decay of a spatial average of |V;|? (around ).

Step 2: We show that a decay estimate on moments of a spatial average of |V6;|? (around z) is self-improving
(but saturates at the desired decay —d/2 + ¢ in Theorem 1) —this is contained in Proposition
Proposition [2| is the workhorse of our strategy: For notational convenience we now fix xg € Hi. To
prove Proposition |2[ we control the moments of th/ (o) |V6;|? dz in terms of moments of suitable weighted
zg 8

averages F' := fHd g+ V0;dz. To control the moments of the F', we control the moments of the fluctuations
+

F — (F) (Proposition [f) and the expected value (F) (Proposition [6). Proposition [5] relies on the spectral
gap inequality (A3) and sensitivity estimates —the arguments are contained in Section [5| The argument for
Proposition [6] is contained in Section [6} it relies on a careful two-scale expansion argument, which exploits
the stationarity of 6; and the standard correctors with respect to shifts tangential to 81[-]11.

Initializing the use of Proposition [2] with the result of Step 1, we iteratively apply Proposition [2] —this
yields Corollary

Step 3: To finish, we post-process the result of Corollary [ using the whole space large-scale regularity
theory from random linear elliptic operators contained in [I§] and the assumption (A4) on the regularity of
the coefficient field a. This post-processing is performed in Section 7and yields (3.1)).

We now discuss Steps 1 and 2 in a bit more detail:

Step 1: A suboptimal quenched decay for |0;(z)| away from OH?. As already mentioned above, the
result of this step is used to initialize the iterative application of Proposition [2|in Step 2. For this purpose,
we show the following:

Proposition 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem there exists a random field C(a, ), defined on Q XHi,
that is stationary with respect to shifts tangential to aHi and with stretched exponential moments in the sense

of (2.3) such that

W=

zt\ "
[VO;(z)| Saxe Cla, ) (1 + 6) , (3.2)

d
for any x € HY .

The proof of Proposition [1] is given in Section |4| and, while relying on stochastic ingredients from [I§]
—which are summarized in Appendix [A}l, is entirely deterministic here. The argument, in particular, relies
on the comparison of 6 to the solution of the homogenized problem with the same boundary data (on a
half-ball) via a homogenization-inspired Campanato iteration. This strategy is quite standard, having been
introduced by Avellaneda and Lin in the setting of periodic homogenization in the 80s (see e.g. [5]). More
recently, this strategy has also been fruitfully exploited in stochastic homogenization (see e.g. [3, [I8, [4]).
The version of these techniques that we use in this contribution is closest to those in [I8, Theorem 1].

Step 2: Iterative improvement of the decay estimate. The workhorse of our iterative strategy for
proving Theorem [I]is the following proposition:

Proposition 2. Let assumptions (A1)-(A4) hold and assume that there exist constants m,n > 0 such that

i % 2L\ "
(][ |V, > dx> Sarna ¢ (1 + 0) ; (3.3)
B ) €

=g (@0
2



for any xg € H‘i and ¢ > 1. Then there exists a constant m > 0 such that

) i % . xé_ — min{n+1-4,4 -6}
|V91| dx ,Sd)\,oz q 1+ ? R (34)
B

foranyxoeHi,qZL and 0 < 6 < 1.

=g (@0)
8

Slightly postponing a thorough outline of the proof of Proposition [2| to Section we first discuss how
we apply this result. To initiate the iterative application of Proposition [2] we require access to an estimate
like (3.3)). As already mentioned above, for this we post-process (3.2)) of Proposition [1| to obtain

((f

g\ ;
|V9¢2das) > g(][ (V0,9 d:1:>
(z0) B4 (o)
8

o
o]
8

éor any zg € H% and ¢ > 1. Using (3.5)), we can initialize the use of Proposition [2{ with n = . Proposition
then yields:

Corollary 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem[d], there exists a constant m > 0 such that

4\ @ L\ —§+0
< (][ V0,2 dx) > <gm (1 + 20 ) : (3.6)
B

(wo) €
foranyxoeHi,qzl, and 0 < § < 1.

el
8

Since the argument for Corollary [3]is obvious given the discussion proceeding its statement, we forgo a formal
proof.

3.2 Argument for Proposition [2} Iterative improvement of decay estimate for
the boundary layer

As elaborated on in the previous section, the core of our argument for Theorem [1}is the iterative application

of Proposition 2] In this section we state the other results required for our proof of Proposition [2] and,

assuming that these hold, give the proof of the proposition.

The first ingredient that we require is an estimate that controls the gradient of an a-harmonic function
in terms of linear functionals of the gradient, plus a small remainder term.

Lemma 4. Let a be a uniformly elliptic and bounded coefficient field in the sense of Assumption (A1). Let
u be a-harmonic in a ball Br, R > 1. Then for any § > 0 and any A < oo there exists a set of functions
gmg: 1 <m < M =M(X,6,p), 1 <k < |logy 55 ], subject to the bounds
|gk,m| < (2kR1_5)_d7
|ng,m| < (2kR175)717d’
SUpp gk,m C Bakpi-s,

and such that the estimate

llog, 5] M 2
][ \Vul?dz < R‘A][ Vuldz+C Y (257N / Gk - Vudz (3.7)
Bpi-s Br k=1 m=117Br

holds.
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As the proof is rather short, we directly provide it here.

Proof. We first notice that for any 6 > 0 there exists a finite set of functions g,,, 1 < m < M, supported in
Bpg and satisfying |g,,| < R™¢, [Vgm| < R'~4, such that any a-harmonic function u on By satisfies

M
/ |Vu|*dz < 5/ |Vul|?dz + C Z / gm - Vudzx
Br/2 Br m Br

=1
In fact, this may be obtained by a suitable variant of e. g. [6, Lemma 12].
Iterating this bound K := [log, #f=5 | many times, we arrive at

K M
][ |Vu|*dz < (QdS)I][ |Vul*dz + C’Z Z (295)k—1
B —K BR

2 R k=1m=1

2
(3.8)

2

Br

Choosing 6 > 0 small enough, this implies the desired estimate. O

Lemma [4] reduces the proof of Proposition 2] to estimating linear functionals of V#;: The main challenge
is to control the 2¢-th stochastic moments of the F}, ,, := fB '\ (wo) Jkim” V0; dx. Towards this goal, we begin
0

by applying the triangle inequality as

(B[22 < (| — (Fom) 2977 + | (Fim) | (3.9)

As already alluded to above, if we were deriving estimates for the whole space corrector ¢; instead of 6;,
that is, if we were considering Fy ,, = [ gk,m - V¢; dz instead of Fj . = [ gr,m - VO; dz, the expected value
(Fk,m) would vanish due to the stationarity of V¢; and the sublinear growth of ¢; (see e.g. [26] 24]). Thus,
the problem would entirely reduce to that of fluctuation bounds for the Fj ,,. In our situation, however,
since V6, is not stationary in the direction perpendicular to 8Hi, we need to control both terms on the
right-hand side of : fluctuation bounds for F} ., are obtained in Proposition [5| and the expected value
(Fio,m) is treated in Proposition [6]

The statements of Propositions [f] and [6] are given below, where we remark that, for use in future work,
we have proven Proposition [5| not only on Hi, but also on a generic bounded C''-domain. Since the our
treatment of the expectations (F} ) in Proposition |§| depends quite heavily on our estimate being on the
half-space, we do not generalize this statement to a generic domain in this contribution.

Proposition 5. For d > 3, let {-) be an ensemble of coefficient fields on R? that satisfies the assumptions
(A1)-(A4). Furthermore, let O denote either a bounded CV*-domain or HY; let f € W1*°(R?) be smooth
such that, in the case that O = H‘i, f =1 and, if O is bounded, f is supported in a bounded neighborhood
of O. Let p satisfy0 <p—1<1,r>¢, and x9 € O. Let g € L*?(R%RY) satisfy supp(g) C B,.(zo) with
dist(B,(z¢),00) > 7 and

1
55
<][ 9] dw) <rd (3.10)
B, (x0)
Consider u solving
=V - (aVu) =0 in O
(3.11)
u=f¢; on 0O
and the random variable F defined as
F = /Og -Vudz. (3.12)

Then there exists a constant m = k(d, A\, O, f) < oo such that

1 a (lfﬂ)%
_ Za\2e < r((E)° < < €
<|F (£ > ~dA0.f 4 ((r) (dist(xo,a(?) + 5) + dist(xg, 00) + ¢ (r)

foranyqg>1and 0 < B < 1.

vl

), (3.13)
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As already mentioned, to prove Proposition |5 we rely on the spectral gap inequality (2.1) —in particular, for
& = F, we express the Malliavin derivative on the right-hand side of (2.1]) in terms of auxiliary functions h,

h, vy, and vy solving (.2), (¢.3), , and (5.5 respectively. We then proceed to estimate these auxiliary
functions via elliptic regularity estimates. The argument is contained in Section [p| and is similar to e.g.

119, 12, 6] 7).
Here is the statement of Proposition@ which we use to treat the expected values (F, ,,) on the right-hand

side of (3.9):

Proposition 6. For d > 3, let (-) be an ensemble of coefficient fields that satisfies the assumptions (A1)-
(A4). Suppose that there exists n > 0 such that

1 1

<\V9i(w)|2>2 San (1 + xg) o (3.14)

for any x € HL. Let r > ¢, o € HY, and g € L*(H%;RY) satisfy supp(g) C By(zo) N HL with
dist(B, (o), 0HL) > 2 and

1

2p
<][ lg|*? dx) <rd (3.15)
BT(Io)

as well as

1
2
<f3( )Vg|2dx> < p(dFD), (3.16)
r(To

Then the expected value (F) of the linear functional F := fHd g-VOdx satisfies the improved decay estimate
+

my

We argument for Proposition [f] is given in Section [f] The underlying idea is to use a two-scale expansion
approximation for the “Greens function analogue” —V-(a*Vh) = V-g to reduce — up to the higher-order error
term resulting in the right-hand side of — the expression for F' to a corresponding expression involving
only the correctors and the homogenized analogue —V - (a*Vh) = V - g. One then exploits stationarity in
the tangential direction to conclude that the remaining expressions in fact vanish.

1

—n
San o (1 + %> . (3.17)
r 15

With all of the ingredients for the proof of Proposition [2| ready, we now proceed to its proof.

Proof of Proposition[3 Set R := %. Inserting our assumption (3.3) into Lemma (applied for A =1), we

obtain
a9\ ¢
(o))
Bpri-s(wo)
llogy #it%]

s —n—1 s M 2\ ¢ %
Sdaa ¢ (1 + ;) +> @Y <( > /B G - VOidz ) > :
k=1 m=1 R
To bound the fluctuations of the functionals on the right-hand side, we apply Propositionwith r=2FRI=0
and g = gg,m. Furthermore, to bound the expected values of these functionals we apply Proposition |§| with
g = gkm and r = 2FR1=%: note that we obtain the pointwise bound (3.14]) required for its application
from our hypothesis (3.3) and a down-propagation to a pointwise bound via (B.3|). Inserting the resulting
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estimates into the previous bound, we obtain

q\ = 2\ L
<(][ |V9i|2d$> > Saxna " (1 + O)
BR1—5 (5”0) €

[log, %J

ky—1/6 e \fE/ e U9 e (e
“ M7 () (e g
v, @) ( 2FRID <xé+s> +w&+s<r)

k=1

iR

)

[log, ﬁ]

1 —n
ky-1/6__€ 2o
+ (2%) 2le_5<1+ e) .
k=1
Estimating the sums, inserting the definition of R, and choosing g sufficiently small (depending on §), we
obtain
q\ + et —n—1+4+48 ok —d/2+6
<<][ IVGiIde) > Sara ¢ <1 + 0) +q" (1 + °> :
Bpi-s5(z0) € €
Letting z¢ vary over a ball of radius xg-/8 around x and integrating proves Proposition O

3.3 Proof of Theorem [2

As the proof of our second main result Theorem [2Jon the accuracy of the representative volume approximation
is rather short, we directly state it here.

Proof of Theorem[3 Without loss of generality, in the proof we assume £ = 1.

