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SEDIMENTATION OF RANDOM SUSPENSIONS
AND THE EFFECT OF HYPERUNIFORMITY

MITIA DUERINCKX AND ANTOINE GLORIA

ABSTRACT. This work is concerned with the mathematical analysis of the bulk rheology
of random suspensions of rigid particles settling under gravity in viscous fluids. Each
particle generates a fluid flow that in turn acts on other particles and hinders their
settling. In an equilibrium perspective, for a given ensemble of particle positions, we
analyze both the associated mean settling speed and the velocity fluctuations of indi-
vidual particles. In the 1970s, Batchelor gave a proper definition of the mean settling
speed, a 60-year-old open problem in physics, based on the appropriate renormalization
of long-range particle contributions. In the 1980s, a celebrated formal calculation by
Caflisch and Luke suggested that velocity fluctuations in dimension d = 3 should diverge
with the size of the sedimentation tank, contradicting both intuition and experimental
observations. The role of long-range self-organization of suspended particles in form of
hyperuniformity was later put forward to explain additional screening of this divergence
in steady-state observations. In the present contribution, we develop the first rigorous
theory that allows to justify all these formal calculations of the physics literature.
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1.1. General overview. The present article constitutes the first rigorous analysis of the
bulk sedimentation of a random suspension of rigid particles in a Stokes fluid in a large
tank. We place ourselves in a quasistatic setting where inertial forces are neglected. Given
particle positions {z,}, in an (experimental) tank, the corresponding instantaneous ve-
locities {V}, },, are obtained by solving the steady Stokes equation with suitable conditions
at the particle boundaries, cf. Section 1.3. Following the physical contributions by Smolu-
chowski [71]|, Burgers [13, 14|, and Batchelor [8|, we place ourselves in an equilibrium
perspective, and we assume that particle positions {z,}, are distributed according to a
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known random ensemble and we analyze the corresponding random ensemble of veloci-
ties {V,, }n. We specifically focus on the mean settling speed E [V},] and on velocity fluctu-
ations Var [V,,]. Under suitable mixing assumptions, we recover all the predictions of the
physics literature, cf. Sections 1.2 and 1.4, and correctly capture in particular the effect
of the long-range self-organization of particles in form of hyperuniformity. While these
predictions [70, 8, 16, 45| are based on a simplified linear pairwise analysis, cf. Section 2.6,
the key difficulty to treat the original model stems from the multibody and nonlinear na-
ture of hydrodynamic interactions in combination with the crucial analysis of stochastic
cancellations. The mathematical merits of this contribution are mainly threefold:

e Sensitivity calculus: In the spirit of Malliavin calculus, we analyze the sensitivity of
the fluid velocity with respect to the random ensemble of particle positions. More pre-
cisely, local changes in the latter are shown to generate two effects on the fluid velocity:
a linear response (similar to the simplified linear pairwise analysis used in the physics
literature, cf. Section 2.6) and a nonlinear response (related to hydrodynamic interac-
tions). Our analysis establishes a difference of locality between these two effects: the
linear response is less local by one length scale, and therefore dominates the nonlin-
ear response. This suggests that assumptions such as hyperuniformity that improve
the scalings in the linear analysis should yield a similar improvement for the original
nonlinear model. This is quite surprising as it would not be true in the more classical
setting of stochastic homogenization of linear elliptic equations, cf. Section 2.7.

e Hyperuniformity: In order to cope with the nonlinearity of hydrodynamic interactions
and rigorously exploit the above sensitivity calculus, we appeal to functional inequal-
ities on the probability space as a convenient form of nonlinear mixing condition.
While hyperuniformity expresses the suppression of large-scale density fluctuations
and is usually defined in terms of the pair correlation function of the random point
process, cf. Appendix A, we need to devise functional inequalities that are compatible
with hyperuniformity. For that purpose, in line with the multiscale variance inequali-
ties that we introduced in 21, 22] for point processes, we introduce here a new family
of hyperuniform variance inequalities, cf. assumption (Hyp™) below. We believe that
these functional inequalities, which provide a versatile tool for the rigorous analysis of
nonlinear hyperuniform systems, are of independent interest.

o Annealed regularity: Due to the nonlinearity of hydrodynamic interactions, the anal-
ysis critically requires fine regularity results on the steady Stokes equation with a
random suspension. Although deterministic regularity results could be used, the lat-
ter always require a large enough minimal interparticle distance — which is physically
an unsatisfying restriction —, whether they are based on the reflection method [42,
40, 55, 41| or on other perturbative ideas [31], cf. Section 1.5. In contrast, in this
work, we take advantage of randomness and rely on a new family of non-perturbative
annealed regularity results, cf. Section 4.2.2, to which the companion article [20] is
dedicated. Using such refined analytical tools inspired by the quantitative theory of
stochastic homogenization of divergence-form linear elliptic equations, we fully take
into account hydrodynamic interactions for the first time in a non-dilute regime.

We start this introduction by reviewing the physics literature. Next, we introduce the
precise Stokes system that we study in the present work, we give an informal statement
of our main results, and briefly discuss the relation to previous works in the mathematics
literature. Precise assumptions and rigorous statements are postponed to Section 2.
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1.2. Review of the physics literature. A linear analysis of the Stokes equation shows
that each particle in a Stokes fluid generates a long-range flow disturbance, which only
decays as O(r?>~9) with the distance r. Any naive summation of particle contributions
would therefore diverge as O(L?) in a tank of size L, in particular leading to the erro-
neous conclusion that the mean settling speed would not be a well-defined bulk quantity
and would depend on the size and shape of the tank. This paradox remained an open
problem for 60 years since the work of Smoluchowski [71] in 1912, despite several notable
attempts by Burgers [13, 14]. The correct screening of hydrodynamic interactions was first
unravelled by Batchelor [8] in the 1970s (see also the revisited approaches by Hinch [38]
and Feuillebois [26]), which formally shows that the mean settling speed is well-defined in
dimension d > 2, and further establishes a dilute expansion at small volume fraction. The
divergence is screened by a macroscopic backflow that appears as a multiparticle effect.

The next step towards the rheology of sedimenting suspensions is the analysis of velocity
fluctuations of individual particles, which is viewed as an intermediate step towards the
understanding of hydrodynamic diffusion, e.g. [57]. In the 1980s, Caflisch and Luke [16]
argued that for a random suspension of particles, despite Batchelor’s renormalization,
velocity fluctuations should diverge linearly in the size of the tank in dimension d = 3,
which would again contradict both intuition and steady-state experimental observations.
As pointed out by Caflisch and Luke [16], this divergence is strongly related to the standard
assumption that particle positions are maximally disordered (that is, uniformly distributed
in the tank and independent up to volume exclusion), suggesting that long-range order
might drastically change the conclusion.

This was made precise by Hinch [39] in form of the scaling analysis of a “blob model”,
where particles are assumed to be organized in large correlated regions, constituting “blobs”
at some characteristic correlation scale: particles are maximally disordered at smaller
scales, while density fluctuations are reduced on larger scales. For such a model, the
Caflisch-Luke prediction is expected to hold only up to the correlation scale, while long-
range hydrodynamic interactions would be screened on larger scales. In other words,
density fluctuations are expected to drive velocity fluctuations, and the spontaneous self-
organization of particles would be the key mechanism that prevents the divergence.

This scaling analysis was later refined by Koch and Shaqgfeh [45]: a simple condition on the
pair correlation function of the ensemble of particle positions was put forward and formally
shown to ensure the boundedness of velocity fluctuations. The condition coincides with
what was later coined “hyperuniformity” by Torquato and Stillinger [69] (see also [67, 29])
and characterizes the suppression of density fluctuations on large scales, or equivalently
the vanishing of the structure factor at vanishing wavenumber, cf. Appendix A.

From the experimental viewpoint, it took some years to devise experiments that give a
clear picture on velocity fluctuations. Observations are as follows: when starting from a
well-mixed suspension (which can be reasonably modeled as maximally disordered), initial
fluctuations are diverging in agreement with the Caflisch-Luke prediction, while, after some
time evolution, particles reorganize and velocity fluctuations are dramatically reduced, see
e.g. |56, 46, 47, 63, 51|. Whether this is indeed due to long-range order is however not clear
and does not seem supported by recent experiments [10, 11]. Other possible screening
mechanisms have been proposed in the physics literature based on inertial effects, on
stratification, on wall effects, or on the absorbing role of the bottom of the container, see



4 M. DUERINCKX AND A. GLORIA

e.g. [12], but still no consensus has emerged [35, 62|. Such additional effects are not taken
into account in the present contribution.

To conclude this discussion, let us emphasize that all above-mentioned predictions are
based on calculations for a linearized version of the problem, which amounts to replacing
multibody hydrodynamic interactions by two-body (Coulomb-type) interactions as a first-
order dilute approximation, cf. Section 2.6. The merit of the present work is to extend
these results to the full model, and give definite conclusions. In particular, this contribution
shows that either there is indeed long-range order in experiments, or additional effects must
be included in the sedimentation model.

1.3. Discussion of the model. We now describe the sedimentation model under study,
which allows to compute instantaneous particle velocities from their positions in a qua-
sistatic perspective. We consider a tank of size L > 1, which for simplicity we choose as
the cube Qr = (=%, £]? of side length L with periodic boundary conditions. The tank
is filled with a (steady) Stokes fluid, together with a monodisperse collection of disjoint

spherical suspended particles,
7y, o= JIn,,
n

where the particle I, 1, := B(zy, 1) is the unit ball centered at z,, 1, and where Py, := {x,, . }»
is a collection of positions in the tank @)r. The total volume fraction is denoted by

AL = L= |IL|. (1.1)

The fluid flow satisfies the following steady Stokes equation outside the suspended particles,
with periodic boundary conditions,

— A¢p, + VIl = —ape, diveyr = 0, in Qp, \IL, (1.2)

where the constant right-hand side —ayje accounts for the multiparticle backflow in the
fluid in the opposite direction to gravity e € R? and where we have set for abbreviation
the relevant factor

AL
Qg = .
ETIoN
In the present periodic setting, this backflow is imposed by the solvability condition for
the Stokes equation (1.2) together with the boundary conditions below. As described in

Theorem 3, in sedimentation experiments, since no additional force is applied, this backflow
term does not appear and is in fact compensated by the pressure.

No-slip boundary conditions are imposed at particle boundaries. As particles are con-
strained to have rigid motions, this amounts to letting the velocity field ¢ be extended
inside particles, with the rigidity constraint

D(¢r) =0, inZp, (1.3)

where D(¢) denotes the symmetrized gradient of ¢ 1. In other words, this condition means
that ¢, coincides with a rigid motion V,, 1 + ©,, 1.(z — =, 1) inside each particle I,, r,, for
some V,, 1 € R? and skew-symmetric matrix O, 1 (cf. divgr = 0). Next, gravity e € R4
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appears through the force and torque balances on each particle,

€’In,L’+/Bl U(¢L7HL)V:O, (14)
n,L

/ Ov-o(ér, v =0, for all skew-symmetric matrices O, (1.5)
oI, 1,

where o(¢r,111) stands for the usual Cauchy stress tensor,
o(¢r, 1) =2D(¢r) — 1 Id,

and where v stands for the outward unit normal vector at particle boundaries. As ¢,
and II;, are only defined up to a constant, we fix them by imposing the vanishing average

conditions,
(bL == 07 / HL == O.
QL QrL\ZIL

Well-posedness for (1.2)—(1.5) with ¢ € Héer(QL)d and Il € L%er(QL \ Z.) follows
from the standard theory for the steady Stokes equation, e.g. [27, Section IV]. In addition,
regularity theory ensures that (¢, 1) is smooth on Q1 \Zy, is a classical solution of (1.2),

and that boundary conditions are satisfied in a pointwise sense.

Given the positions {x, 1.}, of the suspended particles {I,, 1}, the above model allows to
compute their instantaneous velocities {V}, .}, which are given by the averaged boundary
values
VoL = L. (1.6)
In,L
(Note that the rotational or skew-symmetric part ©,, ;, does not contribute to the average.)

Remarks 1.1.

(a) Reformulation by projection:
As checked e.g. in [58, 41|, the weak solution ¢, of the above equations (1.2)—(1.5)
can equivalently be written as ¢; = ﬁngbz, where ¢} denotes the solution of the
following “linear” approximation, where particle interactions are neglected,

— Ay + VI = (17, — Ar)e,  divep =0,  inQu, (1.7)

and where 77, is the orthogonal projection in Hy, (Qr) := {¢ € H}(Qr) : divg = 0}
onto the subspace {¢ : D(¢) = 0in Zr}. In other words, while ¢ depends linearly
on the set Zj, of particles, the multibody nonlinear hydrodynamic interactions can be
fully encoded in this projection my. This reformulation could slightly simplify some
calculations but will not be used in the sequel.

(b) Reflection method:
As introduced by Smoluchowski [70], the so-called reflection method aims at rewriting
the complicated projection 7y, as a cluster expansion only involving single-particle op-
erators: denoting by 77 the projection in H}, (Qr) onto {¢ : D(¢) = 0in I, 1.}, and
setting ¢} := 1—n}, the expansion takes the form 7, =Id -3 ¢} +Zn¢m qrar—. ..
Such an expansion appears to be very useful as single-particle operators {q} },, are es-
sentially explicit. However, as shown in [58, 41|, based on deterministic arguments,
convergence is only expected in the dilute regime — more precisely, for a large enough
minimal interparticle distance. For this reason, such simplifying tools are systemati-
cally avoided in the sequel. O
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1.4. Informal statement of the results. We henceforth consider a random ensemble of
suspended particles in form of a stationary point process Pr, = {z }» with intensity py,
in the periodic tank @Qr, constructed on a given probability space (€2,P), and we analyze
both the corresponding mean settling speed and the fluctuations of individual velocities,

NI

Vi, = |—2‘ ‘E Vi 1], or = |Var [V, 1]|2, (1.8)
in the large-volume limit L 1 oo, where E[] and Var[-] denote the expectation and the
variance with respect to P, respectively. Note that a direct computation from (1.2)—(1.5)
shows that the averaged settling speed is proportional to the Dirichlet form of the fluid
velocity, cf. (3.5) below,
_ Lt

aglelV, X7 E[|Verl]. (1.9)
Our main result states that, for a mixing ensemble of particles without long-range order,
the mean settling speed and velocity fluctuations are well-defined in the large-volume limit
only in dimensions d > 2 and d > 4, respectively. More precisely, the following bounds are
expected to be sharp,

1 od> 2 1 cod >4
(logL): : d=2 and L (logL)? : d=4;  (1.10)
L3 o od=1; L3 :od=3;

e o IL <
prlel ™~ prle] ™
cf. Theorems 1(i) and 2(i). In particular, the boundedness of V7, for d > 2 fully justifies
Batchelor’s analysis [8, 38, 26|, while the linear divergence of 0% for d = 3 provides a
rigorous version of the celebrated calculation by Caflisch and Luke [16] (and extends the
results of [31] to the present much more general setting, cf. Section 1.5).

Next, we investigate the role of the hyperuniformity of the suspension and rigorously
analyze how it leads to the screening of hydrodynamic interactions. Under a suitable
functional-analytic version of hyperuniformity, we show that the critical dimensions in (1.10)
are shifted by 2,

7 1 od > 2
|L | <1 and J|L B (log L)% Dod=2; (1.11)
e e

PL PL L: od=1;

cf. Theorems 1(ii) and 2(ii). This rigorously justifies the heuristic calculations in dimen-
sion d = 3 by Hinch [39] and Koch and Shaqfeh [45].

In addition, whenever the averaged settling speed remains bounded, we make sense of
an infinite-volume equation describing the limit of (1.2)—(1.5), cf. Theorem 1. We also
deduce a homogenization result for sedimentation experiments, cf. Theorem 3: in the limit
of a dense suspension of small particles (with suitably rescaled gravity) in a finite tank,
the velocity field of the Stokes fluid with the suspension converges weakly to that of an
effective Stokes fluid. The latter is characterized by an effective viscosity, which is shown
to be independent of gravity. In particular, this effective viscosity is the same as for
the corresponding colloidal (non-sedimenting) system that we studied in [19]. The local
behavior of the fluid is however drastically impacted by sedimentation, which is expressed
in form of a corrector result.
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1.5. Relation to previous works. The mathematical literature on settling suspensions
in viscous fluids is particularly scarce. Most contributions have been investigating the
(quasistatic) dynamics: particle positions {z, 1}, evolve according to the set of ODEs
{&n.. = Vi,p}n, where instantaneous velocities {V;, 1}, are computed from the steady
Stokes problem (1.2)—(1.5). The first result on this topic is due to Jabin and Otto [42]
and identifies the non-interacting regime, while more recent contributions by Hofer [40]
and Mecherbet [55] have studied the mean-field limit. Those works are restricted to a
perturbative dilute regime (the particle density tends to zero as the particle radii with some
scaling relation) and they only rely on deterministic arguments in form of the reflection
method; see also [58, 41].

The analysis of velocity fluctuations further requires to capture stochastic cancellations,
for which a probabilistic input is crucially needed. This was first performed by the second
author in [31] for a scalar version of the sedimentation problem, and the corresponding
version of the Caflisch-Luke bound (1.10) on velocity fluctuations was succesfully estab-
lished. As in the present work, the mixing assumption on the point process {z, .}, was
conveniently formulated in form of a multiscale functional inequality as we introduced
in |21, 22|, and the proof borrowed ideas from quantitative stochastic homogenization for
divergence-form linear elliptic equations. As opposed to the present contribution however,
the approach was based on deterministic regularity properties for (a scalar version of) the
Stokes equation with a suspension, in particular in form of a perturbative Green’s function
estimate, which only holds under the assumption that the minimal interparticle distance is
large enough. Diluteness was also used at several other instances, together with the scalar
nature of the equation and the sphericity of the particles.

The present work widely generalizes the result of [31]:

e We fully relax the diluteness requirement. For that purpose, we resort to a random
version of regularity properties in form of annealed L regularity in the spirit of a recent
work of the first author and Otto [23] for divergence-form linear elliptic equations with
random coefficients. In addition, the analysis of stochastic cancellations relies on a
new, particularly efficient buckling argument, which exploits this annealed regularity
and is inspired from [59]. This approach also allows to treat non-spherical particles.

e Treating the vectorial case of the Stokes equation further requires to control the pres-
sure. To this aim, we follow an approach based on local regularity [27], which we
initiated in [19] in the simpler setting of colloidal (non-sedimenting) suspensions.

In addition, the present work studies for the first time the effect of hyperuniformity of the
random ensemble of positions. In line with our works on multiscale functional inequali-
ties [21, 22|, we introduce the notion of hyperuniform functional inequalities, which allows
us to unravel additional stochastic cancellations in sedimentation. More generally, this
work constitutes to our knowledge the first example of a nonlinear physical system for
which the hyperuniformity of the input is rigorously shown to improve the scalings.

Notation.

e We denote by C' > 1 any constant that only depends on the space dimension d and on
controlled constants appearing in the assumptions. We use the notation < (resp. =) for
< Cx (resp. > % X ) up to such a multiplicative constant C'. We write ~ when both <
and > hold. In an assumption, we write < (resp. >>) for < £ x (resp. > C'x) with some



8 M. DUERINCKX AND A. GLORIA

large enough constant C. We add subscripts to C, <, 2, ~, <, > in order to indicate
dependence on other parameters.

e The ball centered at x of radius » in R? is denoted by B,(x), and we simply write
B(z) := Bi(z), B, := B,(0), and B := By(0).

e For a function f we write [f]2(x) := (fB(:v) |£1?)/2 for its local moving quadratic average.

e We set (z) := (1 + |z]?)Y/2 for € R?, and we similarly define (V) = (1 — A)/2. We
denote by |z|z, the Euclidean distance between = and 0 modulo LZ? (that is, the distance

on Qr, viewed as the flat torus R?/LZ%). We set a A b := min{a, b} for all a,b € R. We
denote by #F the cardinality of a locally finite set .

e We denote by D(u) := 3(Vu + (Vu)') the symmetrized gradient of u, by o(¢,II) :=
2D(¢) — I11d the Stokes stress tensor, by v the outward unit normal vector at particle
boundaries, and by M®% the set of skew-symmetric d x d matrices.

2. MAIN RESULTS

We start with suitable assumptions on the random ensemble of suspended particles,
including precise mixing and hyperuniformity assumptions, and then turn to the statement
of the main results on the mean settling speed, velocity fluctuations, and homogenization.
Finally, for the reader’s convenience, a heuristic proof of our results in the dilute regime is
included in Section 2.6, justifying the scalings and illustrating the use of hyperuniformity,
while in Section 2.7 we underline the useful analogy with stochastic homogenization of
linear elliptic equations.

2.1. Assumptions. The following general assumption makes precise the notion of conver-
gence for the point process Pr, in the periodic tank @7 in the large-volume limit L T oc.
We also always assume that the process is hardcore, with some uniform bound § > 0.

Assumption (Hs) — General conditions.
The family (Pr)r>1 of point processes is constructed on some probability space (2,IP) and
satisfies the following properties:

e Periodicity in law: For all L > 1, the point process P, = {xn 1. }n is defined on the
L L

periodic cell Qr, := (-5, 5]‘1 and is stationary with respect to shifts on the latter.'
e Stabilization: For any compact set K C R% the restricted point set Py, N K con-
verges almost surely as L 1 oo. We denote by P the limiting point process, which
is assumed stationary (on R?) and ergodic, and we denote by T := U,I,, the corre-
sponding particle suspension.
e Hardcore condition: For all L > 1 the point process Py, satisfies
inf |z, —x,|p > 2(1+9) almost surely. O
m#n
Before stating mixing and hyperuniformity assumptions, we recall the following standard
definition of the pair correlation function of the stationary random point process Pr,.

IMore precisely, as is standard in the field, e.g. [60] or [44, Section 7], stationarity is understood as
follows: there exists a measure-preserving group action {71,z }zco, of (Rd/LZd7+) on the probability
space (€, P) such that Py +x =P;*"" for all z,w.



SEDIMENTATION OF RANDOM SUSPENSIONS 9

Definition 2.1 (Pair correlation function). The intensity of Pr, is defined by
L= E[L™¢PL],

which is related to the volume fraction A1, of the suspension Iy, via E [Ar] = |Blpr, cf. (1.1).
The pair density function for, : Qp — RT of Pr, = {zn 1}n is defined via the following
relation, for all ¢ € Cpg(Qr x QL),

E[ > C(nt, wva)] = // C(2,y) for(x —y) dady.

QrLxQrL

n#m

The pair correlation function s defined as go 1, := pZQ( fo,r— p%) The total pair correlation
function of Py, is defined by hor(x) = gor(x) + p;'6(x) and is characterized by the
following relation, for all ¢ € C5e,(QL),

Var | S cten)| = [ o)t hasle — ) dedy (2.)

” QLxQr O

After an appropriate mechanical mixing of the particle suspension, the distribution of

particle positions in the fluid typically displays fast decaying correlations and we naturally
consider the following type of condition.

Assumption (Mix) — Mixing condition.
The pair correlation function ga 1 of Py, is integrable in the sense of

sup/ lg2,1,| < oo. O
L>1JQ;

Next, in the spirit of the discussion in Section 1.2, see also [39, 45|, we consider the
assumption that the sedimenting suspension displays long-range structural order such that
density fluctuations are suppressed, while still displaying fast decaying correlations. This
is formalized through the notion of hyperuniformity, which we define as follows in the peri-
odized setting. We refer to Appendix A for a detailed motivation and some reformulations.