Step 1: Representation formula for ¢F. Denote by H,,, 1 < m < 2d, the half-spaces {x € R : z,,, > 0}, 1 <
m <d,and {z € R: 2,,_q4 < L}, d+1 < m < 2d. Denote by slight abuse of notation by 0?17”(00) the constants
that the boundary layer correctors 9?’” converge to (almost surely) as the distance to the half-space boundary
becomes infinite. Furthermore, denote by E := ({0, L} x {0, L} x [0, L]*~2)U...U([0, L]4~2 x {0, L} x {0, L})
the set of all edges in case d = 3 respectively for d > 4 the set of all d — 2-dimensional hyperedges of the
cube.

Note that by the defining equations, we may write

2d

¢ZL = ¢l - Z (Ggﬂm - ’Yzl:m - Tfm)? (318)

m=1

where %fjm is defined as the solution to the boundary value problem

~V-(aVyf,) =0 in (0, L),
'yiL’m = 9?”‘ (00) on 0[0, L]d \ OH,,,,
Vim =0 on 9[0, L]* N 0H,,,,

and where 7/, solves =V - (aV7},) = 0 in (0, L)% with

Tfm = 9?’" — HZH’" (00) on 0[0, L]d \ OH,,,
. =0 on 9|0, L]* N OH,,.

Observe in particular that 65 —YEn =T = 000 90, L]\ OH,,, and gt —YEm =T = ¢i on 9[0, L1*NOH,,.

i,m i,m

Notice that the boundary conditions for 7/ in particular implies in view of (2.4]) from Theorem [1] that

Irh(2) < C(1 + dist(z, E))' 4/ on 9|0, L]%. (3.19)

Note also that some mathematical issues may arise due to the discontinuity of the boundary data for 'y{jm
and Tfm at the edges; to maintain strict mathematical rigor, a smoothing argument on a small scale would
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be required. However, none of the below arguments will be affected by the smoothing procedure, hence we
omit details of this technicality.
The representation (3.18]) enables us to split

2d
][ ale; + Vor)da :][ a(e; + V¢;)da — Z][ aVe;™dzx
[kL,(1—k)L]% [kL,(1—k)L]% [kL,(1—k)L]%

m=1
2d 2d

+ ][ aV%Lmdx + ][ aVTZ-Lmdw.
,,; [kL,(1-rK)L]4 ’ Z [kL,(1—k)L]4 ’

m=1
While the first term on the right-hand side is the desired one and the second term may be estimated by (2.4)
from Theorem [1] it in particular remains to account for the contributions of the last two terms.
Step 2: Estimate on § fom dz. Our first goal is to bound the contributions

][ VTfmdm ][ CLVTiI:m dx
[kL,(1—k)L]4 [kL,(1—k)L]%

Heuristically, by the Poisson kernel formula, we expect (except at the corners)

L CE) 1 - N
Vel <@ [ TG, )]s

< C(x) dist(z, ) ~92%9 dist(x, 8]0, L))~ 4 C(z) dist(z, E) ™2,

+ <CcL™32, (3.20)

However, this is in fact a more precise estimate than actually required for our conclusion. To make the
required estimates rigorous without too much effort, we define h as the solution to —V - (a*Vh) = V -
(X[kL,(1—r)L]2€k) i (0, L) with h = 0 on 9[0, L]?. Using the equations for h and (in the second step) for
L
’

i,m?

we obtain

][ ey - V7 da
[L,(1—k)L])4 ’

= (1—25)‘%“1/ rl.n-a*VhdS
[0,2]?

—(1—2r)"4r™ / avVtE, - Vhdz
[0,£)¢ ’

=(1-2x)"4L7 /[O e 7l a*VhdS.

A regularity theory estimate for Vh (being a-harmonic in a neighborhood of the boundary) yields (see for
instance [23] for the two-dimensional case, the higher-dimensional case being analogous)

1/2
|Vh|(z) < C(x) (ﬁ) e |Vh|2dx> < C(z).

Plugging this into the previous bound and using the estimate (3.19)) for the boundary data of Tfm, we arrive
at

S C(L—d/2+5 +L_2).

][ er - V7 da
[kL,(1—k)L]% ’

Proceeding analogously for the flux (simply inserting a factor of a* in the right-hand side of the equation for
h), we obtain (3.20]).

Step 3: Estimate on f V’y{jmdx. Concerning ’y{jm, we employ a two-scale expansion ansatz

L _ =L Lo ~L L
Yiim = Viim T 85 03Vilm + Wi,
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with Wﬁm solving

~V - (aVaf,) =0 in (0, L),
ﬁf,’m = 91&’"(00) on 0[0, L]d \ OHL,,,
Vim =0 on 9[0, L]¢ N OH, ,,

and with wF solving

=V (aVw},,) =V ((ad} — 0;)0;VAL,) + a(Vok —Ve;) - Vo),

i,m

with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary data. Note that the equation satisfied by wifm is obtained by the
usual property of the two-scale expansion

-V <aV (%L,m +> ¢j8ﬂf,m)> ==V - ((a; — 57)0;V ] )-
j

Due to the piecewise constant boundary data we have |D?5f|(z) < C dist(x, E) 2.
Defining the function h as the solution to the equation =V - (a*Vh) = V- (X[x1,(1-)rja€x) in (0, L) with
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary data, we deduce using first this equation and then the equation for wX

i,m

][ ex - VwF, de = —(1 — 2%)*dL*d/ a*Vh-Vwr, dx
[xL,(1—x)L]? ’ (0,L)d ’

=(1-2k)"4L71 /(0 L)d(a(bjL —0;)0;VAk,, - Vhdz

—(1- 2/{)‘dL‘d/ ha(Vo — V) - Vo)L, d.
(0,L)¢

Again, by regularity theory we have |Vh|(x) < C(x) and thus |h(z)| < C(x)dist(z, d[0, L]). Furthermore,

applying Lemma [25( to ¢ (¢JL — ¢;) for a suitable cutoff ( and inserting the bound from Theorem {4} we see

that |[Vor — V| < C(x)L='*% on [kL, (1 — x)L]*. We thus obtain (using again an analogous argument for

the flux contribution)

][ V’}/{jmd.t 7][ (ej + V(ﬁf)aﬂ{jmdx
[kL,(1—k)L]% [kL,(1—K)L]%

N (3.21)

/ aVrlde ~ | ale; + YOOk, da
[KL,(1—k)L]4 ’ [<L,(1—k)L]% ’
< CL*Q*HS'

Step 4: Conclusion. Using the splitting (3.18)), the decay estimate for the boundary layer corrector gradient
(2.4), the bounds (3.20) and (3.21]), and the classical fluctuation estimate |JC[;@L (1—r)L]4 V(biL dz| < CL4/2,
we deduce

2d

[kL,(1—k) L)% [«L,(1—-rk)L]4 m=1
and
][ ale; + VoF)dz (3.22b)
[kL,(1—k)L]4
2d
:][ ale; + V¢;) da +][ alej + ng)JL) z 8fy£m dz + Ro
[kL,(1—K)L]% [kL,(1—k)L]% m—1
2d
— a][ i+ Y Vil dz+ Rs (3.22¢)
CYACETYA L
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with random variables Ry, estimated as [R|+ |Ra| + |R3| < C(L~4/?+% 4 L=2+9) for some random variable
C with uniformly bounded stretched exponential moments. Here in the last step we have used the (classical)
result that

][ a(ej +v¢j)dI:C_L€j +R
[kL,(1—K)L]%

with |R| < CL™%2, see e.g. [19].

Note that if all the R; were zero, the equations and the definition together would imply a” = a.
In general, we see that the quantity a” is obtained by inverting a d?>-dimensional system of linear equations,
and in fact this system is (with overwhelming probability) a perturbation of order L~ min{d/2,2}46 of well-
conditioned deterministic system with solution a (note that the deterministic system is well-conditioned
since f[n L(1—r)L] |V7yiL7m\ dx < L™1). The perturbation series for linear systems of equations now yields the
desired assertion. O

4 Argument for Proposition I A suboptimal decay estimate for
the boundary layer

The main step towards proving Proposition [I]is the following lemma:

Lemma 7. Under the assumptions of Theorem ||, there exist random fields C(a,z) and C(a,z), defined
on Q X Hi, that are stationary with respect with respect to tangential shifts and with stretched exponential
moments —in the sense of ([2.3))— such that

][ V6,2 dz < C(a, o) (1 + T) (4.1)
B} (z0) €

Wi

for any zo € OHL and r > C(a,zo)e.

To obtain we morally “transfer the regularity” from a corresponding homogenized solution (with the
same boundary data as 6; on a ball) onto ;. We do this via a homogenization-inspired Campanato iteration.

The argument for Lemma [7] uses four auxiliary lemmas, which are proven in Section [£:2} In the first
auxiliary lemma, we state an estimate for the whole space corrector that is obtained by combining Theorem
of Appendix [A] with the maximal ergodic theorem.

Lemma 8. Under the assumptions of Theorem there exists a stationary random field C(a,x), defined on
Q x OH?, with stretched exponential moments —in the sense of ([2.3)-, such that

sup (f 16 +1ofdr)” Sun Cloas 42
21 \J B} (z0)

for any xg € 3H‘j_.

The second auxiliary lemma is a weighted energy estimate that is a consequence of the classical Hardy
inequality.

Lemma 9. Let the assumption (A1) hold and xo € OHYL. Then there exists k = k(d,\) > 0 such that, for
any T >0 and w € HL _(HL) a solution of

loc
-V (aVu) =V -g+f in B (zg),
u=20 on 6H‘j_ﬂBr+(z0),

there holds

[ (- mrar g [ (1= B2 e e (43)
B (wo) " B;f (o) r
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The last auxiliary lemma gives the constant-coefficient regularity results that we “transfer” onto the
heterogenous solution 6;. Both Lemmas [0] and [I0] are also used in the proof of Proposition

Lemma 10. Let d > 2 and x¢y € ﬁi. Furthermore, let a € R4 be uniformly elliptic and bounded with
ellipticity constant A > 0 and ||a|| < 1. Let v be a-harmonic in B} (o) with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
data on OHY N B (x0). Then, for any p € (0, g], we have that

d
R
sup  (p?|V20]? + |Vo|?) San () ][ |Vo|? dz. (4.4)
Bf_ (o) P B, (x0)

This lemma follows from using the Sobolev embedding and iterating the Caccoppoli inequality in directions
tangential to 8Hi. To recover the desired estimate in the e;-direction, one uses the equation solved by v
—this strategy is also used in Step 3 of the proof of Lemma The full proof can be found in [I3] Lemma
4.2], we do not repeat it here.

Once we have access to Lemma it remains to post-process to obtain the pointwise estimate (3.2]).
For this we use the following lemma, which is also proved in Section [f.2] and is a simple consequence of
standard Schauder theory.

Lemma 11. Let the assumption (A4) be satisfied and u be a weak solution of

-V (aVu)=V-g+f inHL,
u=20 onaHi.

Then, for any xo € Hi and o € (0,1), we have that

IVullgo.a (B, (o)nme )

3 (4.5)
< C(a; 370) |:E_o‘ (][B - |Vu|2 dx) + Hg‘lco,a(st(wo)ﬂHi) + ||f||co,a(325(w0)de+) s
2e(Zo +

where C(a,x) has stretched exponential moments —in the sense of (2.3)— which depend only on d, A\, o, v.

4.1 Proof of Proposition
Here is the Proof of Lemma [T}

Proof of Lemma[] Let 1 <i < d and assume w.l.o.g. that € = 1. Our argument comes in three steps: First,
in Step 1, we initialize the Campanato iteration. Then, in Step 2, we show the requisite excess decay. In
Step 3, we conclude our argument by iterating the decay estimate obtained in the previous step.