Assumption (Hyp) — Mixing and hyperuniformity conditions.
The pair correlation function ga 1 of Pr has fast decay in the sense of

sup / 22 g0 (2)] dz < oo,
>1J9;

and hyperuniformity holds in the sense that the total pair correlation ha , satisfies

sup LQ‘/ h27L‘ < 00,
L>1 L

which is viewed as the approximate vanishing of the so-called structure factor at small
wavenumber, cf. Appendix A. O

While the above assumptions (Mix) and (Hyp) are expressed in terms of the pair cor-
relation function, stronger versions quickly become necessary to analyze the effects of
nonlinear multibody interactions. First, the mixing assumption (Mix) should be replaced
by a stronger mixing assumption. As in [31], we choose to appeal to the following nonlin-
ear assumption in form of a multiscale variance inequality, cf. [21, 22|. As shown in [22,
Section 3|, examples of point processes that satisfy this assumption include for instance
(periodized) hardcore Poisson processes and random parking processes.
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Assumption (Mix*) — Improved mixing condition.

There exists a non-increasing weight function m : Rt — R with superalgebraic decay (that
is, () < Cp(€)™P for all p > 1) such that for all L > 1 the point process Py, satisfies, for
all o(Pr,)-measurable random variables Y (Pr,),

L 2
Var [V (P)] < E [ L[ (08 sy o) dn )ttt de] | (2.)
0 L
where the “oscillation” derivative 0°¢ is defined by
P By(x)Y (P) := supess {Y(P') CPloi\Buw) = P’QL\Bl(m)}

— inf ess {Y(P') : 73/|QL\Be(a:) = 7D|QL\Btz(93)}' 0

Similarly, we strengthen the hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp) in form of a suitable
variance inequality. Intuitively, while the “oscillation” derivative in (Mix ™) above allows to
locally add and move points, the carré-du-champ below only accounts (at leading order)
for moving points, but not adding or removing any, in accordance with the definition of
hyperuniformity as suppressing density fluctuations. We refer to Appendix A for a detailed
discussion.

Assumption (Hyp') — Improved mixing and hyperuniformity conditions.

There exists a non-increasing weight function © : RT™ — RT with superalgebraic decay
such that for all L > 1 the point process Pr, satisfies, for all o(Pr)-measurable random
variables Y (Pyr),

2
Var [Y(Pr)] < E [ / /R 985,00 (PL)> da (£)"n(0) dﬁ} : (2.3)
where the “hyperuniform” derivative is given by

h: mov 0sC
O gy Y (PL) = 025, ()Y (PL) + L7105, ()Y (Pr)

and the “move-point” derivative 0™V is defined by
P Bo()Y (P) = supess {Y(P/) Ploi\Be@) = Ploo\Be@)s 1P 1By(@) ﬁP‘Bg(m)}

— inf ess {Y(P’) :PlonBie) = Plons@) tP 1B,) = ﬁP|B¢(x)}- O

2.2. Mean settling speed. Our first main result concerns the mean settling speed V7,
cf. (1.8), which is shown to be well-defined under the mixing condition (Mix) only in
dimension d > 2 while under hyperuniformity (Hyp) it is well-defined in all dimensions.
We also make sense of a limiting equation in the large-volume limit L 1 oo. The proof
is surprisingly elementary, although fully taking into account multibody hydrodynamic
interactions: the argument is solely based on L? theory, and the standard weak form (Hyp)
of hyperuniformity is enough to unravel the screening.

Theorem 1 (Mean settling speed). Let the random point processes (Pr)r>1 satisfy the
general assumption (Hs) for some § > 0.
(i) Under the mizing assumption (Mix), there holds for all L > 1,
_ 1 od> 2
L < (logL)% od=2;
L2 d=
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More precisely, in dimension d > 2, for almost all w,

1 _ _
1' _ € . V(U = 1. V = V 24
gy L Vi = T =V >
in terms of
_ 1 A
=—F 2 = — =E[1z] = lim A} 2.
V= gBlver].  a=g=.  X=Elld=lmX;, (25

where the random field ¢ € L?(Q; H}

L (RY)?) denotes the unique solution of the fol-
lowing infinite-volume problem.:

e For almost all w the realization ¢~ € H} (R satisfies in the weak sense, for

loc
some pressure field TI* € L2 _(R?),

loc

—A¢¥ + VII¥ = —aqe, in R%\ 7%,
dive” =0, in R4\ 7%,
D(¢*) = 0, in T¥, (2.6)

e|IE| + [y o(¢°, )0 = 0, Vn,
Jope OV -0 (62, 11¥) =0, Vn, VO € Mekew,

o The gradient field V¢ and the pressure field I1 are stationary, they have vanishing
expectations E[ngﬂ =0 and IE[H]le\I} = 0, they have bounded second moments

E[|VoP] + E[|H* 1ga\ 7] S lef,
and ¢ is anchored at the origin in the sense of JCB ¥ =0 for almost all w.
(ii) Under the mizing and hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp), in any dimension d > 1,
there holds for all L > 1, -
Vo
pL‘€’ ~ 9
the limit (2.4) holds, and the infinite-volume problem (2.6) is always well-posed.

2.3. Velocity fluctuations. Our next main result concerns the estimation of velocity
fluctuations, which requires a much finer use of stochastic cancellations. In this context,
the analysis of the effects of nonlinear multibody interactions requires a suitable strength-
ening of the standard mixing and hyperuniformity assumptions (Mix) and (Hyp), and we
rather appeal to their nonlinear functional-analytic versions (Mix™) and (Hyp™). In ad-
dition, this result crucially relies on annealed regularity properties for the steady Stokes
equation in presence of a random suspension, cf. Section 4.2.2. Rather than focussing on
the variance o2, cf. (1.8), we further consider higher moments of the velocity field ¢r,.

Theorem 2 (Velocity fluctuations). Let the random point processes (Pr)p>1 satisfy the
general assumption (Hs) for some § > 0.

(i) Under the improved mizing assumption (Mix"), in any dimension d > 2, we have for
all L>1and1 <p < oo,

IVoLllr@) <p lel, (2.7)
and
1 .
o (z)llLr@) Splel x § log(2+[z))2, if d=4; (2.8)

(z)2, if d = 3.
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In particular, in dimension d > 4, up to relaxing the anchoring condition, the solu-
tion ¢ of the infinite-volume problem (2.6) can be uniquely constructed as a stationary
object with vanishing expectation.

(i1) Under the improved mixing and hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp™'), in any dimen-
sion d > 1, we have for all L > 1 and 1 < p < o0,

IVoLllr) <p lel, (2.9)
and
1, if d > 2;
1 .
oz ()llLr() Splel % § log(2+ |z])2, if d=2; (2.10)
1
<$>§, Zfd =1.

In particular, in dimension d > 2, up to relaxing the anchoring condition, the solu-
tion ¢ of the infinite-volume problem (2.6) can be uniquely constructed as a stationary
object with vanishing expectation. %

Stochastic cancellations are conveniently exploited in form of the fluctuation scaling of
large-scale averages of V¢r, from which the above moment bounds are deduced as conse-
quences. More precisely, we show that, under the improved mixing assumption (Mix™"),
in dimension d > 2, fluctuations of V¢, miss the usual central limit theorem scaling by a

length scale (as encoded by the norm of the test function in Ld% instead of Lz): for all
€ ngr(QL)dXd and 1 < p < oo, we have

H/QLQ:WSL(

while under the improved mixing and hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp™) in any dimen-
sion d > 1 the usual central limit theorem scaling is recovered in form of

[ 5o S 1) oliea, (21

(Note that the additional gradient (Vﬁ in the bounds plays no role on large scales.)

<p (¥ 2 gl

(2.11)

2d_ s
L2P(Q) Ld+2(Qy)

L2P(Q)

2.4. Homogenization result. We consider a steady Stokes fluid in a bounded domain
with internal forces and a dense suspension of small particles: we analyze the non-dilute
homogenization regime with vanishing particle radii but fixed volume fraction AY — X > 0.
Suspended particles in the fluid act as obstacles, hindering the fluid flow and therefore
increasing the flow resistance, that is, the viscosity. The fluid with the suspension is then
expected to behave approximately like a Stokes fluid with some effective viscosity — which
was the basis of Perrin’s celebrated experiment to estimate the Avogadro number as inspired
by Einstein’s PhD thesis [25]. The upcoming theorem shows that the effective viscosity
for a sedimenting suspension exactly coincides with that for a colloidal (non-sedimenting)
suspension, although the local behavior of the fluid flow is drastically different as expressed
via the corrector result. This constitutes the counterpart for sedimenting suspensions of
our recent work [19, Theorem 1] on colloidal suspensions. Strikingly, although the result
is only qualitative, it requires strong mixing conditions and quantitative estimates, in
particular relying on Theorems 1 and 2 above, as opposed to the much simpler situation
of colloidal suspensions in [19]. An optimal convergence rate (which relies on a further use
of annealed regularity) will be given in the companion article [20]. This homogenization
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result is the very first of its kind in the context of sedimentation. In particular, as opposed
to contributions such as [36, 17, 37|, where particle velocities are prescribed a priori rather
than deduced from the steady Stokes equation, there is no Brinkman term in the effective
equation. In addition, we consider a non-dilute regime (cf. A¥ — A > 0), where the
multiparticle effect of hydrodynamic interactions is not negligible.

We start with some notation: Given a reference bounded Lipschitz domain U, we consider
the set N¥(U) of all indices n such that e(I + dB) C U, and we define the corresponding
rescaled particle suspension Z¢(U) in U,

W)= |J eIy
neNw(U)

Note that particles in this collection are at least at distance €d from one another and from

the boundary oU.

Theorem 3 (Homogenization of steady Stokes flow with sedimenting suspension). Let
the stationary random point process P be as in (Hg). Under the improved mizing as-
sumption (Mix") in dimension d > 2, or under the improved mizing and hyperuniformity
assumption (Hyp™) in any dimension d > 1, given a bounded Lipschitz domain U C RY,
an internal force f € L2(U), and gravity e € R?, we consider for all e > 0 and w € Q the
unique weak solution uy € H&(U) of the following steady Stokes problem,

(—Auf + VP2 =, in U\ I¢(U),
divuy = 0, in U\ Z¢(U),
ug =0, on OU,
D(u?) =0, inI#(U), (2.13)
€dfle\I,‘;’]+f58]x o(u¥, Pywv =0, YneNYU),
Joore OV - o(uf, P¥ )y =0, Vn € N¥(U), YO € Mkev,

Then the following results hold,

(i) Homogenization: For almost all w, u& — @ weakly in H}(U), where u € HE(U) is
the unique weak solution of the homogenized Stokes problem

—divBD(a) + VP = (1-\)f, inU,
divii = 0, in U, (2.14)
u =0, on OU,

where A := K [17] is the intensity of the inclusion process, and the effective viscosity

tensor B is positive definite on trace-free matrices and is given by

B:= Y (E®E)E[(VYw +E): (Vip+E), (2.15)
E,E'e&

where the sum runs over an orthonormal basis € of trace-free d x d matrices, and
where the random field ¥p € L2(Q; HL (RY)*?) denotes the unique solution of the

loc
following (infinite-volume) “colloidal corrector” problem:
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e For almost all w, the realization V% € H! (Rd)d satisfies in the weak sense, for

loc
some pressure field ¥4, € L2 (R9),

— AP 4+ VY =0, in R\ 7%,

divyy, = 0, in R\ 7%,

D (¢ + E(x — x3)) = 0, in I, (2.16)
fBI;g o4+ E(x — 2%),5%)v =0, Vn,

faz;g Ov-o(Vg+ E(x —a%),5%)v =0, Vn, VO € Mskew,

o The gradient field Vi and the pressure field X are stationary, they have van-
ishing expectations IE[V?/)E] =0 and E[EE]le\I] = 0, they have bounded second
moments, and Vg satisfies the anchoring condition JCB Y4 =0 for almost all w.

(11) Convergence of pressure: For almost all w, the pressure field P¥ converges weakly
in L2(U) up to suitable renormalization in the following sense,

(- Dreen)=f (r2 = be-0) )iy
U\Z¢(U)

. (1_,\)<P+b:D(u)—]{]P>,

where b is a symmetric trace-free matriz given for all E € My™ by

1 1
b: E = EE[E |I’”| (x — ) - 0(YE —i—Eac,EE)u}; (2.17)
n il Jol,

(11i) Corrector result: Provided f € LP(U) for some p > d, for almost all w, a corrector
result holds in the following form for the velocity field u¥,

— 0,
HY(U)

W - (1= Ng*(2) — e 3 U(:)Vpa

Ee&

and for the pressure field P2,

3 w 1 D X —
érel]% PY—ZXe-xz—P—b:D(u)
— (1= N[ Tgaz)(2) = D (Cflgayz.)(2) Vel — & -0,
Bee L2(U\Zg (U))
where (¢, 1) is the (infinite-volume) “sedimentation corrector” of Theorem 1. O

Remark 2.2. We briefly comment on the scaling in (2.13). In the force balance, while
gravity appears as a bulk term %e|I,,| and the drag force as a surface term fealn o(ue, P-)v,

gravity is naturally rescaled by a factor % so that both contributions have the same order of
magnitude. This appears as the natural setup for sedimentation experiments: by scaling,
it is equivalent to considering a fixed gravity and particles with fixed size and volume
fraction in a tank of increasing size. As gravity is rescaled by a diverging factor %, it is
compensated by a diverging backflow —%)\e generated by the pressure, which explains why
the convergence of the pressure only holds up to this corresponding renormalization. ¢
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2.5. Extensions. We mention possible relaxations of the set of general assumptions on
the suspension; details are omitted.

e Polydisperse suspensions: Spherical particles I, ;, = B(xy, 1) can be replaced by other
bounded shapes, or even by iid bounded random shapes (provided that particle bound-
aries are uniformly of class C2). In the hyperuniform setting, if particles have varying
volumes, the condition on the conservation of the number of points in the move-point
derivative has naturally to be replaced by a condition on the conservation of the total
volume of the particles upon perturbation.

o Weakened hardcore condition: The deterministic hardcore condition in (Hy) could be
relaxed into a lower bound of the type

E|1,,ep sup (|xm—xn| —2)_71 < o0,
m:m#£n
for some large enough power » > 1, at the price of appealing more substantially to
Meyers type estimates.

2.6. Heuristic proof: the linear response. The main difficulty of any rigorous ap-
proach to sedimentation is to account for multibody nonlinear hydrodynamic interactions.
In this paragraph, we briefly show how the scalings for the mean settling speed and for
velocity fluctuations can be motivated by a formal linear analysis in the dilute regime and
we explicitly emphasize the role of hyperuniformity in this simple setting. This constitutes
a reformulation of the formal calculations by Batchelor [8], Caflisch and Luke [16] (see
also [31, Section 1.3]), and Koch and Shaqgfeh [45]. A heuristic discussion of the nonlinear
contribution is postponed to Section 2.7.

Neglecting the multibody interactions in the dilute regime A; < 1, the Stokes prob-
lem (1.2)-(1.5) is formally reduced to ¢, ~ ¢, see also Remark 1.1(a),

— A¢7 + VII} = (Z ]lln,L - )‘L) 2 divey =0, in Qr, (2.18)

and particle velocities are approximated by V,, = V' = I} It @7 . For this simplified

linear model, in view of (1.9), the mean settling speed is explicitly given by

Var [Zn: VUL(xnvL)}

Ltoo

AlelVe "~ E[|Verl?] = E“ZVUL(Q%L)‘Q} = (2.19)

)

in terms of the periodic (locally averaged) Stokeslet,
~AUL+VP,=(1g - L7 %B|le, inQy.

Likewise, velocity fluctuations are formally computed as follows,

(07)* = [Var[¢g]| =

Var [Zn: UL(mn,L)] ' (2.20)

In order to estimate (2.19) and (2.20), we distinguish between random point processes P,
without or with long-range order in form of hyperuniformity.
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e Case without long-range order:
If correlations of the point process Pr, = {1}, display an integrable decay (Mix),
the following variance estimate is easily obtained, cf. (A.4),

Var | Y ctenn)| 5 0t [ IcP (221
n QL
Recalling that the decay of the Stokeslet is given by
UL(@)] S lel(X +lalr)*™4,  [VUL(2)] S lel( + |z|p)' 7,
identities (2.19) and (2.20) then lead to the expected scaling,

~ ~

ArlelVy < p%/Q VULI? < phlef, provided d > 2,
L

~

(UE)Z S P%/Q \ULIQ < p%\eIQ, provided d > 4.
L

e Case with hyperuniformity:
Hyperuniformity is naturally expected to translate into a strong improvement of (2.21):
indeed, given an independent copy {QU;1 7t of {zy.1}n, we may represent

Var | 2 ¢tonn)| = 8| (S crna) - ) |

and the suppression of density fluctuations would formally allow to locally couple the
point sets {x'n 1 tn and {zy, 1}, hence only compare close points, which would ideally
translate into the gain of a derivative: for all ¢ € C5g,(Qr) with f 0,6=0

Var [Enjamn,m] ot | I (222)

As shown in Lemma A.2, this functional inequality is indeed essentially equivalent
to hyperuniformity together with a suitable decay of correlations. Identities (2.19)
and (2.20) then lead to the expected improved scaling,

~ ~

NIl S 2 /Q VRULP S pRlel?,  foranyd> 1,
L

~ ~

(02)2 S P%/Q ’VULP < p%]e\Q, provided d > 2.
L

2.7. Analogies to stochastic homogenization: the nonlinear response. This sec-
tion is devoted to analogies between the sedimentation problem and corrector equations
for linear elliptic operators, both in divergence form or in non-divergence form (cf. [34,
32, 1, 2, 3] e.g.). In particular, we explain the differences in the corresponding critical
dimensions, as well as the surprising fact that the sedimentation problem benefits from
hyperuniformity whereas elliptic corrector equations do not in general. We first recall the
corrector equations for linear elliptic operators both in divergence form, cf. (Div), and in
non-divergence form, cf. (NDiv), associated with a uniformly elliptic random coefficient
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field a; to make the comparison with the sedimentation problem more transparent, we
also introduce some hybrid corrector equation, cf. (Hyb):

—div(ar, Vi) = div(are), (Div)
—ayj, V2¢2 = (aL — EI,L) : E, (NDiV)
—diV(avag) = (aL —E [aL]) . E, (Hyb)

for some fixed directions e € R? and E € R¥? and some suitable constant a; € R%*?
that ensures solvability. In each of these corrector equations, the right-hand side displays a
linear random input either in divergence or in non-divergence form, while the nonlinearity
with respect to randomness arises from the solution operator associated with the elliptic
operator in the left-hand side, which is again either in divergence or in non-divergence
form. We compare these elliptic models with the sedimentation problem (1.2)—(1.5), which
is conveniently rewritten as follows, cf. Remark 1.1(a),

O = 5L, —A¢ + VI = (17, — Ar)e, dive] =0, in Q.

The linear random input 17, in the equation for ¢7 is in non-divergence form, and the non-
linearity arises from the projection 7. Although the latter has a very different structure
from elliptic solution operators, our results in the present work indicate that it behaves
quite similarly and displays exactly the same nonlocality as the divergence-form elliptic
solution operator (—diva;V)~!. In this respect, the sedimentation problem appears com-
parable to the hybrid model (Hyb).

We now compare the critical dimensions for the different elliptic models. While a linearized
analysis would be misleading when unraveling the role of hyperuniformity, we appeal to sen-
sitivity calculus: we analyze how correctors are modified upon infinitesimal local changes
dap, of the random coefficients a;, and we consider both the linear and nonlinear responses.
Formally differentiating (Div), (NDiv), and (Hyb) with respect to a, in the direction day,
yields, respectively,

—div(arVéyr) = div(dare) + div(darVin),
—ay, : Vs = dap: E+dar : Vi,
—diV(aLV(Si/)g) = dar: F+ diV((;aLVTIDg),

where in each line the first right-hand side term is the linear response and the second
one is the nonlinear response. We denote by G and G5 the Green’s functions associated
with —div(a;V) and —ay : V2, respectively, and we recall that they behave on large
scales like the Green’s function for the Laplacian (up to second mixed derivative for Gy,
cf. [18, 53, 2, 33], and up to first derivative for Go, cf. [3]). In order to assess the locality
of the above contributions, we appeal to Green’s representation formula,

5¢1 (3:) = - o VQGl (CE, ) . 5aLe — o V2G1 (CE, ) . 6aLV1,Z)1, (223)

Siho(z) = Go(z,-)dar : E+ [ Gay(z,-)dar : Vs, (2.24)
QL QL

(51/13(.%’) = Gl(.%', ) 5CI,L B — VzGl(m', ) . 5aLV¢3. (2.25)

Qr QL
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Locality is measured in terms of the power decay of d11(x), d1)e(x), db3(x) when the per-
turbation day, of the coefficient field is localized in a ball B(y) at a far-away point y. In
this informal discussion, we focus on a self-consistency analysis and assume that Vi,
V249, and V)3 are already known to be well-defined stationary objects with bounded mo-
ments, while rigorous analysis would require a suitable buckling argument, cf. Section 4.1.
First note that the divergence-form structure yields an additional gradient on the Green’s
function, hence a better locality. Decay is indeed |z — y|'~¢ for (Div) and only |z — y|>~¢
for (NDiv), which explains the shift in critical dimensions: combined with suitable func-
tional inequalities, in the spirit of Malliavin calculus, this formally entails that 11 has
bounded moments in dimension d > 2, while ¢9 only has bounded moments in dimension
d > 4. Next, note that both in (2.23) and in (2.24) the linear and nonlinear responses
display the same locality (Green’s functions have the same number of derivatives), while
this is not the case in the hybrid model: the nonlinear response in (2.25) has better locality
and the scaling is thus dominated by the linear part in non-divergence form. The same
property is shown to hold for the original sedimentation problem, cf. Proposition 4.1(i), and
this explains in particular why the critical dimension is in general the same as for (NDiv).

Finally, we investigate the role of hyperuniformity. As this statistical property consists of
the suppression of density fluctuations of ay, this is naturally expressed by restricting to
perturbations day having vanishing average. In the spirit of (2.22), this restriction leads
to the gain of a derivative in the following form, for all F' € C3g.(Q L)

[ Fidar| = ‘/ (F—][ F) dar| < H(SaLHLoo/ aa
QL B(y) B(y) B(y)

In the linear terms in (2.23)—(2.25), this yields an additional derivative on the Green’s func-
tion, but no such gain appears in the nonlinear terms due to the presence of the stationary
factors Vi1, V21, and Vibs. Alternatively, this is understood as follows: fluctuations
of elliptic solution operators are known to depend not only on density fluctuations of ar,
(which would be suppressed by hyperuniformity), but also on its geometry (which is un-
related to hyperuniformity), e.g. [44, Section 7.3|. In the models (Div) and (NDiv), the
nonlinear responses are therefore limitant and no benefit is expected from hyperuniformity
— except in the particular case of dimension d = 1 for (Div) and of isotropic coefficients
a(x) = a(x)Id for (NDiv), in which case the nonlinearity with respect to randomness is
drastically simplified. In contrast, in the hybrid model (Hyb), as the nonlinear response
has already better locality, hyperuniformity leads to a nontrivial improvement; this ex-
plains why under hyperuniformity the critical dimension for the sedimentation problem as
for (Hyb) becomes the same as for (Div).

3. MEAN SETTLING SPEED

This section is devoted to the analysis of the mean settling speed, cf. Theorem 1. First
recall that the flow ¢, in the periodized tank @, is defined via (1.2)-(1.5), that is, for all
w € , the velocity field ¢% € H!,.(Q £)? and pressure field Iy € L2..(Qr) are the unique

per per
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periodic solutions of

—A¢Y + VIIY = —aYe, in Qr \ 7¢,

divgy =0, in Qr, \ 7¢,

D(¢7) =0, in 77, (3.1)
el L)+ Jope  0(67,107)v =0, Vn,

fal;f’L Ov-o(¢7,117)v = 0, Vn, YO € Mskew,

with vanishing average fQL ¢¢, = 0 and fQL\If II7 = 0, where solvability imposes that
the constant backflow —afe be given by
AL —d
afzw, T =L""Tz|
L
Note that the hardcore assumption in (Hy) ensures of < 1. We may now proceed to the
proof of Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. We split the proof into three steps. After some general preparation
in the first step, the second step is devoted to the analysis of the periodized problem (3.1)
and the proof of the main estimates. In the last step, borrowing arguments from [19],
we argue that the infinite-volume limit is well-defined and that the corresponding Stokes
problem (2.6) is well-posed.