Throughout this argument we use C(a, z) to denote a generic random field on Q x Hi that is stationary
with respect to tangential shifts and has stretched exponential moments —by tracking these random fields in
the proof below, one finds that all of the random-fields that appear are polynomial in the random-field from
Theorem [

Step 1: Initiation of the iteration. We show that (-)-a.s. there exists a large enough radius r > 0
such that

1
][ VO, de < —. (4.6)
Bt (z0) r3

To show this, we introduce the event that (4.6) fails for all » > 0 and denote it by B. We then have that

P[B] < P[][ V62 de > — (4.7)
Bt (z0) r3
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for any fixed » > 0. To estimate the right-hand probability, we notice that by the stationarity of V6,
(4.8)

tangentially to GHi we have
1 > 1
][ IVO;|>dw ) < = </ |VO;(xo + z)|2dz> < -
Bif (o) r 0 r

We then apply Chebyshev’s inequality to obtain
1 1

P[][ V6,2 da > T] <

Bj’(zo) rs3 rs3

We will now show that there exist constants

Since this is true for any r > 0, we find that P[B] =0
(4.10)

2
][ |V dx>

Step 2: Comparison to constant coefficient problem.
BE (1‘0)

v > 0 and C; > 0 such that the bound
1
][ |VO? da < ﬂfl][ |V0|2dx+C(a,:z:0)+Cq<
Bif (z0) B} (z0) r

1
2 +
holds for any R > r > C(a, x¢) such that £ = v —notice that C, and also the random fields may depend on v.
R " as otherwise (4.10) is trivial. Let ¢ be

8

a vertical cutoff along OH? such that ¢ = 1 in {z+ < 1}, ( = 0 in {z+ > 2}, and |V(| < 1; and, for
(4.11)

We first set up our argument: notice that w.lo.g. 1 <r <
some p < R/8 to be determined, we take 7 to be a smooth cutoff for Br/o_o,(x0) in Br/s—,(z0) such that

|[Vn| <2/p. We then define the “homogenization error” as
w = 0; — (i — (v+n(d; — 0;)0;0),
where v is the solution to the constant coefficient problem
-V - (aVv) =0 in B}, (o),
e (4.12)
v==0;—C¢; on 8BR/2(J:O).

Notice that w = 0 on 0B}, /2(330) and satisfies the relation
=V (aVw) = =V - (aV;) +V - (aV(¢i()) + V - (a(d; — 0;)V(nd;v))
=0
+ V- (ale; + V¢; — VO;)nov) + V- ((1 —n)aVwv)

=V (aV(0iQ)) + V- (a(¢; — 0;)V(n9;v))
+ a(ej + v¢] Vej) . V(nc’?jv) +V - ((]. — n)aVu)

=V-(anVv)+(V-0;—aV;)-V(nd;v)
(4.13)

(1-n)(a— d)Vv)
in BY; ,(wo),

on 3BE/2 (xo), (4.14)

in B;E/Q(xo). In particular, we find that w solves
—V - (aVw) =V - (aV((¢;) + (a(¢; — ;) — 0;)V(nd;v)
—aVé,; - V(nojv)

w=0
where o is the whole space flux-corrector.
We now begin with our argument. Notice that
6; — (i — v(ag) = Dyv(ay) () + &) —0) = 0 — Cos — Drvlap) (w1 + 61— 61)
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thanks to the boundary data of v. Furthermore, 6; — (¢; — alv(xp))(xl + ¢1 — 01) solves the equation
—V - (aV(0; = Chi — Drv(@) (@1 + d1 — 01))) = V- (aV(Cen)  in B (wo),
0; — Ci — Oro(al) (@1 + ¢r — 01) =0 on By, ,(wo) NOHYL.

Emulating the classical proof for the Caccioppoli estimate, we find that

/ |Vo; — 81@(56&)(61 + Ve — V01)|2 d
B (x0)

(4.15)
1
: /th(io) V)l da + r2 / + |0 = Coi — 81U($g)($1 +¢1 —61) — C|2 dz

B3, (zo

for any c € R.
Towards showing (4.10)), we use the definition of w (see (4.11))) and the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality to
obtain using also that R > 8r

1
2 J Bf (x0)

< / (1 - x—xo|) [Vw|*dz + 7772 sup v(z) — (U(xy)) + 83'1}(.27!)).’17]')‘2
B, (o) R

z€BY, (z0)

10: — (s — Brolal) (@1 + 61 — 1) — o do

+r7% sup  |Vo(z) — Vv(xg)|2/ |62 + 160]? d,
Bj,.(%0)

2€Bj, (z0)

for the choice ¢ = fB+ (o) W dx; note that in this computation we have also used the fact that the weight in
2r

the second line satisfies (1 — |z — zo|/R) > £ in BE/Z(QS()). This implies
1

2
TS B, (20)

gr—d/ <1_|$C—xd> |Vw|2dx+ sup |V2’U|2<T2 +][ ¢|2+0|2d‘r>'
B;/z(wo) R B, (o) B3, (x0)

Applying (4.3) from Lemma|§|to the function w in B; /2(960) and using the equation (4.13)), we obtain
1

)
™ J B, (20)

< / V(¢ de
BE/Q(‘/EO)

s (VR (VRR) [ (o 07 o + FIVOR) da

B;/27p(zo)

+r¢ sup  |VZ0f? (7"2 —l—][ lo|* + (0] dx) + (g) / |Vo|? dz.
By, (x0) B, (x0) B}, (w0)
Plugging the bound (4.16)) into (4.15), we obtain:
/ IV0; — dro(h)(er + Vo — VO,)|* da
B (20)

16: — Ci — Orolah) (@1 + 61— 01) — | da

|9i — (i — 817)(37‘(!)(% +¢1 —01) — c|2 dx

(4.16)

R/g(x())

(2 2
S/Bm)'v(w’)' dot [ Vo ds

BR/Q(‘TO)

+R* sup  (p?VolP + |v2v|2)][+ (161> + 161> + |o|* + R*|VO[*) da

B;/g_p(mo)
+R? sup |V21)|2(7"2 +][ (|¢|2+|9|2)dx> + (p) / |Vo|? da.
B, (x0) B, (x0) R) B}, o)
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We now collect some ingredients: First, recall that
sup][ |¢s|? dz < C(a, z), (4.18)
r>1J B (z0)

which comes from (A.2]) of Theorem {4} Using this in conjunction with the Caccioppoli estimate applied to
¢; + x;, we obtain

sup][ |V¢i|2dx+sup][ V| dz < C(a, xg). (4.19)
By (z0) B (z0)

r>1 r>1

An estimate analogous to (4.18]) also holds for 0. We also use the constant-coefficient regularity estimate
(4.4) of Lemma applied to v. Notice that when r < R/4, the estimate

1 (R\*
sup |V2v|2§2(>][ |Vo|? da (4.20)
" B (o)

Bj,.(z0) "

follows from (4.4]) by taking p = 2r.
Using these tools and taking averages on both side and choosing 0 < p < r, we rewrite (4.17) as

][Jr |V91 — 61U(l'g)(€1 + v¢1 - V01)|2 dz
B (z0)

R\“ 2 -1
S| IV(¢oi)|"dz + 7
r By, 5 (@0)
R\‘ 2 R\? -2 —2 2 2 2
+| = |Vo|© dz — Cla,zo)r "+ R (10)* + R°|V|7) dx (4.21)
r B (z0) p B} (z0)
—|—r_2][ 012 dx + (p) ]
B;T($0)| | R
+ <T>2][ |Vo|? da
R B} (x0)

We continue to process the above expression by using the bound
1
£ VR ar £ claro (4.22)
BR/Q(ID)

which follows from (4.18)), (4.19)), and the definition of the cutoff (. Furthermore, since ; — (¢; has homo-
geneous Dirichlet boundary data on 0Hff_, the Poincaré inequality and (4.22)) yield that

][ 6, da 5][ 161 — Cnl? da +][ Coil? da
B} (z0) B} (z0) B} (z0)
1
SRf 90— o) o+ Claso) (4.23)
B (z0) R

< 32][ V6:[2 d + C(a, o) R.
B} (o)

This bound is also valid for R replaced by 2r.
We then finally notice that v — (6; — (¢;) solves the equation

=V (aV(v—(0; — (i) = V- (aV(0; — (¢;)) in BE/Q(‘TO)v

4.24
v—(0; — (i) =0 on BB;/Q(xO), (4.24)
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whereby the energy estimate yields

[ wilars [ 9P+ IvcenPas (4.25)
B, (x0) it

BR(wO)

Observe also that by the Caccioppoli inequality for z1 + ¢1, the estimate (4.18), and (4.20) (the latter for

r = R/4) we have for r > C(a,xq)
d
r B (z0)

Combining (4.21)) with (4.22), (4.23)), (4.25)), and (4.26]) yields (4.10)) after choosing v :=r/R and p/R < v

small enough.

Step 3: Iteration to smaller scales. The result (4.10) of the previous step implies that

f,

vk+1Rg (wo)

][+( ) |01v(20)|le1 + Vo1 — VO dx < / |Vo|? da . (4.26)
B, (xzo

B} (z0)

2
|VO]? da < %fl][ |V02dx)

+
Buk Ro (o)

V62 da + C(a,xo)% e <][

B:—’“RO (o)

for any Ry > 0 as long as v**!Ry > C(a,x(). This enables us to inductively propagate an estimate of the
form

][ VO dz < w
B:—kRO (zo0) (VkRO)§

as long as

7

Oq(4C(a,xo)>2 - (C(a,xo)

(u’fRo)% Vk+1R())%

or equivalently v*Ry > (16C(a,z¢)C,)%/?v. The start of the induction is provided by (&.6). This directly
entails our desired result. U

With the result of Lemma [7|in hand, the argument for Proposition [1|is now a simple matter of applying
the regularity statement of Proposition

Proof of Proposition[l, Without loss of generality we may assume € = 1. Let zg € H‘j_ andt=1,...,d. For
xg > 1 the statement of Proposition 1] is an immediate consequence of (4.1)) applied for r = 2xg and the
regularity estimate (B.3|) applied with r := %xOL

To see the statement in case xg < 1, let ¢ be a cutoff with ¢ = 1 on GHi and ¢ = 0 outside of
{z : dist(z, 0H%) < 1}. Applying (B.3) to 6; — (¢; solving —V - (aV(8; — (¢;)) = V - (aV((¢;)), we find by
Lemma 23] that

sup VO ()| < Vil co.a (B, )y (wo)nme )

2€B /2 (x0)NHE

Saraw Cla,a0) [(][ V6 - co)Pae) -+ ﬂwnawico,a(m,mm)] .
B (:l)o)ﬁHi
(4.27)

To treat the first term on the right-hand side of (4.27) we notice that by Lemma and Theorem we have
2

(][ |V(9i—c¢i)|2dx) <ax Fa, 20) <][ |V9i|2dx> + Cla, o) (4.28)
Bi(wo)NHE Br(a,ag) (@0) NHE

where we take 7(a,zo) := max(r*(a,zo), C(a, x(‘l),l) with 7§ (a,z0) taken from Proposition [24] and with
C (a, sz)) defined in the statement of Lemma |7|—-both have stretched exponential moments, which guarantees
that 7(a, zg) does as well.

vl
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To finish the argument we consider two cases: First, let xé- < 7(a,xp). Using (4.1) of Lemma (7} we

obtain that

3 3

(f V6 - o)Par) < rlaan)?(f V6, r)
Bi(wo)NH4. BZF(a,zO)(w(‘)‘)ﬂHi

d

5

< Cla,2))P(a,20)% (1 + 27(a, 20)) "3 < C(a, 2))7(a, x0)

[SI}-H

d
2

(1+ xé)_%.
To control the second term on the right-hand side of (4.27)), we use assumption (A4) to write

||av¢i||CO=Q(BQ(IO)OHi) Sa,w C(aamO)Hv‘éiHCO"’(BQ(zo)) Sdaw C(a, zo).

This concludes the proof. O

4.2 Proof of auxiliary lemmas for Proposition

Proof of Lemma[9 Letting n(z) = (1 — @)%, we test the equation for u with n?u. Using the uniform
ellipticity of a, we obtain that

/ (1 _ |w—xo> |Vu|? dz
B (o) T

2 . K—2 B K
<= <1|x x“') u2d:c+/ <1|x x“) (lgI? + r2f?) da.
T J B} (z0) r Bt (z0) r

When zg > r, then the first term on the right-hand side may be absorbed thanks to the Hardy inequality in
[25, Theorem 1.6]. We use that zo € 9H% to write the domain B, (z¢) in terms of 1-dimensional filaments
that originate at x¢ and terminate on the round part of B;F. On each of the rays we apply the 1-dimensional
Hardy’s inequality: / ,
" K—2712 1 " K1/ 2
/0 P R (p)dp S e /0 p" (W (p))" dp,
for v’ > 0, which holds under the assumption h(0) = 0, to the effect of

_ K=2 2 - K
/ (-5 ars s | (1= =220 v e
B} (20)\B,a(xo) r (1= £)? JB# (20)\ B, s (z0) r

Notice that we have removed the ball B, 3 from the domain of integration on the left-hand side. To finish
the argument we use the Poincaré-Wirtinger type inequality

/ u? dx§r2/ |Vul|? dx—l—/ u? da,
Bf 4(x0) B (z0) B;,./S(%)\Br/s(’ﬂo)

2r/3
combined with the fact that for |z — x| < 2r/3 the weight (1 — |z — zo|/r)" has values between 1/2 and 1
(for k small enough), to obtain

K—2 K
/ (1 - mx0|) u?da < r2/ (1 - M) |Vu|? da.
B (wo) " B (z0) r

Proof of Lemma[I1 By standard Schauder theory, see e.g. [16, Theorem 5.19], we have that

HquCOv“(B; (Io)ﬂHi)
2

-

2
< (A lallonn s,y ) | ( V0P )+ lalone s, ity + 1oty |-
Bl(rg)ﬁHi
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which, via a simple scaling argument, becomes

HquCUv@(Bg (@oyrmd) < C <d, A, 6% HaHCO‘a(Bg(wo)ﬂHi)>
, (4.29)

2
x [67@ <][ IVu|2> + llgllcoa B @oyrma y + [1flco.e By zoyrme ) |
Bg(mo)ﬂHi

for any d > 0. To ensure that the constant in (4.29) is uniform in zg, we use the assumption (A4) and set
§ = C(a,2z0) e so that

5% lall oo By (o)) < 1.
We then use a covering argument and that C(a, z) in (A4) is locally uniform in x to write

IVull go.a (B, (o)nmt )

< sup ”quCO,a B e
yEBe (o) (Bg (y)NHY)

<C(d,)) sup 5&(][
y€B. (z0) By (w0)NHE

+

1
2

[Vul? dx) + HgHCO’“(Bg(zo)ﬁHi) + ||f||C“=“(Bg(mg)ﬁHi)‘|

%
<C(d,N) l5acd/a <][ [Vul? dx) + HgHCOvQ(BQE(zO)ﬂHi) + ||f||CD=“(st(x0)ﬂHi)] )
BE(CEo)ﬂHi

which completes our argument. O

5 Argument for Proposition[5; Fluctuation estimates for the bound-
ary layer corrector

In our proof of Proposition [5| we use that the spectral gap inequality (A3) entails a corresponding estimate
on arbitrary polynomial moments.

Lemma 12. Let {-) be an ensemble satisfying the assumption (A3). Then for any random variable F and
1

q > 1 the estimate
1 1 2 q\ 24
(=t <ogtet ([ (L |50 ]a) @ (5.1)
Re \J B.(z) da

This standard lemma has been shown e.g. in [I0, Prop. 3.1]. Applying to the random variable F
defined in @ and deriving an expression for the “vertical derivatives” on the right-hand side —we find
that obtaining @D reduces to estimating certain auxiliary functions that are used to describe ‘?9—5.

We organize the argument into three parts: First, in Section we derive an expression for %—5 in terms
of auxiliary functions h, v, and vo —each solving an elliptic equation with coefficient field a* on either O
with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary data or on R? with a decay condition. In Section we prove a
weighted Meyers estimate (Lemma [14)) —this follows from the large-scale regularity theory for a-harmonic
functions with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary data on O, which is obtained in Proposition The result
of Lemma which has become a standard tool in stochastic homogenization, yields estimates for the
auxiliary functions h, vy, and vs. In Section we finish our argument by combining these estimates with
Lemma [12| and the expression for g—f that has been derived in Section

holds.
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5.1 Identification of the Malliavin / Fréchet derivative

In this section we calculate %—5 in terms of auxiliary functions h, vy, and vs.

Lemma 13. We adopt the assumptions of Proposition @ Let h € HL (O) solve

-V - (a*Vh)=V"- in O,
(a”Vh) g (5.2)
h=0 on 00,
and h € HE _(R?) be the decaying solution of
—V-(a*Vh)=V-g onR% (5.3)

When O = Hi, h is the decaying solution of (5.2); when O is a bounded C** domain then h € H'(O). We,
furthermore, define v1 and vo € H*(RY) as the decaying solutions of

—V-a*Vu, = Vf-a*(xoVh—Vh) inR?, (5.4)
and
~V-a*Vuvy = —V - (fa*(xoVh — Vh)) inR?, (5.5)
respectively. Then, for F' defined in , the vertical derivative %—5 s given by

oF
P XoVu® Vh —(e; + V¢;) @ (Vv + Vug). (5.6)

Proof. Calculating the sensitivity of u solving (3.11)) to compactly supported perturbations of a, we find that

-V - (aVéu) =V - (6aVu) in O,

ou = foop; on 00. (5:7)

Similarly, for ¢; we obtain
—V - (aVép;) =V - (da(e; + V) on R (5.8)
The relations (5.2)) and (5.7)) then allow us to write

5F:/g-V5udJ:
o

= —/ Véu-a*Vhdzx + dun-a*VhdS
O o0

z/ 5aVu-Vhdz+/ fopin-a*VhdS.
o 80

Again using the equation (5.2)) and now also that g is compactly supported in O, the second term on the
right-hand side may be rewritten as

fépin - a*VhdS :/ V(f5¢:) - (a*Vh+ g) da.
00 O

By (5.3]) we see that
[ 500 -gar=- [ V(56 -a"Vha.
O Rd
which then leads to

fépm-a*VhdS :/ V(f6¢;) - a*(Vh — Vh) dz f/ V(f¢;) - a*Vhdz.
(@]

20 RI\O
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Using the equations (5.4), (5.5) and (5.8]), we rewrite the right-hand side as

/ V(f6¢;) - a*(Vh — Vh) d:c—/ V(f¢;) - a*Vhda
(@]

RI\O

= / 8¢V f - a*(xoVh — Vh)dz + / fVégi - a*(xoVh — Vh)da
Rd R4

= Végp; - a* (Vo + Vug) dx
]Rd

__ /R <§a(V¢Z— +e) - (Voo + Vv2)> dz.

Combining the above identities, we obtain

OF = / 6aVu - Vhdz — da(Vo; +e;) - (Vv + Vug) de,
o R4

which concludes our argument. O

5.2 Estimates on the auxiliary functions: A weighted Meyers estimate

Having calculated the derivative of F' with respect to changes in the coefficient field a in the previous step,
we now seek to control the terms on the right-hand side of ([5.6) by obtaining suitable estimates for vq, v,
and h. For this, the main tool is the following weighted Meyers estimate:

Lemma 14 (Weighted Meyers Estimate). Let (-) be an ensemble of coefficient fields on R? that satisfies
the assumptions (A1)-(A4). Furthermore, let xog € O —where O is a bounded C''-domain, H‘j_, or R4
and R > r9(x¢) (defined in Proposition . For fo € L*(0) and Fy € L*(O,RY), let v denote the unique
solution of

*V'(G*V’U) ZVF0+f0 mn O,

5.9
v=20 on 00 (59)

and introduce the weight
wa r(z) == ('9”;;50 + 1) . (5.10)

Then, in the case that fo = 0, there exists p(\, d, Q) > 1 such that, for1 <p < p and0 < ag < a1 < d(2p—1),
the estimate

€L
2p

(/ |V112pwa073dx) ’ < C(d,/\,p,(’),ao,al)</ |F0|2pwm7Rdx) (5.11)
o o

holds. Likewise, in the case that Fy = 0, there exists p(A,d,O) > 1 such that, for 1 <p <p and 0 < ap <
a1 —2p < a1 < d(2p — 1), the estimate

(/ |Vv|2pwa0’3dx) ’ <C(d,)\,p,(’),a0,a1)R</ |f02pwa173dm> ’ (5.12)
o o

holds. We emphasize that when O = R% or Hff_, the boundary condition in (5.9) is augmented by a decay
condition in the far-field of the infinite part of the domain.

In the case that O = R?, the statement has already been shown in [6, Lemma 7]. For completeness, we give
a proof of Lemma[I4] in Appendix [C] -we remark that it depends on the use of the classical Meyers estimate
on the contributions of a dyadic decomposition of O. Since v solving does not have Dirichlet boundary
conditions on the various members of the decomposition, when we apply the classical Meyers estimate on
each contribution, we pick up an additional term on the right-hand side (see e.g. )7 the sum of which
we may handle by employing the large-scale regularity theory for a-harmonic functions on O.

An immediate consequence of Lemma [I4] is the following estimate:
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Corollary 15. Adopt the assumptions of Proposition @ Then, for h and h solving (5.2) and (5.3)) respec-
tively, there exists p(d,\) > 1 such that, for 1 <p < p and 0 < a < d(2p — 1), the estimates

L

1
2p 2p
( / |Vh|2pwa,r+r9<m>dx) scw,x,p,o,a)( / g|2pdx) , (5.13a)
O B,,.(évo)

1 1
N 2p 2p
([ 9o o) < c@rnow( [ o) (5.13b)
Rd Br(l’o)
hold.

Since this corollary follows easﬂy from Lemma we forego a formal proof notlce that to obtain the result
one simply applies Lemma to h and h and uses the definition of the weight ([5.10]), along with the property
that g is supported in B, (zg).

To obtain satisfactory control of Vv; and Vv (solving and respectively), we require a better
estimate for V(h — fL) than that following from the triangle inequality and Corollary Towards this end,
we prove the following lemma:

Lemma 16. Adopt the assumptions of Proposition@ and let R := dist(z, 00)+r+rC(xo) and h and h solve
(5.2) and (5.3) respectively. Then there exists p > 1 such that, for all1 <p < p and 0 < g < ay < d(2p—1)
additionally satisfying oy > 2p, the estimate

. % dist(z0,00) "% %
V(h — h)|*Pwa, dx) <C(d,\p, 0,0, <’ +1 / ¥ dg (5.14)
([ 190 = i) ™ < €l 0.0, (500 [l

holds.

We make use of Lemma which is proven at the end of this section, in the form of the next corollary. In
particular, combining the estimate (5.14)) on V(h — k) inside O with (5.13b]) for Vh outside of O, we obtain:

Corollary 17. Adopt the assumptions of Proposition@ and let R := dist(z, 00) +7+7(xg) and vy and vy
solve (5.4) and (5.5)) respectively. Then, for 1 <p <p and 0 < ap < ag —2p < oy < d(2p—1), the estimate

% dist(z9,00) =\ %
i2p o d < d. \ A1stiTo, OL7) 1 / 2r q 1
(\/Rd |vv | w 0,R x) = C( 9 7p707a07a17f) T+7‘9($0) + BT("Eo) |g| x (5 5)

holds for i = 1,2. In fact, in the case that i = 2, (5.15) holds for 0 < ag < ay < d(2p —1).

Proof. We may assume that R < diam(O), since otherwise follows from the energy estimate and the
Meyers estimate applied to and , for i = 1, 2 respectively.

We then first consider the case that ¢ = 1. To obtain (5.15)), we apply the whole space version of the
weighted Meyers estimate from Lemma |14]to vy solvi(lrg‘@. This yields that

(/ |vu1|2pwa0,Rdx> ' §R</ |Vf-a*(XOVh—viz))QPwal,Rdx> ’
R4 Rd

forl<p<pand0< ap < a;—2p<a; <d2p—1). In the case that O = Hi, the right-hand side vanishes
since f = 1. When alternatively O is a bounded C*! -domain, (5.15)) follows from (5.14)), (5.13b]), and that
Vil <C.

The estimate for ¢ = 2 is obtained in essentially the same way, with the application of (5.11)) to vy solving

(5.5). Since we use (5.11)) instead of ([5.12)), the result ((5.15)) holds for 0 < ap < 3 < d(2p — 1). O

To complete this section, we now give the proof of Lemma [T6] For this we use Lemma [[4] applied to
nT fnhT where the cut-off 1 ensures homogeneous Dirichlet boundary data on O. Here comes the argument:
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Proof of Lemma[16, Let L = dist(zo,d0). Since follows from and by the triangle
inequality when L < 2(r9(x¢) + r), we may assume that L > 2(r®(zo) + 7).

The main idea of our argument is to split A — h into a function which vanishes on 9O and a remainder,
and show that holds for both of these functions. To this end, let ) : [0,00) — [0,1] be a smooth
function satisfying 7(t) = 1 for t € [0, 3], (t) = 0 for t > 2, and |//| < 9, and use it to define a cutoff

5’9 8
function n(x) = ﬁ(@) Since L > 2(r®(zo) + ) and g is supported in B,.(x¢), we see that 7 = 1 on the
support of g; furthermore, n = 0 in a neighborhood of the boundary 9O and supp(Vn) C B% (x0) \B% (20).