Step 1. Reformulation of the equation: we prove that equation (3.1) for ¢4 yields in the
weak sense on the whole periodic cube @y,

— NG+ V(I{lg,\10) = —afelonzy — O dorw, 0(67, T, (3.2)
n
where dgy stands for the Dirac measure on the boundary of I7 .

Given ( € ngr(QL)d, testing equation (3.1) with ¢ and integrating by parts on Qr, \ Z¢,
we find

/ V(: Vet —/ (div¢) II¢
Qr\I¢ QL\ZY
e w (V¥ —TI¥Id). (3.
age /Q S /a €O (V- 310). (33

The claim (3.2) would follow provided we prove that

ve:vet = =% [ weo:ver (3.4)

z

Indeed, adding (3.4) to (3.3) yields the claim (3.2) in view of

/ (V®C+C®V):V¢°LJ:/ (v :2D(¢F).
a1,

BI:;L

We turn to the proof of (3.4). Using that ¢7 is affine in I ;, we obtain for all n,

/ (v®(): Ve = / G- Vi = / div(CVies) = [ VG- Vi,
o1y . o1y . Iy

w
In,L
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Since D(¢%) = 0 on I¥,, we can write ¢ = V¥, + 0% (v — 2% ) on I, for some
V¥ € RY and ey, € MkeW 50 that the above becomes

/ (v®(): Vo = V- V(O z) = / v (¢ V) (0 x) :/ V0% (.
8[;’@ I;’j’ 8[;’@ 8[;’;
Likewise, we find

Ve:vot = [ Vev©m = [ e - [ L €O

I"" I“’
By skew-symmetry of ©;, ;. this yields (3.4), hence (3.2).
Step 2. Bounds on periodized problem (3.1): we establish the identity

o 2 Vi = g £, IV (35)
and show that under the mixing assumption (Mix) there holds
1 od> 2
IVoLliz@ S prlel x § (ogL)z : d=2; (3.6)
Lz :od=1;

whereas under the mixing and hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp) this is improved in all
dimensions to

VoLl ) < pelel- (3.7)

Testing the reformulation (3.2) of the equation for ¢4 with ¢¢ itself and using the divergence-
free condition for ¢4, we obtain

/ V2 = —afe / o - / 62 - o (6,110
QL Qr\I{ n YOI,

Since D(¢7) = 0 on I}/ ;. we can write ¢f = V*; + Oy [ (z — a7, ;) on I} for some
Vi € R4 and ©¥ L€ MSkeW so that the boundary conditions for ¢4 lead to

[ A o T U PR T
81:,L 81:,L 81:,L
= —¢- ’Irf,L\VrfL = —€- 7
n,L

and the above becomes

Since |, or ¢% = 0, this energy identity takes the form

/ Vil =0+ an) Te- (38)

UJ

In terms of particle velocities V) = f., ¢%, cf. (1.6), noting that (1+a%)|BliPY = Lia¥,
’ n,L

this turns into the claim (3.5).
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Next, recalling fQL ¢5 = 0 and integrating by parts, the energy identity (3.8) is alterna-
tively written as

/ Ve
QL

(o) | o (e, —L*d|B|>)

n

— (1+a%) Qwag;(e@Zv gy, - L7UB)). (3.9)

Hence, by Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality,

[ ver < ot [

so that we find, by the hardcore assumption in the form o < 1 and by stationarity of Py,

V6l S 1P B || S va s, - - f]

ZVA (e, — L~ d\B])

Denoting by G, the Green’s function for the Laplacian on the periodic cell Q 1, that is, the
unique distributional solution of —AG, = §—L~% on Qp, and setting Fp(z):= [ B(x VG L,

we may rewrite the above as
2
901120y S P B|| S Futenn)|”| = I [Var | 3 Fiton]|

where the last equality follows from noting that E[)"  Fr(zn )] = pr fQL Fr, =0. Under
the mixing assumption (Mix), in terms of the pair correlation function go 1, we then deduce

HV(bLH%P(Q) S (y)g2L(x_ y) dxdy

QLXQL

LR / |FL|2)( / 20l) S HIeP [ 1P
Qr QL QL

and the claim (3.6) follows from the standard decay of the Green’s function Gz, in form of
|Fr(z)| < (1+]z|)*~? Under the hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp), we rather appeal
to the variance estimate (2.22), cf. Lemma A.2, to the effect of

VoLl < AleP [ VR

QL

IN

and the claim (3.7) now follows from the standard decay of the Green’s function G, in
form of [VFy ()] = | [, V?Grl S (1 +[alr)™

Step 3. Infinite-volume limit: under (Mix) for d > 2 or under (Hyp) for any d > 1, we
argue that V¢, converges strongly in L?(Q2) as L 1 oo to the unique gradient solution V¢
of the corresponding infinite-volume problem (2.6).

Uniqueness for (2.6) is already contained in [19] since the difference of two solutions of (2.6)
is a solution of (2.6) without gravity. It only remains to establish the strong convergence
result. For that purpose, in terms of

= VL) g, - LB,



22 M. DUERINCKX AND A. GLORIA

we appeal to identity (3.9) in the form

E Vo] = E[0+ar)f Vor:(e@)|,

QL

or equivalently, by stationarity of V¢r, : (e ® v1) and by invariance of «y, with respect to
shifts on the periodic cell (shifting Py, does indeed not change the number of points),

E[[Vorl’] = E[(1+ar)Ver : (e®71)]. (3.10)

The stabilization condition for P, in (H;) ensures that 7, converges strongly in L?(Q2) to
v:=3", V(=A)"1,, which is indeed well-defined under (Mix) for d > 2 or under (Hyp)
for any d > 1. Since the bounded random variable aj converges almost surely to a, we
conclude that (1 + az)(e ® v1) converges strongly to (1 + a)(e ® v) in L*(Q). Therefore,
identity (3.10) entails that the strong convergence V¢ — V¢ in L%(Q) follows from the
corresponding weak convergence.

Using the uniform bound (3.6) or (3.7) of Step 1, weak compactness in L?(Q; L2 _(R?)) en-
sures that Ve, converges weakly to some stationary random field ® € L2(Q; L2 (R9)?xd)
(along a subsequence, not relabelled). As a weak limit of gradients, ® is necessarily
gradient-like, hence we may write ®*(z) = V¢“(z) for some ¢ € L*(Q; HL_(R%)?). Com-
bining this with the stabilization condition in (Hg) in form of 17y — 1z« in L2 .(R9) for
almost all w, we may then pass to the limit in the weak formulation of equation (3.1). More
precisely, we first easily deduce for almost all w that D(¢*) = 0 in Z% and that divg® = 0.
Next, a similar standard argument as in [19, Step 3 of proof of Proposition 2.1] allows to
deduce that ¢ is a solution of (2.6) in the following weak sense: for almost all w, for all
test functions ¢ € C°(R%)? with D(¢)) = 0 on Z* and divey = 0, there holds

V¢:V¢“:—ae-/

Rd\IW

Vv+e- .
IUJ

R4

Finally, arguing as in [19, Step 4 of proof of Proposition 2.1], a stationary pressure II%
can be reconstructed with vanishing expectation and finite second moments, while the
regularity theory for the steady Stokes equation ensures that (¢“,I1¥) is in fact a classical
solution of (2.6) and that boundary conditions are satisfied in a pointwise sense. O

4. VELOCITY FLUCTUATIONS

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2, that is, the estimation of fluctuations
of individual particle velocities, which requires a fine analysis of stochastic cancellations.
The proof is particularly demanding and strongly relies on a novel annealed regularity
theory for the steady Stokes equation with a random suspension, which is briefly described
in Section 4.2.2 and mainly postponed to a forthcoming companion contribution [20]. In-
terestingly, the hyperuniform setting is easier to treat as it only requires a perturbative
regularity result. We also strongly rely on local regularity statements and pressure esti-
mates borrowed from our previous work [19] on colloidal (non-sedimenting) suspensions.
By scaling, we may henceforth assume |e| = 1.
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4.1. Structure of the proof. We start with the following key estimates on the opti-
mal decay of large-scale averages of the gradient field V¢y. Due to the nonlinearity with
respect to randomness, local norms of V¢y, also appear in the right-hand side; this will
be subsequently absorbed by a buckling argument. Yet, the correct fluctuation scaling
is already manifest: in particular, the first term in (4.1) below displays the CLT scaling
multiplied by a length scale, cf. (2.11), and is the reason why the critical dimension in The-
orem 2(i) is d = 4 instead of d = 2. Importantly, the nonlinear contribution of V¢, in the
right-hand side is multiplied by the CLT scaling without loss, which is key to our buckling
argument to prove Theorem 2(i): the worse nonlocality only appears in the linear part,
while the nonlinear part always behaves as in homogenization for divergence-form linear
elliptic equations, cf. Section 2.7. In the hyperuniform setting (ii), the suppression of den-
sity fluctuations exactly allows to avoid the worse scaling of the linear part, cf. Section 2.7,
and we recover the CLT scaling (2.12).

Proposition 4.1 (Fluctuation scaling). Let the random point processes (Pr)r>1 satisfy
the general assumptions (Hy) for some 6 > 0.

(1) Under the improved mizing assumption (Mix"), in dimension d > 2, there holds for
all g € ngr(QL)dXd, 1<R<L,g>1,and 1<K p< o0,

H/ng:V¢L

2
< 2 . 2
ey 0 1912 2 A Il

U ol || (14 [ (veutr)’

R

(4.1)

LP(©)

(11) Under the improved mixing and hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp™), in any dimen-
sion d > 1, there holds for all g € ngr(QL)dXd, 1<R<L,g>1,and 1 < p < o0,

H/Q 93V¢L‘2
L

4.2
1.2p («Q ( )

L(Q) o

In preparation for a buckling argument, the following result allows to bound local
norms of V¢r, as appearing in the right-hand sides of (4.1)—(4.2) by corresponding large-
scale averages. This statement is inspired by [59] in the context of homogenization for
divergence-form linear elliptic equations, and constitutes a compact improved version of [31,
Lemma 2.2|.

S Ul [ (14 [ tveur)”

Proposition 4.2. Let the random point processes (Pr)r>1 satisfy the general assump-
tions (Hs) for some § > 0. Choose x € C°(B) with [px =1 and set x,(z) = r~Ix(Z).

There exists ng > 0 (only depending on d,d) such that there holds for all1 <r <, R <L,
1<qg<1+mny, andp>1,

(£ 1vou)’

We are now in position to prove Theorem 2. Based on the above two propositions
together with a buckling argument, we first deduce moment bounds on V¢r. Combining
this again with Proposition 4.1, we deduce the optimal fluctuation scaling for large-scale
averages of Vor, cf. (2.11)—(2.12). Finally, moment bounds on the velocity field ¢, simply
follow by integration.

2

: O

SR+ [ Ve
L

LP(Q) L7 ()
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Proof of Theorem 2. By local regularity for the steady Stokes equation, e.g. [27, Sec-
tion IV], we have

sup [V < (
B(z) Ba(

2 (x

1
ver?)' suplogl < (f
) B(x)

Bo(x

19+ Vo)t (43)

so that it is enough to control moments of local quadratic averages [V¢r]o and [¢r]a; we
omit the detail. We split the proof into three steps.

Step 1. Proof that for all 1 < R < L,
f vl
Br

2 dy1-%
”[V¢L]2“L2P(Q) 5 (R ) P
By the discrete /! — P inequality in form of the reverse Jensen’s inequality

2R ()

LP(Q)

the claim follows in combination with stationarity of [V¢r]a.

Step 2. Moment bounds on V¢r: proof of (2.7) and (2.9).

Under (Mix") in dimension d > 2, combining the results of Propositions 4.1(i) and 4.2, we
findforall 1 <r <, R<L,1<qg<1+mnp,and 1 < p < oo,

(£ vou)’

2

S B [ e
L

LP(Q) L?P(Q)

1

(1 v ]i [V¢L]§Q> g

)

LP(Q)

Son R AP ()R

~.

which yields after optimization in r, for R > 1 and ¢ > 1,

(f o

and the conclusion (2.7) then follows from the result of Step 1.

Sp R2’
LP(Q)

Under (Hyp™) in any dimension d > 1, combining the results of Propositions 4.1(ii) and 4.2,
we rather find forall 1 <r < R< L, 1 <¢g< 141, and 1 < p < o0,

‘( / ) Vo) (1+1, R[vm]iq)%

<, B2+ (B)'RV

)

L7 () L7(Q)
and the conclusion (2.9) follows in the same way.
Step 3. Moment bounds on ¢r: proof of (2.8) and (2.10).
Poincaré’s inequality yields
— . <V v H ][ - ][ ‘ , 4.4
o= f )@, SIF0bey + [ £ o= f ot gy (0

and in view of (2.7) and (2.9) it remains to estimate the last right-hand side term. For

that purpose, we write
][ ¢r — ][ ¢ = Vor-Vher,
B(x) B QL
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in terms of Vhy 1, := Vh(- —x) — Vhy, where hj, denotes the unique solution in @y, of

]lB —d
—Ahp = +— — L
Bl

Under (Mix™) in dimension d > 2, appealing to Proposition 4.1(i) together with (2.7)
yields for all p > 1,

L2P(Q)

1
Sp IVha ] AN VhaLlliz gy + (V)2 Vhe Lll2q,)-

2d_
+2(Qr)

Noting that ||V2h$7L||L2(QL) < 1 and that for d > 2 Riesz potential theory further yields
[Vha,llr2(q,) S 1, we are reduced to

VoL - Vh.i|

gp 1+ HVh$,L”L%(QL) N H<'>Vh$vLHL2(QL)’

H QL L2P(Q)

while a direct computation with Green’s kernel gives

1, if d > 4;
F
HVhJC’LHLd%(QL) AN VR Llizg,) S log(12 +|z|)2, ifd=4; (4.5)
(x)2, if d=3.

Inserting this into (4.4), the conclusion (2.8) follows. Under (Hyp™), rather appealing to
Proposition 4.1(ii), the conclusion (2.10) follows in the same way. O

4.2. Preliminaries. We introduce a number of general tools that play an important role
in the proof of Propositions 4.1 and 4.2.

4.2.1. Multiscale inequalities for higher moments. The following shows that the multiscale
variance inequalities in assumptions (Mix") and (Hyp™) imply corresponding functional
inequalities for higher moments. This is proven in |21, Proposition 1.10(ii)] for (Mix™),
and the same proof applies for (Hyp™).

Lemma 4.3. If the random point processes {Pr}1>1 satisfy (Mix"), then there holds for
all p > 1 and all o(Pyr)-measurable random variables Y (Pr) with E[Y (Pr)] =0,

1
p

Blveo] < e [ ( | (8%55,&(@1”(7%))zdx)pwrdpw(e)cw] )

Likewise, if {Pr}r>1 satisfy (Hyp™), then there holds for all p > 1 and all o(Pr)-
measurable random variables Y (Pr) with E[Y (Pr)] = 0,

E[Y(PL)]" < pQE[ /0 ’ ( /Q ) <67};}2?Be($)Y(73L))2d:c>p<€>dpw(ﬂ) dz]’l’. (4.2
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4.2.2. Annealed regularity theory. Another key tool consists of annealed regularity proper-
ties for the steady Stokes equation with a random colloidal (non-sedimenting) suspension.
More precisely, given a random forcing g € L>(€2; C22.(Qr)?*?), we consider the unique

per
solution vy, € L>(; Héer(Q 1)) of the following heterogeneous problem, for almost all w,
—Avy + VPP = divg®, in Qr, \ Z¢,
divey =0, in Qr, \ Z¢,
D(v¥) = 0, in 77, (4.8)
fale (9% +o(vy, P¥))v =0, Vn,

(g% w P = skew
Jors, OV (99 + o (v}, PE))v =0, ¥n, ¥O € MY,
with [ or v¥ = 0. The energy inequality takes the form

”VUfHIﬁ(QL) < ngHLQ(QL\If)' (4.9)

Aside from perturbative Meyers type estimates, no corresponding (deterministic) L” esti-
mate is expected to hold in general due to heterogeneities — unless particles are assumed
to be sufficiently far apart, cf. Remark 4.6 below. However, in view of homogenization, the
heterogeneous Stokes operator can be replaced on large scales by the following “homoge-
nized” one, cf. [19, Theorem 1],

—V - BV®Y +VP¢ =divg”, in Qy,
divey = 0, in Qr,

for which standard constant-coefficient elliptic regularity theory is available. In this spirit,
compared to a generic situation, the solution of (4.8) is expected to have much better
regularity when the suspension is sampled by an ergodic ensemble. This type of result
was pioneered by Avellaneda and Lin [6, 7] in the context of periodic homogenization for
divergence-form linear elliptic equations. In the stochastic setting, while early contributions
in form of annealed Green’s function estimates appeared in [18, 53|, a (quenched) large-
scale regularity theory was first outlined by Armstrong and Smart [5] (see also [4]), and
later fully developed in [2, 33|. For the steady Stokes problem (4.8), the development
of a corresponding large-scale regularity theory is postponed to a forthcoming companion
contribution [20] that is devoted to the quantitative homogenization of (4.8). In the present
work, in the spirit of [23|, we appeal to large-scale regularity in form of the following
convenient annealed L regularity estimate established in [20].

Theorem 4.4 (Annealed L? regularity [20]). Let the random point process Py, be stationary
on Qr, and satisfy the hardcore condition in (Hg) for some 6 > 0, as well as the improved
mizing assumption (Mix"). Gien g € LOO(Q;CSgr(QL)dXd), the unique solution vy €
LOO(Q;Héer(QL)d) of (4.8) satisfies for all 1 < p,q < co and n > 0,

H[VUL]QHLQ(QL;LP(Q)) Span “[9]2“L‘1(QL;LP+”(Q))=

and for all 0 <r < d(1 — %),

1) IVoLlellue@piie@) Spara 10 19l2llLe @, wren@))- %

In the perturbative setting |p — 2|, |¢ — 2| < 1, the loss of stochastic integrability can be
avoided, that is, the above holds with 7 = 0, which happens to be a useful tool in the proof
of Proposition 4.1. In addition, such a perturbative statement can be established under
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mere stationarity and ergodicity assumptions, without any mixing. The proof is based on
a simple Meyers type argument and is given in [20].

Theorem 4.5 (Perturbative annealed L? regularity [20]). Let the random point process P,
be stationary on Qr and satisfy the hardcore condition in (Hg) for some § > 0. Then,
there exists a constant ng > 0 (only depending on d,§) such that the following holds: Given
g € L(Q; C2.(QL)™9), the unique solution vy, € L®(Q; HL (Qr)?) of (4.8) satisfies for
all p,q with |q — 2|, |p — 2| < no,

IVoslalieuir@y S lglllssir@)- v

Remark 4.6 (Dilute L? regularity). In the dilute regime, the recent work of Hofer [41]
on the reflection method easily yields the following version of Theorem 4.4; the proof is
a direct adaptation of [41] and is omitted. This also constitutes a variant of the dilute
Green’s function estimates in |31, Lemma 2.7

Let the random point processes (Pr)r>1 satisfy the general assumptions (Hg) for some
6 > 0, and denote by 0y, the minimal interparticle distance in Pr. For all 1 < p,q < oo,
there exists a constant d; > 0 (only depending on d,q) such that, provided Pr, is dilute
enough in the sense of 5y, > &,, we have: Given a random forcing g € L>°(€; C22,(QL)¥*9),

per
the unique solution vy, € LOO(Q;Héer(QL)d) of (4.8) satisfies

VoLl r@) S l9llue@ e

as well as the following deterministic estimate, for almost all w,

IVoEllLar) S 119° L@y 0

4.2.3. Localized pressure estimates. We state the following localized estimate on the pres-
sure for the steady Stokes equation. This is essentially a consequence of standard pressure
estimates in [27] but it requires some additional care since the prefactor in the estimate
is uniform with respect to the size of D although Zj, consists of an unbounded number of
components. Note that the same result could be stated in L? for any 1 < ¢ < oo, and that
the Stokes problem below is tailored to cover both equations (3.1) and (4.8).

Lemma 4.7 (Localized pressure estimates). Let a (deterministic) point set Pr, = {xn 1 }n
satisfy the hardcore condition in (Hy) for some § > 0. Given g € ngr(QL)dXd and e’ € RY,

let v, € HY . (Qr)? denote the unique solution of
_AUJL‘FVQL = dng—ogLe’ mn QL \IL,
divwy, = 0, in Qu\ Iy,
D(wL) =0, m Ly,
e Incl+ [o , (94 0(wr,Qu))v =0, ¥n,
fa[n,L Ov-(g + o(wr,Qr))v =0, Vn, VO € Mekew,

with fQL wyr, = 0. Then there holds for all balls D C Qp, with radius rp,

HQL - ][D\IL QL‘ i

L?(D\Ip)

< P2le 4 Vw2 ) + 9Pz, 0

Proof. Let a ball D C @Qp, be fixed with radius rp. Using the Bogovskii operator as e.g.
in [19, Step 4.2 of the proof of Proposition 2.1], we can construct a map ¢ € H{(D)
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(implicitly extended by 0 on @1, \ D) such that (|, , is constant for all n and such that

div( = <QL—]€)\ QL)]ID\IU HVCHLQ(D) S HQL—]@\IL QLHL2(D\IL)a

Iy

where we emphasize that the prefactor in the last estimate is uniformly bounded indepen-
dently of D and L. Arguing as in Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 1, we note that the
equation for wy, implies in the weak sense on the whole periodic cell @,

—Awp, + V(QL]]'QL\IL) = div(g]lQL\IL) —agelg\z, — Z 68]n,L (g +o(wg, QL))V-

Testing this equation with (, recalling that ¢ is constant inside particles, and using the
boundary conditions for wy,, we are led to

/ Qrdiv¢ = VC:VwL—i—/ VC:g—i—aLe-/ C—e-Z/ ¢.
Qr\Tr, QL Qr\Zr Qr\Zr n JInL

Inserting the definition of div(, recalling that |az| < 1, and using Poincaré’s inequality
on D, we deduce

HQL - ]i\h QL‘ i

L2(D\Zp)

S IVClz o) (IVwLlia ) + llgllzmng,) ) + lell¢h o)

[

S IVCla) (el + IV WLl ) + 912 iz, )
and the claim follows from the bound on the L?-norm of V. O

4.3. Proof of Proposition 4.1. We shall exploit the multiscale variance inequality (2.2),
or its hyperuniform version (2.3), and appeal to a duality argument. Let the (deterministic)
test function g € per(QL)dXd be fixed and for all w let v € H;er(QL)d denote the unique
solution of the following auxiliary problem,

—AvY + VPP =V g, in Qr \ ZY¥,

divey =0, in Qr \ ZY¥,

D(vg) =0, in 77, (4.10)
falw (g+ oy, Py))v =0, vn,

falw Ov - (g—i—a(vL,Pf))V:O, Vn, VO € Mkew,

with fQL v¥ = 0. We split the proof into four main steps: the mixing case (i) is treated

in the first three steps, while the simplifications that appear in the hyperuniform case (ii)
are pointed out in the last step.

Step 1. Fluctuation scaling outside Zy: proof that under (Mix") in dimension d > 2 there
holdsforall 1< R<L,¢g>1,and 1 < p < o0,

TR e A

I gl | (14 [ 1verk)’

2

LP(Q)

(4.11)

+lgll? 20
Ld+2(QL LP(Q)
where alternatively the norm ||g||? ., can be replaced by ||{-)

2
Lat2(Qy) gHLQ(QL)'
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Using the version (4.6) of the multiscale variance inequality (2.2) to control higher mo-
ments, we obtain

H /QL\IL o V(ZSL‘ 2

L2P(Q)
L 2 p %
SB[ ([ (@Fenn [ o:ver) @) @ vnea]’, @)
0 QL Qr\IL

and it remains to estimate the oscillation of fQL\IL g : V¢, with respect to Pr, on any
ball By(z). Given 0 < ¢ < L and = € R?, and given a realization, let P} be a locally finite
point set satisfying the hardcore condition in (Hs), with P|g,\B,(2) = PLlQ.\B,(x), and
denote by ¢} the corresponding solution of equation (3.1) with P, replaced by P;. We
split the proof into three further substeps.