Defining w := h — nh and using the equations (5.2) and (5.3), we find that

—V - (a*Vw) = =V - (a*Vh) + V - (a*hVn) + V - (a*nVh)
=V.-g+V-(ha*Vn)+n(=V-g)+Vn-a*Vh
=V (ha*Vn) +Vn-a*Vh
=V (ha*Vn+ K) on O,
where K = x(Bay (20))Vk, with k being the solution of Ak = V- a*Vh on O N Byy (9) with homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary data on 9O N Bay () and homogeneous Neumann boundary data on O N dBar(xp).

Since both h =0 and n = 0 on d0, we see that w = 0 on 9O as well.
Applying Lemma [14] to w and using that L > r®(x), the estimate (5.11)) implies that

% A & %
(/ V[P, 1 dw) < (/ V[P, 1 dx) " (/ KPP, 1 dx) " (5.16)
(@) (@] (@]

forl<p<pand 0<ap <aj <d(2p-—1).
We then treat the two terms on the right-hand side of (5.16)) separately, beginning with the second term.
For this, we first notice that the standard Meyers estimate applied to k gives

/ |Vk\2pdx§/ |VA|? dz,
ONBar (z0) ONBjL (20)\B (z0)

where we have used that |Vn| < % Since wq,,, ~ 1 in the support of K, this implies that

2p

1
2p N
( / |K|2pwm,de) 5( / |Vh|2pwa1,Ldsc) - (5.17)
@) B%(Eo)\B%(IO)

In order to estimate the first integral on the right-hand side of (5.16]), we again use |Vn| < 2 and the
definition of the weight (5.10]) to write

1 1

. w1 . 5
(/ |hV7]\2pwal,L dm) < </ |h|2pwa1_2p7L da:) . (5.18)

o L\ By (wo)\B  (20)
4 2
To further process the right-hand side we show that
% %
( / WP, —ap.L dx) < L< / VAP, L dx) : (5.19)
Bsp (z0)\B g (x0) RANB g (o)

which, when combined with (5.18]), yields

1

(/ |]A1V77|2p0-}0¢17l‘d$) ’ < (/ ‘Vﬁ‘pra17L dx) p- (5.20)
o RAB L, (20)
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We now prove (5.19). Using that wa, —2p,z ~ 1 on Baz (z0) \B% (x0) and the critical Sobolev embedding
along with Holder’s inequality, we obtain

2p+d

~ % ~ 2pd 2pd
</ \h|2pwa1_2p,L dz) < </ |V h|zpta dx)
1
A 2p d
</ |Vh|2pwu1,de> (/ \waer% da:) )
Rd\B%(fﬂo) Rd\B%(ro)

|~

A

By the definition ((5.10) we see that

. i
(/ |wWay |27 dx) ~ L
RI\B f, (xo)
2
for any oy > 2p.

Together (5.16)), (5.17)), and (5.20) give that

1 1
2p R 2p
(/ |Vw|Pwe. 1 dx) S (/ IVR|*PWa, 1 dx) ) (5.21)
o RI\B g (o)

forl<p<pand 0 < ap < a3 < d(2p — 1) with a3 > 2p (observe that the latter two conditions require
d > 3). Now, since L > 2(r%(z¢) + r), from (5.13b]) we obtain

; = L -5 %
([ i) s (k) F ([ a)®
RU\B g (z0) r+ 712 (2o) By (w0)

Having made this observation, (5.21)) becomes

1 _ o1 1
2p L 2p 2p
[Vw[*Pwgg, 1 dx) < < + 1) </ g|?® dx) . (5.22)
(/o 0 r+rg(20) B, (o)

To go from (5.22)) to (5.14]), by the triangle inequality it is enough to show

V((1 = n)h)|*Pwa, dx) < ( + 1> (/ p da:) ) (5.23)
([ 190 miyn, o [l

For this, we use that supp(1 —n) € O\ Bz (zo) and (5.13b) to write
. 3 . %
(/ (1= n)Vh|[*Pwa, 1 dm) < C(/ IVh|*wa, 1 da:)
o O\B (o)
L -5 )
C(—i—l) (/ gpdac) .
r+19(x) B, (z0) |

IA
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5.3 Proof of Proposition

Applying the L?%-version of the spectral-gap inequality, (5.1)), to F as defined in (3.12)) and using the
expression for the vertical derivative %—5 derived in (5.6)), we find that

1

ool )
< gret [<</Rd (]{BE(I) ] X0V“®Vh}dy>2dx>">21q -
+ <(/Rd (]{Bsm |(ei + Vi) @ (Vo +W2)\dy>2dx>q>$1.

With the help of the estimates on the auxiliary functions h, v, and vs that we have obtained in Section @
we now estimate the two terms on right-hand side of ([5.24)).
For the first term on the right-hand side of (5.24]), we show that:

Lemma 18. Adopt the assumptions of Proposition@ let h solve (5.2)), and define L := dist(zo, 00) + €.

Then, for q > ﬁ, we have that

<</]R <]€35(w) | XoVu@Vh|dy)2dx>q>2lq

N
Sano.fps 4° ) (r_d” (L) +

(5.25)

(SEY

1
4qd(p(2—B)—1) 4q
o -
) () )
e

To prove Lemma we require the bounds on h provided by Corollary [15| as well as the following two
technical results. The first of these is a simple consequence of Holder’s inequality:

for0< g < 1.

Lemma 19. For any exponent p > 1, any pair of non-negative functions ¢ and v, and any positive weight
function w(z) with oscp_ (;yw < tw(z) we have that

Af o) (L) (Lo o) )7

The second technical result is a decay estimate on the g-th moment of |Vu(zg)| in terms of dist(zg, 00),
which we obtain by applying Lemma [25| to u and taking the expectation.

Lemma 20. Under the assumptions of Proposition[d, we have that

1 3
V q < C(d,)\,O,f)—7 527
(IVu(@o)|)7 Sano. a Toi(20.90) 2 (5.27)

for any g > 1.

We prove both Lemmas [T9] and [20] in Section [5-4]

For now taking for granted Lemmas [19| and here is the argument for Lemma

Proof of Lemma[18 To obtain ([5.25) we separately consider the “inner” and “outer” contributions of the
integrand, corresponding to the domains By, /»(20) respectively O\ By, 2(zo).
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Starting with the inner contribution and, using (5.26) of Lemmawith Y =|Vh|, o= |x@mB%(zo)Vu|,

and W = w40 (y,) for v > 0 to be chosen later, we obtain that

2
/ <][ ‘XOmBL(mO)VuQ@Vh‘dy) dz
Re \J B.(x) Pl

1 P p—1
2 ’ -t 2 Pt P
< (/]Rd |Vh| Pw77,.+,.*o(wo)dx) (/}Rd W 1 r0 (20) o) |X@mB%(ZO)VU‘ dy dz )

Taking the g-th moment of both sides, we again use Holder’s inequality to the extent of

1

2 q\ 2q
<(/ (][ |XOQBL($O)VU®Vh|dy) do:) >
R4 B.(z) 2
20\ g . e 2q(p=1)
< VhPw, 40 (2 d T Vu? dy) dz)
= <</Rd| | w’Y» +rQ (o) ﬂf) > <</]Rd w'y,r+r9(w0) (][Bg(a:) ‘XOF‘IB%(JEO) u| y) 1') >

Using the definition of the weights (5.10)), that r > €, and applications of Holder’s and Jensen’s inequalities
(with the conditions ¢ > p/4(p — 1) and v > d(p — 1)), we treat the second term on the right-hand side as

) 51 2q(p—1) ﬁ
-1 N V 2 d d
< (/Rd w“/,T-FT*O(EO) (][;E (z) |XOI'TB%( 0) U" y) .T) >
1
~ P 2q9(p—1) \ 2q
,,,i? T p—1 p—1 I3
/ Wo (1 " (0)> (J[ Ixonsy Vil dy) d”)
Rd € Be(x) 2

1
be o gL\ S = e
S ’r’d(2p Y (1 + 7”*(580)) (’l"d/ W__x_p <][ |X(9ﬁBL (mO)Vu\Q dy) d$>
15 R p=1 Be(z) 2z
d(p—1) 79 (z0) 5 & 1 “
5 ro2p (1 + *O) T_d/ W__2_r (][ ‘XOQBL (IO)V’U/|2 dy) dz :
€ r: P B () K

Combining the previous estimates with ([5.27)) from Lemma [20| gives that

1
4q

1

2 q\ 2q¢
<(/ (][ |XOQBL(10)VU®Vh|dy> dx) >
R \J B, (z) 2
20\ @ a9\ 7
ch(d”\’o)rgz<(rd/ |Vh|2pw’y,7“+r9(;co)d1'> > <(1+T* (IO)) > )
R¢ €

notice that here we have used that we are on the “inner contribution”. To finish this estimate, we use ([5.13a))

to write
i 1
—d 2p 2» 2p v
r |Vh| Wey 1410 () AT Sy lg|*P da ,
O B (x0)

where we require that v < d(2p — 1)). Plugging this into (5.28]) yields

2 q %
<</ <][ }XOQBL(IO)VU(@Vh}dy) d;v) >
R4 B.(x) 2
1
o S\ %
SJ’)' qC(d,)\,O,f)r%E 1+ T (ZU()) ][ |g|2p dz 2 7
L € Br(zo)
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where the condition on « is that d(p — 1) <y < d(2p — 1).

The estimate for the outer contribution proceeds in a similar fashion. Replacing the radius r + r¢ (x0),
appearing in the weight with L 4+ r9(z¢) and again applying of Lemma [19| gives, using also again the
Hoélder inequality,

1

2 q 2q
<(/ (][ |X0\BL(IO)VM®Vh|dy) dx) >
R4 Be () 2
20\ 7
S (/ ‘Vh‘pr'y,L—&-rf(xo) dx)
O\B%(Io)nLBg
_P_ 2q(p—1) 4*1(,
(/ i <][ |Vul? dy) a dac) ’
X w U .
o\By@orp. TN @)

Writing L + rQ(zg) = L(@ + 1) and using that L > ¢, we get by the Holder inequality

- 2q(p—1) ﬁ
(/ w—ljl,urrg?(xo)(][ |VU|2dy> dﬂ?)
O\B (z0)+B-: Be(x)

o %1 %1 2q(p—1) ﬁ
S (/ w_vpL(l—i-r*(xo))p <][ |Vu|2dy>p dx) ’
O\By (wo)+B. "~ € Be()
dp—1) rO(zo)\ » \
SL 5p (1+ * 0 )
€
2 4a(p=1) \ 3¢
X <<Ld/ w,ﬂpL<][ Vu|2dy) dx) > .
O\B% (zo)+B- B.(z)

We then apply Jensen’s inequality and inject the estimate

4q SLq
<<][ Vudy) > < €00
Be(x)

(which follows from (5.27) of Lemma 20)), which yields

P 2q(p—1)

1
7T LD\
(/ w—ﬁ,L-‘rr?(JJo) <][ ‘VU‘Q dy) dx)
O\B%(%HBE B. ()
o da7\ 8
oo (14 2 FY
€

Combining the above estimates, we obtain that

2 q 24
<(/ (J[ |XO\BL(xO)VU®Vhdy> dx> >
R4 B.(z) 2

1
29\ 1q
< gCENO s <Ld/ IVR[Pw,, 140 (o) dx> <1 4+ (z0)
O\B%(zo)JrBE €
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From ([5.13a) we infer, using that r > ¢,

1 Y 1
B 2p r 2p T-'—T?x 2p 2p
(e VP o de) % (1) (CEEE) T (L jara)
O\B%(zO)“"Be Br(ibo)
%
P
e
B, (xo)

N
7N
s
~

J
3
7N
=
+
<3
*Q
R
(==}
S—
~~_
SR

Plugging this into ([5.30]), we obtain

2 q 2
<</ (][ |XO\BL(x0)VU®Vh|dy> dm) >
Rd \J B.(z) 2

L

o o R\ 1 %
SV qC(d,)\,(’))L% (T) (1 + Ty (330)> (][ |g‘2p dx) )
L € BT(IO)

Choosing 7 := d(p(2 — ) — 1) and combining this inequality with (5.29)) and (3.10]), we obtain ([5.25)) via the
triangle inequality. O

To prove Proposition [5| it remains to bound the second term on the right-hand side of (5.24]). For this
term we obtain:

Lemma 21. Adopt the assumptions of Proposition@ and let v1 and vy solve (5.4) and (5.5) respectively.