Substep 1.1. Proof that

‘/ 92V¢L—/ g: Vo, 6'/ UL +/ luL
Qr\Zr Qr\Zj, I By (x)
1 1
([ wuP i) (@ [ veR)t
BZ+2(1') B[+2(:B)

First decomposing fQL\I’L = fQL\IL + fIL\I’L - fI’L\IL’ we find

/ 9:Vor —/ 9:Vop
Qr\Zr, Qr\Z}
— [ eiVe-d+ [ aive- [ give
Qr\IL Ti\Tr, I\T}
hence, in view of the inclusion (Z \ Z}) U (Z} \ Z1) C B+1(x),
(/ 93V¢L_/ 9:Vop
Qr\Zr, Qr\T}

<|f ov—anl« ([ ) ([, var) a

and it remains to examine the first right-hand side term. Arguing similarly as in Step 1 of
the proof of Theorem 1, we note that the equation (4.10) for vz, implies in the weak sense
on the whole periodic cell @y,

SL

— A +V(Plgng,) =V (glgng,) — Y dor,. (9 + olvw, Po))v. (4.15)

Testing this equation with ¢7, — ¢, and recalling that the pressure P, is only defined up
to additive constant and that ¢, and ¢ are divergence-free on the whole periodic cell Qp,,
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we obtain for any constant ¢; € R,
| aVer—ot) =~ [ Vo Ve -6
Qr\IL QL
S [ =) (gt ol P e))
n YOI, L

hence, in view of the boundary conditions for ¢, ¢, and v, arguing similarly as in Step 2
of the proof of Theorem 1,

/ 9:V(or —¢L) = — vUL V(or — ¢7)
Qr\Ir,
/aLLL - ]{R’L (b’L) (9+o(ve, Pp—c1))v. (4.16)

n:Ty, LGBg(x

Likewise, testing with vy, the equation for ¢ — ¢} in the form (3.2), we get for any

constants cg,d, € R,

— Vor, : V(or — ¢1) :aLe-/ vL—o/Le-/ vy,
Qr Qr\TIL QrL\Zj,

"’Z/ (A U@L,HL—CQV—Z/ vL - O-gbLaHI 2)]/5

which, in view of the choice | 0, VL = 0 and of the boundary conditions for ¢r,, ¢}, and v,
turns into

Vor : V(pr —¢7) = are- / v —ale- / vy,

L e B e

n:xy,, 1, €By(x) n:x’ LEB[

-y /81 —f vL) o(¢ 10 — chv. (4.17)

n:x! LEB()

Qr

Combined with (4.16), this yields

/QL\IL!J V(oL — ¢7) = —(ar —af)e / L
—(O/L+1)< > /

)

n:Ty LEB[ EBZ(JB
/ HI /
— UL— vr ) - o(¢p, 1} — cy)v
! !
LB or, .,

/81nL oL _][ ¢/L) . (g+0(vL,PL —Cl))y. (4.18)

In,L

n:Ty LEB[(:L‘)
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In order to control the different right-hand side terms localized at particle boundaries, we
appeal to the local regularity theory for the Stokes equation. We illustrate this on vy: a
trace estimate first yields

[ wapsip-al s [ (V) E VoL + (T (P — )P
8In,L ( n L+16B)\I’n« L

while, for any constant ¢z € R?, replacing vy, by v;, — c3, the local regularity theory for
the Stokes equation (4.10) satisfied by vy, — ¢3 in (I, +6B) \ I, can then be applied in
form of e.g. [27, Theorem IV.5.1],

/ ‘VUL’2+’PL—01’2
8In,L

s/ |<v><vL—c3>\fn,L\2+/ VoL + [P — eaf? + (V) g2,
aln,L (In,L+5B)\In,L

which yields by Poincaré’s inequality, for the choice c3 := JCI L UL recalling the linearity
of vy, inside particles, 7

1
/ Yo+ [Py - erf? < / Vo + [Py — Py, + [(V)Fgl (4.19)
oIn,1, I, +6B
Likewise, as ¢/ satisfies (3.1), we find

[N —GP s [ VP I -G e (420)

n,L In,L+

Inserting these bounds into (4.18), recalling that |ar|, |o/;| < 1, and noting that

,ZQe\ Ty — 73R\ Tl 1QLI(IZ] — 1Z7])

T TN TQINT 1@\ ZLl|Qr \ T}
_1Qul(IZe N Bea (2)| — 123, N Bea(2)]) L0y
Qe \Zr||Qr \ Z} | ~ ’

we are led to

(/QL\IL ¢L_¢L)‘ L4y e./IL vy, +/Bg+1(x> uLl

([ (Tl 1P - P, + 1))
Byia(z)

1

([ (VL - P 1gum + 1)’
Biia(x)

Choosing ¢; := JCBZ+2 (@\TL Py, and ¢, := fBHQ(m)\I’L 1T} , and using the pressure estimate of
Lemma 4.7, we deduce

(/QL\IL vior -] s pterfe- [l [ ol

(/ R o) (00 + [

Vor?)®. (.21)

r+2()
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Combined with (4.14), this yields the claim (4.13).

Substep 1.2. Proof that in dimension d > 2,

/ VP < (02 ¢ / VL. (4.22)
Byya(w) Byia(x)

Starting from (3.2) and arguing as for (4.17), the energy identity for ¢ — ¢/ takes the
following form, for any constants c4, ¢ € R,

| = =~ —ape- [ (o -6
L Qr\Tr,
—(o/L+1)< > / (br—d1)— D, / ¢L—¢L>

n:xy,, L €Be () n: :Bn L EB(x)

/ ‘][ ¢.) - (2D(6r) = (I = e4)1d )
Al 1,

n:Ty, LGBg(x In,L

! n:%LZe:BZ(QC) /a%’L <¢L B ]i,L ¢L> -(2D(¢}) — (I, — ¢ Id ) v.

Using the local regularity theory for the Stokes equation in form of (4.20) as in Substep 1.1,
this leads to

/|v<¢L—¢'L>|2§Ld<e>d/Q |¢L—¢'L|+/B L Jor =il

1
+ / VP4 I — &P Lo,z ) /
( Byto(z) o L) < B

Hence, choosing ¢4 =

VouP + 1 — a1, )

0+2()

JCBHQ(a:)\IL Il and ¢ = fBHQ(x)\I,L I, and using the pressure
estimate of Lemma 4.7 for both II;, and II} , we obtain

/\V<¢L—¢’L)\2,<VL‘d<€>d/Q 1¢L—¢’L\+/B ()!¢L—¢’L\

G AN LR G

Using Poincaré’s inequality in the form

\vmy?) 2 (4.23)

o42(x) 0+2()

[ oo <2 19— )

and the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality for d > 2 in the form

/Be+1(x)‘¢L_¢lL’ S <€>%+1</L [¢L_¢/[,];2j2>d2__‘12

S 0 [ IWeL-aP)’, (1.21)

NI
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we deduce in dimension d > 2,
4 3
|-k < @ ([ 19— aP)

(o [ war) (ot [ wal)’

r2(x

hence,

| v -k < (0

L Byia(x)

wort) (0% [ waue),

and the claim (4.22) follows by the triangle inequality.

r+2()

Substep 1.3. Proof of (4.11).
Using the result (4.22) of Substep 1.2 to replace the perturbed corrector ¢ by ¢, in the
right-hand side of the result (4.13) of Substep 1.1, we obtain

e-/ vy, +‘/ Vg,
1L Beya(z)

1

' </BZ+2(:B) vou + 1)) (@02 [ weur)”

r+2(2)

B [ 9 Vor| S0
L\+L

Inserting this into (4.12), we find for all p > 1,

¥y <

\Zr L) ~ Iy,
L 1
0

w2 [ el ([ @)

(ol o))

where we have set for abbreviation,

ip(m ( /0L<£>dpw(€) de) :

LP(Q) (

P

p<e>dpw(e)de] . (4.25)
Ce(z) = (€) + (]i . |V¢L|2)%.

Before estimating the last right-hand side term in (4.25), we first smuggle in a spatial
average at some arbitrary scale 0 < R < L,

G@(f V0P + |93 o
QL Byya()

S /L (BSE(I;) C?) (ém(y) <]€BR+1($) [Vurl3 + [(Vﬁg]%) dsv) dy.
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We then use a duality representation to compute the LP(2)-norm of this expression (in the
following, X denotes a random variable, which is independent of the space variable),

e[ [ G / LTy dm)}
S (12X P 1 E|:/L (;;I(I?/)CZQ)

L2’ (o)~
(£ Ll / IV + X)) i) ay).

By Holder’s inequality and by stationarity of (;, we find

s awr(f, 1owpe i) i) ]

< [ e( £ Ll f VX X)) dw)p " a.

L2r' (©)

B =

B =

1
< E[supﬁ?p]p
Br

hence, since g (unlike vy) is deterministic, using Jensen’s inequality,

a([ wwr(f, 1onpeioiof) i) ]

1
- 2] v 102 2
< E[SEEQ ] <H<V>29HL2(QL) + - s;:r() o H[V(XvL)]zHLQ(QL;LQ,,/(Q)).
L Q

3=

By perturbative annealed LP regularity theory in form of Theorem 4.5 (without loss of
stochastic integrability!), we deduce for p > 1,

B|( [ awr(f  1vul o) d )] S E[sup ] ()l
o\ vL 29 x ~ sup 29 )
o1 Boya(a) Br 0 L*(Qr)

where the supremum of {, can be estimated as follows, for all ¢ > 1,
1 1
lapa]” s 0+ |(f, wo)’
Br Bri1
Forall 1 < R<L,q>1, and p>> 1, inserting this into (4.25) yields
|y %l #5000
Qr\Tr, L2P(Q) 1 LP(2)\ Jo
L 1
w2 [l (] @mar)”
QL 0

‘ <1 " /B [V¢L]§q> % LP(Q) ( /()L<£>(d+2)pﬂ(£) d€> %

Using the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality in dimension d > 2, Jensen’s inequality, and the
non-perturbative annealed LP regularity theory in form of Theorem 4.4, recalling that ¢ is

)

LP(©)

3=

LP(Q) (

1
+P2H<v> 29Hi2(QL)



SEDIMENTATION OF RANDOM SUSPENSIONS 35

deterministic, we find for 1 < p < oo,

[ e

Combining this with the above, and using the superalgebraic decay of the weight 7, the
claim (4.11) follows.

Substep 1.4. Modification of (4.11).

The estimate (4.11) fails to give the correct power of the logarithm in (4.5) in the critical
dimension d = 4, in which case the estimate needs to be slightly modified. To this end,
we use the following refined version of the Poincaré inequality: There exists a universal
constant C' > 0 such that for all L > 1 and all ¢ € H]},(Qr) with vanishing average
fQL ¢ =0, we have

a+2

(Vo |#72)

L) ™ H QL LP(Q)

Vol 2 . (4.26
< [V ||Ld+2(QL;L2P(Q)) Sp HgIILdeQ( o) (4.26)

[ owe<c [ lepvee P, (4.27
QL QL

in favor of which we presently argue. By scaling it is enough to consider L = 1, and

we proceed by contradiction. Assume there exists a sequence (¢n)n C Hp.,(Q) with the

following properties: fQ 1Cal? =1, fQ n =0, and fQ |z|?|V ¢ (2)|?dz — 0. First, by weak

compactness, up to a subsequence, (,, converges weakly to some limit ¢ in Lper(Q), with

Jo ¢ = 0. Next, for all & > 0, we find fQ\BE |V¢n|? < e72 Jo |2?|V ¢ (x)|?dz — 0, which

entails that the limit ¢ must be a constant in @, hence ¢ = 0 since |, 0 ¢ = 0. Using Rellich’s

theorem e.g. in the annulus @ \ %Q, we further find that the restriction ¢, Q\1q converges
2

strongly to 0 in L2(Q). Given a cut-off function y € C°(Q) with Xlig=1land 0<x <1,
2
we compute

/><2|<n|2 = é/x(x)2|§“n(x)|2(divx)dx
Q Q
= _%/QX(x)QCn(w)@mian(ﬂU) 96——/62 (2)|Cn () 2 - V() da

< ([ el) ([ ePver e [ Ivaer)

and thus, using the properties of y,
[o1al s [ aPva@Pd [ G
5Q Q Q\3@Q
As the restriction Cn|Q\ 1 converges strongly to 0 in L?(Q), we deduce that ¢, also con-
2
verges strongly to 0 in LQ(Q), which gives the claimed contradiction.