Then, for q > ﬁ, we have that

2 q 24
<</ (][ |(€i + V) @ (Vv + va)‘dy> dz) >
R \J B, ()
2qd(3p—2)

(1-B)4 o 2
_ 1 2 T (xo) 1
< gape( . - * 1
~dN0,fB8p T <dist(x0, 80) + 7,) < ( c + )

for any 1> > 0.

For the proof of this lemma we again use the Holder-like estimate (5.26)) from Lemma now in conjunction
with Corollary

471‘1 2q ﬁ
B.(0)

(5.31)

Proof. Throughout this argument we assume that p, ap, and oy are subject to the assumptions in Corollary
ie. that dip — 1) < ap < a1 —2p < a1 < d(2p — 1). Furthermore, we use the convention R :=
dist(z0, 00) + 7 + 19 (20).

Using with ¥ = |[V(v1 + v2)|, ¢ = |e; + V;|, and w = wqy, g we get

2
/ <][ |(61 + V(,ZSZ) ® (Vm + VUQ)| dy> dx
R4 B.(x)

1 P p—1

P _ 1 p—1 P

< ([ vt ea) ([ aid (f jervopa) ) "
R4 R4 Be(z)

Taking the g-th moment of both sides, we infer by (5.15) and (3.10) that

2 q
<</ (][ |(e; + Vi) @ (Vi + Vo) dy) dx) >
R4 B.(x)
121 P a(p—1)
2d(1-2p) dist(zq, 00) T _1 ) =1 e
Sao. ! o Tl "R i i )
~QQ,x1 r <( r +T9(.’L'O) + ‘/Rd Wa(J,R ]Z;E(I) ‘e +V¢ | dy dx
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Taking into consideration the following two bounds

<dist(:co,8(9) 1>1 < <di8t($o’ao) + 1>1 <rf(8xo) + 1>,

r+79(x0) r
|z — @0 - |z — o] (10 ()
— +1 <|—F"—F"+1 - +1

( R + - dist(xo,80)+r+ € )

both being a consequence of r > ¢, and then applying Holder’s inequality we obtain

<</Rd (][ l(ei + Vi) © (Vor + Vuy)| dy>2 dx>q>2q

Be(x)
1
ay 2q(axgtai) \ 4q
_ap p— dist T o Pt
4@ p2 : (dist(xo, 80) + 7’) d(zpl) <ls(x:,30) + 1> <(T* (;:0) + 1) >

r 2
| | ,%01 %1 2q(p—1) 4q
dist ~d £~ %o 1) ][ tel2dy) dz) .
g <(( it 00) £ [ ((dist@co,am ot o, VOTaldy) e

Next we apply Jensen’s inequality (using that ag > d(p — 1) and w > 1), to the extent of

50107@1

1

<(/]Rd <][ [(ei + Vi) @ (Vuy +V’Uz)|dy>2dx>q>2q

B. ()
2q(agtay)
—1

1-2p p—1 1 7% o P 4
- )(dist(x0,80)+r)[i(2;7)<(w+l> <<T (o) +1> >

roo2r
o { (distimn. 00) + )7d/ |z — a0 +1 ~51 ][ IV + -|2d qu
154 %o, : re \ (dist(zg, 00) + 1) Be(a) e '

<
~QQ,x1
L
4q

Using that, by the stationarity of V¢;,
2q 2q
<<][ V6. + esdy > - <(][ Vor-+ o) >
Be(x) B:(0)

for any z € R?, we find by setting a := d(p — 1) + Bdp and «; := d(2p — 1) — Bdp that

1
4q

<</]Rd (]és(x) |(e; + V) ® (Vor + Vg dy>2 dm)q>2q
1 )+ r>(1—ﬁ)g <(ri9(xo) + 1) 20d(3p-2) >4q <<]{BE(O) IVé; + e;]2 dx) 2q>

< p—Bd/2
oo dist(xq, 00 €

for0< B < % Note that to satisfy the condition oy < a; — 2p one needs d > 2.

With Lemmas [I8 and 21] in-hand, we are now ready to prove Proposition [B}
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Proof of Proposition[5 Combining (5.24) with (5.25)) of Lemma [18 and (5.31) of Lemma we obtain

((F — (F))2)%

cor{(Lf, ) ) )

Bd/2 (1_5)% 4
<aro.fppf @CENO) (E) I +¥(5)2
~GACL PP, r dist(zg, 00) dist(zg, 00) \r

1gd(p(2=p)—1) | 1q
* P
€

CEND) Bd/2 c 1-p)g
ta (r> dist(zo, 00)
2¢d(3p—2) \ g

(B V(L maaran))

Inserting the bounds on rf, (see e.g. for the whole space case, which by [I3] entails the corresponding
result for Hi; the case of bounded domains O is somewhat analogous will be treated explicitly in a future
work) this concludes the proof. O

1

5.4 Proofs of auxiliary lemmas for Proposition
We begin with the proof of Lemma [T9] which is an easy consequence of the Holder inequality.

Proof of Lemma[I9 We apply Holder’s inequality twice:

2
/ (][ sowdy) ar < [ (][ |¢2widy)(][ |w|2w%dy> de
Re \J B () Re \J B () B, (x)
o e N
< (L (L, wererran) ae) T ([ (oot an) ae)
R4 B.(x) R¢ Be(x)

The claim then follows from Jensen’s inequality. O

We now prove Lemma which uses the gradient estimate (B.4)) of Lemma [25 for u solving (3.11)).

Proof of Lemma[20, Step 1. We start with the case when z( is not close to the boundary, by assuming
dist(zg, 00) > 3e. Let 1 be a smooth cut-off function for O in its e-neighborhood, i.e. a smooth function
such that n = 1 on 90, n(z) = 0 if dist(z, 00) > ¢, and |Vn| < C(O)e~!. Then, letting w = u — nfe;, we
find that —V - (aVw) = V - (aV(nf¢;)) in O and w = 0 on dO. By (B.4), using the boundedness of a and
the definition of n (which implies uw = w in a neighborhood of z() we get

IV(nfei)l

|z — xo|?

[Vu(zg)| < C(a,xo)/OC(a,x) dz, (5.32)

with C(a, z) having stretched exponential moments. Using the notation O, := {z € O : dist(z, 00) < €}, we
obtain using Holder’s inequality

(Vo) ) < q0<dwf><< / C(a Z"iﬁ]ﬁ'dx) >

By Theorem [4 and the Caccioppoli inequality applied to z; + ¢; we know that

][ Vil? dz < C(a, o) (5.33)
Ba(IO)
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for some random field C with bounded streched exponential moments. Covering O, by balls of radius & (of
which at most C(d) cover any given point) and using [V (nfé;)| < C(f)|Vi| + C(f)|d:|, we deduce

e

1
- Ng < C@rOf) =
(IVu(zo)|9) e < g £ + dist (g, 00)

Step 2. It remains to prove the result in case dist(zg,00) < 3e¢. Consider again w := u — nf¢;. Since in
this case xq is close to (or even contained in) the support of V(nf¢;), we now define wq as the solution of
=V - (aVwy) = V- (aV(nfdi)XBs. (0))) With wg = 0 on 90, and w; := w — wp. Combining the energy
estimate for wy with we get that

<(][ |wg|2>> <o,
Bg(i?o)ﬂo

which by Lemma and the regularity of the corrector ¢ contained in Lemmaimplies that <|Vwo(x0)\q>% <
Cq®. Since zg is 3¢ away from the support of XBg._(x0), a0 argument analogous to Step I gives that

<|Vw1(xo)|q>% < Cq®. Combining the two previous estimates then yields (|Vw(x0)|q>§ < Cq“. To complete
the argument we then make use of Theorem [f] and Lemma
O

6 Argument for Proposition [} Bound for expectation of weighted
average of the boundary layer

6.1 Proof of Proposition [6]

For our proof of Proposition |§| we first express (F},,) in terms of h € Hlloc(H‘i), which is the decaying

solution of ~
-V (@*Vh)=V.-g inH%,

6.1
h=0 on aHi. (6.1)

Notice h is the homogenized solution corresponding to the heterogeneous solution A solving —V - (a*Vh) =
V - g. We, in particular, have the following identity:

Lemma 22. Adopting the assumptions of Pmposz'tionla and letting h solve (6.1]), we have that
Vo, - gdx ) = / <vei : (qs;a* - o;> > V;hdz, (6.2)
Hi |:J;(J)‘—2T,J)d‘+27‘} xRd—1

We prove Lemma [22)in Section [6.2] below and first show how it entails Proposition [6]

forj=1,...,d.

Proof of Proposition[f. Using Lemma [22] and the Holder estimate we obtain that

Vo, - gdx S/ v, 2 3
’< Hi > [rcoi—2r,m§+2r] S Rd—1 <‘ | > <

Using our assumption (3.14]) on the decay of |V;| as well as the corrector bounds from Theorem 4] we then

obtain
’< Vo, - gdw>
A

)" Ivo;hlda. (6.3)

sja” —o;

1N\ —n
< (1 + x") (/ Vo, dz
€ [13—27’,1&—}-27’] ><Q4T(:v(‘l)

(6.4)
v
[mé—Zr,xé—lﬂr} X (Rdfl\QM(x(‘)‘ )

35



where Q4T(xy)) is the d — 1-dimensional box in 8Hi of side length 4r centered at x(l)‘.

Treating the first term on the right-hand side of (6.4)) is a simple matter of using the Holder inequality
and the energy estimate applied to a differentiated form of (6.1)):

2

|VO,h|dz < r? IVO,h[? dz (6.5)
J J
[ré—Qr,zé +2r] ><Q4T(:v(‘)‘ I:Ié‘—Q’r‘,I(J)‘ +2r] ><Q4T(xg

. 3 (B310)
<rz2 (/ |Vg|2 dx) < gt (6.6)
Rd

In order to handle the second term on the right-hand side of (6.4]) we notice that, denoting by G* the Green’s
function associated with the operator —V - a*V and letting & be the matrix associated with the reflection

with respect to 8Hi, i.e.
d

6:—€1®€1+Z€j®€j,

=2

we can write

h(z) := /H

Using this in combination with the classical estimates on the homogenized Green function G* and its deriva-
tives yields the following bound for x ¢ supp(g) and k € Np:

, (C_v’*(:v —y) = G*(z - 6y)>V ~g(y)dy = /Hd (VG*(x —y) - 6VGE*(z — 6y)> -g(y)dy. (6.7)

- ||g||L1(Hd)
VFh(2)| < - : 6.8
V| % Fotlz, supple) (6:)
Therefore, using the Poincaré and the Holder inequalities, we get
/ |vajﬁ| dr < ||g||L1(Hd)T/ |1'H - xy)rd*ldxu
(=8 —2rad +2r] x (R1\Qur () 0 ra1\Qu (sl (6.9)

_1 0, ) 3 B9 »
Sl ey ST (/ lg] dx) <
+ R

Inserting (6.5)) and into (6.4)) yields (3.17]). O

[N

6.2 Proof of auxiliary lemma for Proposition [6]

Proof of Lemma[23 The proof is divided in four Steps. In Step 1, we establish the identity

V- gdx = / Vo, - ((ﬁa* — a;)Vaifz dz
e

d
g

+ / ((15;61 -aVl; — ¢ieq - a* (6]‘ + V(b;))ajﬁds
oHe

(6.10)
- (biel . ajV@szS
omd
= .[1 + IQ + .[5
Then, we show that h satisfies the following identity:
/ VEhdS =0 for all k € N\ {0} and R € [0, 2r) U (4r, +00). (6.11)
Rel-‘raHi

For the proof of (6.11]), we proceed in two steps: in Step 2, we only consider derivatives 9; V'hforj=2,...,d,
and, in Step 3, we retrieve the case j = 1. In Step 4 we take the expected value and use stationarity in the
tangential direction to conclude.
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Step 1 : Argument for (6.10) By classical computations, denoting the two-scale expansion as

=R+ ¢}0;h, (6.12)
we have that _
~V - (a*Vh) =V g+ V- ((c] — ¢;a*)VO;h) in HY. (6.13)
Therefore,
/ V0 -gdz "= — [ V0, (a*Vh+ (07 - ¢5a”)VO;R) da
“ o (6.14)

- / bier - (" Vi + (07 — 67a") V1) dS.
omd
Also, we remark that, by (L.4]), (6.1), and (6.12)) we have

y V0, - a*Vhdz = — - ¢ler - aV; 9;hdS,
+ +

and

/ bie1 - (" + (o7 — ¢la*) VO;R)dS = /
oHd

92‘61 -a* (ej + quj)ajﬁdS +/ 91‘61 aj*Vé)ﬁdS
oHL

d
oHl

As a consequence, inserting the two above identities into (6.14]) and recalling that 6; = ¢; on 8Hi yields
(6.10)).

Step 2 : Argument for (6.11)) for tangential derivatives. Let R € R, j =2,...,d, and k € Ng. We
show that

/ 9;VFhdsS = 0. (6.15)
Rel+6Hi

To show (/6.15]), we make use of the divergence theorem and the decay to the extent of

/ 9;VFhdS| < limsup / 9;VFh(R, z!dz!
Rey+0H? oo |JRd-1
= lim sup / V*h(R, x“)(ej -n)dS(z!
Itoo  |Jo[-1,1)4-1

< C(r) limsup 1472]~4F1=F = .
1o

Step 3 : Argument for (6.11) for perpendicular direction. Let R € [0,2r) U (4r,400). Notice that,

since the support of g is isolated from Req +8Hi, we have that V-aVh = 0 in a neighborhood of Re; —l—@H’i.
Differentiating this equation k times yields

dnalalvkh(l‘) = — Z &ijaﬁjvkﬁ(x) for all z € Rey + 3]1%11
(1,9)#(1,1)

Using the previous result and that a is uniformly elliptic, (6.15)) entails
/ 0,0, V*hdS = 0. (6.16)
Rel+6Hi
Therefore, for establishing (6.11)), it only remains to show that

/ O1hdS = 0. (6.17)
R81+8Hi
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We retrieve this via an indirect argument, remarking that, by (6.15)) and since a* is elliptic, it suffices to
establish

/ (aVh)-e dS = 0. (6.18)
R€1+8Hi

Here comes the argument for (6.18). Since g is compactly supported in the interior of H‘i, by the
divergence theorem, we obtain

—/ V-&Vﬁdmz/ V-gdmz/ g-ndS =0,
[R,RH1] x [—1,[]d—1 [R,RH1] x [—1,]]4—1 o([RR+Ux[~1,1)4-1)
for | > 4r. Using once more the divergence theorem yields
/ V-&Vﬁdm:—/ e1-avVhdsS
[R,R+1]x[—1,1]4~1 {R}yx[=1,]4—1
+ / n-avhds (6.19)
[R, R+ x[—1,1]4—1

+/ e1 -aVhdS.
{R+1} x[~1,]41

By , the second and third terms on the right-hand side are controlled as follows

/ n-aVhdsS +/ er-aVhdS| < C(r)id-t=4 <o), (6.20)
[R, R4 xd[—1,1]4-1 {RA1) x[—1,1]4-1
so that, letting ! 1 co and using (6.2)), we retrieve (6.18)) as
/ e1 - aVhdS = lim el - aVhdS =0.
R61+8Hi oo {R}X[_lal]d71

Step 4 : Argument for (6.2) Taking the expectation of (6.10), we get

< Vel . gd$> =: <Il> + <IQ> + <13> . (621)
By
We first show that
(Iz) = (I3) = 0, (6.22)
and then that
(1) = / (V6; - (20" — 07)) VO,hda. (6.23)
[2r,4r] xRI—1

Indeed, the identity (6.2)) is obtained by inserting (6.22]) and (6.23)) into (6.21]).

Here comes the argument for (6.22). Using the stationarity of a*, V0, ¢, ¢; and o with respect to
tangential shifts, we may define the (constant) tensors

{Mj = ((¢1e1 - aVh; — dier - a* (e + V1)) (0)),
Njj = — <(¢i€1 : U;ek)(0)> )

and rewrite (I5) and (I3) as

<I2> = Mj ajiLdS and <I3> = Njk 8j8kﬁd5
8Hi 6Hi

Hence, (6.11) immediately entails (6.22)).
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Last, we show (/6.23)). Taking the expectation of I, we obtain

(Il):/Hd< (¢5a* —07)) VO hda.

+

By (6.11] -, since <V9 (gb*a* — o} )> (7) only depends on x* (by the stationarity of Vé;, ¢;,a*, and o7 in all
directions but e;), we may rewmte the above integral as

(h) = / (VO - (¢5a" - U;))(:EJ',O» </ Vaiﬁ(xl,xl)dﬂ)dxj‘.
0 Rd—1
Using then yields (6.23). 0O

here

7 Proof of Theorem {1

Proof of Theorem[]] Since our result is for Hi, we may assume € = 1. As already discussed in Section it
only remains to upgrade (3.6) of Corollary [3]into the desired Throughout this proof, m > 0 is generic
and may change from line to line. We separately consider the two cases rp- < 8 and zy > 8 ~we start with
the first case.

For z3 < 8 we begin by applying of Lemma [11{ to §; — ¢;, also taking the g-th moment of both
sides. After an additional application of Holder’s inequality this yields

sup  {|VO;(z)|) (7.1)

IGBl/Q(Ig)mHi

1
q\ 24 1
< g™ 12 24
S4q / Vo, da:) < aveil|*%, . > ]
|: < ( Bg(xo)ﬂHi ‘ | H ||(CO NnL )(Bz(xo)ﬂﬂ'ﬂ )

In this case, Proposition [1| bounds the first term on the right-hand side as

%

q q

(/ |V, |? dx) <q™.
Bg(xU)I’THi

The second term on the right-hand side of (7.1]) is bounded using Theorem [4| and Lemma [23] as

m

<||Clv¢7,||2q> (co amLoo)(B+(zO)de) S q

This finishes our treatment of the case xé- <8.

In the case zg > 8 we use the pointwise gradient bound for a-harmonic functions given in (B.3)) of

Proposition (which we apply to 0; for r := R := éxé, so that 6; is not required to satisfy any boundary

conditions) to upgrade (3.6) of Corollary |3 to

1

q\ 2a ol —d/2+6
(198, (o)1) < (f |veﬂdx) < qm<1 + ) .
Bzé/s(mo)ﬁHi €

This finishes our argument. O
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A Regularity of random elliptic operators on R? and corrector
estimates

Here we first summarize the contents of the large-scale regularity results Theorems 1 and 2 of [I8], which
hold under the assumptions (A1)-(A3).

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions (A1) — (A3) be satisfied. Then there ezists a random field r* = r*(a,x) such
that ™ has stretched exponential moments in the sense of (2.3|) with the following property: Let u € Hlloc(Rd)
be a-harmonic in Br(z) for R >0 and x € R?, i. e. suppose that u satisfies

-V (aVu) =0 in  Bgr(x).

Then for any v, R with R > r > r*(x,a) > 0 we have the estimate
][ |Vul|? dy < C |Vul|? dy. (A1)
B, (z) Bpgr(x)

In our argument, we have used the following estimate for the first-order homogenization corrector that
has been proven in [I9, Theorem 2] under the assumption that the ensemble satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality.
The result can be found in the more general setting of homogenization for nonlinear uniformly elliptic systems
under the assumption that the ensemble satisfies a spectral gap in [I2] Corollary 15]. For the degenerate
linear elliptic setting see [7].

Theorem 4 (Corrector estimates in stochastic homogenization). Under Assumption (A1)-(A3) and for
d > 3, there exists a random field C(a,x) with stretched exponential moments in the sense (2.3)) such that

swp (£ 1oP+ioP ) <o (A2)
r>e B, (z)

holds for any x € R<.
Relying in addition on Assumption (A4), we also obtain small-scale regularity properties of the correctors.

Lemma 23 (Regularity of the correctors on small scales). Let Assumptions (A1)—-(A4) be satisfied. Then
for any 0 < v < v and any xo € RY there exists a random constant C(a,xq) with a uniform bound on suitable

stretched exponential moments
<exp (C(a,xo)l/C/C>> <2

with C' depending possibly on v but not on xy such that the following is true: The estimates

_ 8l
Vi) — V()] < Clazo) 2
and

T — x9|”
Voiua) ~ Vouge(w)] < Ca,a) 2220

hold for any x,y € Be(x0). o
Furthermore, for any 0 < v < v and any y € O there exists a random constant C(a,y) with a uniform
bound on suitable stretched exponential moments

<exp (c<a,y>1/0/c)> <2

with C depending possibly on 7 but not on y such that the following is true: The estimate

|z —y|”

VOi(2) = VOi(y)l < Cla,y)—

holds for any holds for any x € O with | — zo| < e.
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Proof. Relying on Assumptions (A1) and (A4), for any 2o € R there exists a small enough radius p > 0
with E[exp((e/p)/€/C)] < 2 such that by classical Schauder theory we have for any a-harmonic function u
in B,,(a:o)

IVl e, o)) < c(][ Vuzdx).
B.(z0)

Applying this bound to the a-harmonic function z; + ¢; and using a covering argument to cover an e-ball and
inserting the bound , we arrive at our estimates for ¢;. Given the regularity bound for ¢;, the argument
for 041, is similar, though we now need to account for a right-hand side. The bounds for 6; are analogous
to the case of ¢;, possibly (depending on the location of xy) also making use of boundary regularity via
Schauder theory as well as the bound on V#; from Proposition O

B Regularity estimates for random elliptic operators on a domain

In this section we establish regularity properties for a-harmonic functions on domains with homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary conditions. Recall that on large scales random elliptic operators are subject to a mean-
value type property. Combining the large-scale regularity properties with classical Schauder theory on

microscopic scales r < ms, we arrive at the following regularity result.

Proposition 24. Adopt the assumptions (A1) - (A3) and let O be either a bounded CV'-domain or HY
and, for 0 < R < ¢(O)diam(O) and zo € O, let u € HL (O) solve

—V - (aVu)=0 in Bgr(zo)NO, B.1)
u=0 on Bpr(rg)NoO. ’

Then there exists a random field 1 (a,x), defined on Q x O, that is stationary with respect to tangential
shifts and such that %’ has stretched exponential moments in the sense of (2.3)) with C = C(d, A\, O) and

][ |Vu|? dz §d7>\,0][ |Vu|? dz (B.2)
ONB,(z0) ONBRr(zo)

for any R > r > rk(a,zo) > 0. o
If additionally the assumption (A4) holds, then there exists a random field C(a,x), defined on Q x O,
with stretched exponential moments in the sense of (2.3) with C' = C(d, A\, v, a, O) such that

2

V()| < C(a,xo)(][ |Vu|2dx> (B.3)

B, (zo)NO
holds for any 0 <r < R.

Proof. As we do not require the result in bounded domains O for our present work, we defer the proof in
the case of bounded domains to a future paper and only provide the proof for @ = R? as well as O = Hi.
Under the assumptions (A1)-(A3), in the whole space case © = R? the mean value property has
been established e. g. in [I§]; in the half-space case O = Hi, the estimate was proven in [13]. It only remains
to show . To this aim, note that Assumption (A4) entails that classical Schauder theory is applicable
£

on scales r < IEDL where C(z() again has stretched exponential moments. We obtain for r < ﬁ

|

2

Vuleo)| < Clazo)(f

|Vul? dx)
B, (zo)NO

)

Applying this estimate for r» = ey and combining it with the bound (B.3) for » = r}(a, x¢), we arrive at
B3). O
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For use in the proof of Proposition [5| (see Lemmas [14] and , we slightly post-process Proposition |24 to
give the following gradient bound:

Lemma 25. Let the assumptions (A1) — (A4) be satisfied and O be a bounded C*' domain or Hi, and
u € HE _(O) a weak solution of
-V -(aVu)=V-g+f in0O,
u =0, on 00

where for O = Hi the homogeneous Dirichlet data in the far-field is meant as a decay condition. Then there
exists a random field C(a, x) that is stationary with respect to tangential shifts and with stretched exponential
moments in the sense of (2.3|) with constant C' = C(d, A\, a, O) such that

g| + | f| dist(z, 00
Vuteo) <Claza) [ Claa) 2 IR0 g, (B.4)
for all xg € O.
Proof. Let w be the solution to the dual problem
-V (a*Vw) =V, inO, (B.5)

w=20 on 00.

By standard arguments and using the Holder regularity of a around zg, it can be shown that (B.5) has a
unique non-growing solution. We then have that

Vu(zg) = /O(g -Vw — fw)dz, (B.6)

and hence just need to obtain appropriate estimates for w. For any y € O with the notation r := % dist(y, o),
estimate (B.3|) provides the bound

V() < o) (f |w2d$>; (B.7)

B, (y)nO

In order to estimate the right-hand side we let 1 be a continuous vector-field supported in B,.(y) N O and let
v € H} _(O) be weak solution of
-V (aVv)=V -9 in O,
v=20 on 00.
We then have

/77~de36:—/ aVv-dex:—/ a*Vw - Vudz = Vou(xg). (B.8)
o o o

Again applying estimate (B.3), now to v which is a-harmonic in Bz (z¢), and using the energy estimate for
v, we deduce

|Vv|2dx> <C(a,xo)rg</ |n2dx) . (B.9)
(wo)ﬂO O

Rewriting (B.7) using the dual formulation of the H'-norm and inserting (B-8) and , we infer
1

V(e < Cla,ao)

Br
2

IVuw(y)| < C(a,y)r=? sup / n-Vwdz < C(a,y)C(a,z0)—7- (B.10)
n:suppnCB.(y),[ [n2<17 0O |y — ol
Furthermore, since w = 0 on 90, we get that
dist(y, 002
lw(y)| < C(a7y)C(a,wo)7( ) (B.11)

|y*$0\d -

Inserting (B.10) and (B.11)) in (B.6), we infer (B.4). O
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C Proof of the weighted Meyers estimate in Lemma

Proof of Lemma[T]. As already mentioned, the lemma has already been shown in the case O = R? in [6]
Lemma 7]. Therefore, we only need to consider the cases O = Hi or O being an arbitrary bounded C*:'-
domain. Notice that for bounded domains @ we may assume that R < C(Q), since otherwise and
5.12|) hold trivially as a result of the energy estimate and the Meyers estimate for and the definition
5.10). For our argument, for f, F' € L?(0), let vy, v1 € HE(O) be (if O = Hi, decaying) solutions of

-V - (a*Vuy) =V -Fand — V- (a*Vvy) = f both on O, with vg,v; =0 on 90. (C.1)

We, furthermore, introduce a domain dependent dyadic decomposition: Choose 7 such that dist(zq,00) =
1.5 x 2% x 7 for some k € Ny and 7 ~ R, and let H be the largest H such that O N Bayjz(xg) is either a ball
or is approximately the intersection of a half-space with a ball for all 0 < j < H. In the case that O = Hff_
we have that H = oo, whereas H ~ — log,(7) when O is a bounded C''''-domain. We then introduce

{lz — zo| < 27} for j =0,
A= {2j77<|x—x0\§2j+177}ﬂ(’) for 0 < j < H,
O\ Baiz(xo) for j = H.

The proof then proceeds in three steps:

Step 1: For vy solving (C.1)), the estimate

} X :
(/A |Vv0|2dx> <> (2—lk—id/A F?dx) (C.2)
J k=0 k

holds. As we will see, this follows via minor adaptions of [6l, Lemma 7, (43)]: We makes use of the large-
scale mean-value property for a-harmonic functions on the half-space [I3, Theorem 2, (17)] or on a bounded
C11-domain (the proof of the latter we defer to a future work).

To show the estimate , we proceed by duality: Let p € L?(O;R?) be supported in A; and normalized
in the sense that [|p||r2(0) = 1, and let w € H}}, (O) solve

V-(@Vw)=V-p on0O, withn-aVw =0 on 00. (C.3)
Additionally using (C.1)), we have that

/Vvoopdx:/Vv0~andx:/a*Vv0~dex:f/Vw~de,
o} 1] o o

whereby it only remains to show that

/ F-Vwdz| < (2—dlk—jl/ |F|2dx) . (C.4)
Ak Ak

We first treat the case that k < j + 1, which case showing that

N

/ |Vw|? dz < (2F7)4 (C.5)
Ag
is enough. In the case that j < k < j + 1 this follows directly from the energy estimate for (C.3). For the
case that k < j, we use that w is a-harmonic in Byj—17(z¢) N O:
Bk s no .
/ |Vw|* dz < / \Vw|* dz < Barr(20) NOL |Vw|* dz < 2d<’f—ﬂ>][ |F|* da.
A B,k - (0)NO |B2jflf(x0) N O| B,j—1:(z0)NO Ak

Notice that in the first and second inequalities above we have used that neither k£ nor j — 1 = H —in the
second inequality we have also used the appropriate mean-value property. In the last inequality we have
used the definition of H and normalization of p.
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We then consider the case that k > j + 1, and let wy, solve
V- (a*Vwg) =V -(xa,F) onO, withn-aVw =0 on 00. (C.6)
In combination with (C.3)), (C.6]) implies that

/ Vwk~pdm:/Vwk'pdx:/Vw'a*Vwkdx: Vw - Fdzx.
Aj o o A

Using the normalization of the vector-field p, we then obtain

< (/ Vwk|2dx) )
A

J

Vw - Fdx
Ag

Since we have that wy, is a*-harmonic on Byr-1;(20) N O, we may apply the appropriate mean-value property
to obtain

(/ |Vwk|2dx> < (/ |Vwk|2dx>
A; Byjp(20)NO

< ( |B2jf(x0) m(9|
~ |BQkflf(x0) N O| sz,1f(xg)mo

< (g(jk)d/ ]2 da:) :
Ag

Notice that we have again used that k # H and j — 1 # H, and also the definition of H.

|Vwy|? dx)

Step 2: For vy solving (C.1)), the estimate

;. A . 4 , 3
(/A |V’U1|2 d$> S E ((k _ ])+ + 1)|A0‘E (2_|k—_]d+2maxk7] /A |f| dw) (C'])
j = k

J k=0

holds. This follows via minor adaptions of the argument for [0, Lemma 7, (44)]. In particular, it follows
from (C.2)) and uses that |A;| ~ |A|27¢ —which is also true for Ay, thanks to how we have defined H .

Step 3: We now conclude. Beginning with the argument for (5.11]), we assume that f; = 0 and notice that
the standard Meyers estimate applied on each A; gives:

(][ |W|2pdx> "< <][+|Vv|2dx> + <][+ F0|2pdm) (C.8)
A; A7 A

where we use the convention

AgU A4, if j =0,
A;_ = AjfluAjUAjJrl 1f0<]<H,
Ay 1UAg if j =H.

By the definition of w,, r and our choice of 7, we know that wy, g < 220U+ on A; and 2900~V < w, g
on Aj uniformly for j # 0, H. For j = 0 we have that 1 < wa, g on Ag and way r S 2% on A; in the
case that O is a bounded C*!-domain, for j = H we have that 277 ~ 1 so that R~ < w,, g on Ay and
Wao, R S RT on A;{I, where we emphasize that the constants depends on . These observations allow us
to smuggle-in the weight w,, r and sum over j to the extent of

H D
L9 e £ [ 1P e+ Y g 4, ([ 7).
i=0 /

7 3
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To complete the argument one now observes that by (C.2)), we have for any 7 > 0 small enough
H

P
> (i, )l ([ (90?a)
° Aj A
Jj=0 7
H H 1/2\ 2p
< Zanj(QjR)(l—P)d(Z (Q—k—jld/ |F0|2 dm) )
j=0 k=0 Ar

H
900d (23 R)(1-)d 9~ Ik=ilp(d=7) ok R dlr—1) / |Fo|2P da
k=0 Ak

A

<
I
o

<Y 200k (2R R)(ImR)d(C2k Ryl / | Fol* dz
k=0 Ax

< / |Fo| 2wy, 5 e (C.9)
O

Here, in the penultimate estimate the bound pd > ag + (1 — p)d or equivalently ap < d(2p — 1) entered.
We move on to the argument for ((5.12)). For this we assume that Fy = 0 and apply the version of Meyers’
estimate for non-divergence form equations on each A;. This gives:

(£ 1vetrae)” < (f 19epar) +1a0(f ihprac)”,
Ay A Af

where we use that [A;|7 ~ |Ag|427 and 27 < %\ + 1 to further write

H P
/ |V’U|2pdg;§|A0‘%Tp/ |f0|2Pwa0+2p’Rdm+Z(H}AaxwamR>Aj|1—p</ |Vv2dx) .
o o = j A,

J
Showing that

H

P
> (mcsconr ) 14517 ([ 190 an) 1 ¥ [ 1o, nd (©10)
=0 Aj A o
finishes the argument. The relation (C.10) follows from (C.7) and can be found in Step 2 of [0, Lemma 7]
—the argument requires that ap < a3 —2p and a7 < d(2p — 1). O

D Exponentially localized boundary layer

We define the massive approximation for the boundary layer corrector #7 (with a localization parameter
T < oo, the boundary layer corrector 6; being recovered in the limit 7' — o0) as

1 .
~V - (aVOl) + szT =0 in HY, (D.1a)
07 =¢;  on OHL. (D.1b)

We remark that, thanks to the massive term %HiT, (D.1)) is easily solvable. In particular, for any z¢ € aHi

one first solves (D.1)) with the boundary data GiT’R = ¢I'x(Br(z0)), where Br(zo) is a d — 1-dimensional
ball in 8Hi. To pass to the limit R — oo and to obtain the independence of the limit on the base point z,
the following exponentially localized energy estimate is used:

Lemma 26 (Exponentially localized energy estimate). Assume that a satisfies the condition (A1) andT > 0
and L > VT. Let u € HE (H%) be a weak solution of

1
—V-(aVu)—i—Tu:V-F i HY,

u=g on 5‘H‘j_,

(D.2)
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where g is the trace of g € H (H?) and F € L} (H), such that u, F, and g satisfy

loc

lim sup R~* <][ +(|u| +|Vu| + |F| + |g| + |Vg|)2> =0 (D.3)
BR

k—o0

for some k € Ng. Then for 0 < v < ¢(d, \) we find that

[ (9P + ) expl=lal/ D)
* (D.4)
</ (v + P+ |FP) exp(~z/L).

Proof. Letting n = exp(—v|z|/L), we test (D.2)) with n(u — g). We remark that testing with this function
may be justified via approximation using (D.3)). After making use of L > +/T and Young’s inequality, this
yields

1
/ (IVal? + L Juf)nde
H T

d
+

SJ/
g

C
< [ n(avu 4 iz + 21+ oIl + ClF? ) a
+

1
<77Vu -aVg+ (u—g)Vn-aVudr + 71U + (u—g)Vn-F+nV(u—yg)- F) dz

Choosing a small enough + and absorbing the terms involving u and Vu then yields the claim. O
We remark that the estimate (D.4) yields the uniqueness of a sublinear solution 67 to the localized

boundary layer corrector problem

-V (aVOH)+ 6] =0  inHY,

which has the consequence that the stationarity of §7 with respect to shifts parallel to 6]1-]1?r follows from the
stationary of ¢; and a. Passing to the limit T — oo, this observation can be used to prove the following:

Lemma 27. Let d > 3 and let (-) be a stationary ensemble of uniformly elliptic and bounded coefficient
fields subject to assumptions (A1)-(A3); in particular, assume the spectral gap inequality of assumption
(A3). Let ¢; denote the (standard) homogenization corrector and let HY be a half-space. Then there exists
a random field 0; that is stationary with respect to tangential shifts, whose realizations are almost surely of
class Hlloc(H‘i), and that solves the boundary layer corrector equation

~V - (aVb;) =0 in  H,
0i = i on OHY.

Furthermore, for any xqy € (’9]HI‘flF the field 0; satisfies
</OO V6, (20 + z)2dz> <1 (D.5)
0
Proof. Observe that it suffices to show
</OOO|V0iT(x0+z)2+;|9f(xo+z)|2dz> <1, (D.6)
then follows by passing to the limit 77 — oo. The equation however is a straightforward

consequence of taking the expected value in (D.4)) for ¢ = (¢; (¢ being a standard cutoff being equal to one
on aHi and zero outside of 8Hi + By), using stationarity as well as , and passing to the limit v — 0. U
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