Applying (4.27) to vy, we thus have [, lop 2 < Jo.. ) 2|V |?, and we now appeal to the
non-perturbative weighted annealed LP regularity theory in form of Theorem 4.4, to the

effect that
[ty = 1 otvue],, <

Using this estimate instead of (4.26) in Substep 1.3 yields the claimed modification of (4.11).

< 10991220, -




36 M. DUERINCKX AND A. GLORIA

Step 2. Proof that under (Mix") in dimension d > 2 there holds for all 1 < R < L, ¢ > 1,
and 1 < p < o0,

2 ) 1
. < 5 4112 2q\ a
‘ /zL Oy S 190 2 g, IV 20 <1+/BR[V¢L]2) v D
This estimate allows to upgrade (4.11) to
2
H /QL\IL ¢L‘ L#(Q S ”gHL%(QL)
1
N 1
I e, | (14 [ o)’ e 429
R

We turn to the argument for (4.28). Using the version (4.6) of the multiscale variance
inequality (2.2) to control higher moments, we can write

e'/ wll,  <PE /L / (o5 6‘/ o) do “o-aa”, @30)
7, @) ~ 0 L N PRB@ L

and it remains to estimate the oscillation. Given 0 < ¢ < L and = € @, and given a
realization, let P} be a locally finite point set satisfying the hardcore condition in (Hy),
with P 1g,\B,@) = PLlQ,\B(z), and denote by v} the corresponding solution of (4.10)
with Py, replaced by P;. We decompose

‘e-/ vL—e-/ vl < ‘e-/(vL—v'L)‘—i—‘e-/ UL—G-/ UL‘
Ir t r Ir ’

e-/ (vL—U'L)(+/ o). (4.31)
7 Boyi(z)

Testing the equation (3.2) for ¢ with v, — v}, we obtain for any constant ¢} € R,

S

V¢ : V(vg —vf)

QL
= _dje- / (o —vp) -3 / (v — v, - o(d, IT;, — &),
Qr\Iy n YOI |

hence, in view of the boundary conditions and of the choice fQL(vL — ;) =0,

@+ e [ o—vi) = [ VoV - o))
z, QL
. / oL —f or) o (&)1, — .
n:x’ LEB 81/ ;
Next, testing the equation (4.15) for vy, — v} with ¢/, we obtain for any constant ¢z € R,

<a’L+1)e-/IL<vL—v'L) /M L~ 6L) (o+oton P — )

n:Ty, LEB (z) In,L

Y /a —f EORCA AL

n:x’ LEB
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In view of the local regularity theory for the Stokes equation in form of (4.19) and (4.20),
together with the pressure estimates of Lemma 4.7, we deduce

‘e-//L(UL—U/L)‘ S (<€>d+2—|—/B )‘V¢/L‘2>%(/B ()’VUL‘Q‘H(vﬁg‘Q)%-

42T
Using the bound (4.22) of Substep 1.2 to replace ¢ by ¢ in the right-hand side, and
inserting this into the decomposition (4.31), we are led to

05 5 / vp| < ‘/ vy,
L. Bo(x)€ 1, Besr(2)

+ (1o [ } wou?)'( [ }

Inserting this into (4.30), the claim (4.28) follows as in Substep 1.3.

z+2(33

1
Vo2 + [(V)2g?) .

042

Step 3. Fluctuation scaling on Zy: proof that under (Mix™) in dimension d > 2 there holds
forall 1l < R< L, q>1 and 1 < p < oo,

H/Ig Vo[

which yields the conclusion (1) in combination with (4.29).

Vo)

)

LP(Q)

S W2 g, o+l (14

2
P d+2 BR

Using the version (4.6) of the multiscale variance inequality (2.2) to control higher mo-
ments, we can write

]

L2P ()

< pQE[/OL (/QL (3%35,32(33) /ILg : V¢L>2dx>p<£>dp (0) dé];, (4.32)

and it remains to estimate the oscillation. Given 0 < ¢ < L and z € Rd, and given a
realization, let P} be a locally finite point set satisfying the hardcore condition in (Hy), with
Prlo\B.(@) = PLlg.\By(x), and denote by ¢} the corresponding solution of equation (3.1)
with Py, replaced by P;. We decompose

[ovofaval<| $ [ aa-vi)

n:xy,, 1, €Be(x)
g Vor— 3 / 99}
L

BB

n:xy,, 1, €By(x) In,

_l’_

Since ¢, and ¢/, are both affine inside particles I, 1’s with z,, 1, §é Bg(.%'), we can further
write

‘/ILQ:V(bL_/I/g:V(b/L

SIS(f o) wo-va
T (/B . |g|2)%(/B IVl + v )
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Using the bound (4.22) of Substep 1.2 to replace ¢} by ¢ in the right-hand side, this
yields

‘/IL93V¢L—/I/9:V¢/L

<|S(f o)) (vo-ve

" (/Bw(x) |g|2>é(<€>d+2+/32+2(x) |V¢L|2>é- (4.33)

It remains to estimate the first right-hand side term. By a standard use of the Bogovskii
operator in form of |27, Theorem III1.3.1], we can construct a divergence-free tensor field
hr € H...(Qr)¥? such that hy = 0 outside Z, + 6B = {x € Q, : dist(x,Z;) < J} and

per

such that for all n there hold
hil, v € Hy(Inz +0B)™, hilr,,, = ][ 9,
In,L

el r, p+om) S l9llezq, L) (4.34)

In these terms, using that hy is divergence-free, we can write by means of Stokes’ formula,
S(F o) a-vey = X (F 9): [ @-enev
n In,L In,L n In,L 8In,L
D3 R THCET ALY
n JOl, L
= [ Vil o)
QrL\ZL

— —/ he V(65— o)),
Qr\Zr,

so that we are reduced to the sensitivity of the gradient V¢ outside particles as already
studied in Step 1. Appealing to the bound (4.21) of Substep 1.1 together with the re-
sult (4.22) of Substep 1.2, and combining with (4.33), we obtain

e./ UL,h‘—F/ lvrhl
IL Bg+1($)

1
H ([ Vol 9+ 1gP)* (02 + [
Biia(x)

Bet2()

05 o | g Vor| S L7
By () 1,

Vo),

where vy, ;, denotes the solution of the auxiliary problem (4.10) with g replaced by hr,.
Inserting this into (4.32), proceeding as in Substep 1.3, and taking advantage of the
bound (4.34) in form of the pointwise estimate [(V)hp]a(z) < fB4($) [9)3, the claim fol-

lows.

Step 4. Hyperuniform case (ii).

The hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp™) allows to replace the multiscale inequality (4.6)
by its version (4.7), where the oscillation derivative 0°% is replaced by its hyperuniform
counterpart 9P := 9™V 4 [~19°¢. The main part 0™°¥ only accounts for local per-
turbations with a fixed number of points, in accordance with the suppression of density
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fluctuations, while the second part involves the full oscillation 9°°¢ but has the small pref-
actor L™!. Given a random variable Y (Pr) with E[Y (P)] = 0, we write (4.7) as

1Y (Po)lFeniy S 02 EPIY(PL)] < p? VY (PL)] +p? L2 [Y(Pr)],  (4.35)

where we have set for abbreviation, for x = osc, hyp, mov,

EXY(PL)] = E[ /0 ’ ( / L (87*%3[(33)1’(7%))2dm>p<£>—dp7r(£) dﬁ]%

We split the proof into two substeps, separately considering the contribution of £ and
of L™ 25°S° for Y(Pr) = fQ g:Vor.

Substep 4.1. Main contribution &7V

In Step 1, given 0 < ¢ < L and x € R?, and given a realization, we now let P} be a locally
finite point set satisfying the hardcore condition in Qr, with P7|o,\5,) = Prlo\B(2)
and with the additional constraint 4P} |p, @) = tPL|B,(2). In particular, the latter implies
ar, = af, so that (4.18) becomes

/QL\ILg:V<<z>L—¢'L>=—<aL+1)( ) / - % /; >

n:xy,, 1 €By (v n:x;, 1 €B(x)
- X / (oo f )-awg,n;-cg)u
nanEB 81, I,
Y / _][ #,) - (9+0(or, P —e)v. (4.36)
n:xy,, 1, €By(x) Oln, In,L

The last two terms are estimated as in Substep 1.1, but we argue differently for the first
one. The restriction §P7|p, ) = {PLIB,(2) allows to write Prlp, ) = {on; L}, and
Pl (2) = {7, 3 1ty for some 0 <m 3 (£)?. We can then easily reformulate as follows

the first right-hand side term of (4.36), using number conservation and disjointness,

Y B e

n:xy, 1 €Be(x n:x! LEBg(az)

m
<D
Jj=

I
— | /B, 1) B!, )

‘s

< (0 / Vo,
Byy1(x)

so that the result (4.13) of Substep 1.1 is replaced by

[ oo [ giva|so[ v
Qr\Z Qr\Zj, Beyi(z)

+(/f R ©)al) (04 [

1
Vo)’

r+2(2)
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Next, a similar argument as above shows that the bound (4.23) in Substep 1.2 is replaced
by

R A Y N\ R A

L Boii(x)
1
sl [ vy (ot [
Byia(x) Byia(x)

so that the result (4.22) now holds in any dimension d > 1. Arguing as in Substep 1.3, the
result (4.11) of Step 1 is then replaced by the following: under (Hyp™) in any dimension,
foral l<R<L,¢g>1, and 1 < p < o0,

[ 0iVe] 5 1ol | (1+ [, 1ver)’

R

Vo)’

L(Q)

Likewise, the result of Step 3 is replaced by the following: under (Hyp™) in any dimension,
forall l < R<L,g>1,and 1 < p < 0,
1
% 2q\ ¢
g [ 0 Vou] S0 lallag, | (14 [ 1ve?)’
L R

)

LP(Q)

and hence,
1
mov l q
2o [ giva] 5, 09 gl | (14 [ (Feuls?)”
L R

Substep 4.2. Remainder term L_zggsc.

The contribution of £,° has already been computed in Steps 1-3 in dimension d > 2, and
it remains to show that the same bound hold for L*25;,’SC in any dimension. We only need
to revisit the two places where the restriction to d > 2 is used, that is, Substep 1.2 and
the estimate (4.26) in Substep 1.3.

LP(©)

We start with revisiting Substep 1.2. Instead of using the Poincaré-Sobolev inequal-
ity (4.24), we use Poincaré’s inequality in the following form,

/BHl(x) oL — (ﬁ/L’ S <£>g</QL o1, — ¢IL‘2)% < L<€>(2i</QL V(¢ — (b/L)‘Q)%’

so that the conclusion (4.22) is replaced by the following, in any dimension d > 1,
| vek s ets [ vek (4.37)
Byya(x) Biia(x)
Next, we revisit the estimate (4.26) in Substep 1.3: instead of appealing to the Poincaré-

Sobolev inequality and to non-perturbative annealed L? regularity in form of Theorem 4.4,
we simply use Poincaré’s inequality and the energy inequality (4.9), in any dimension d > 1,

| [l s 22 [ 17l
QL LP(©) Qr

Up to these two modifications (4.37) and (4.38), the conclusion of Steps 1-3 becomes the
following, for any dimension d > 1, forall I < R < L,q¢>1,and 1 < p < oo,

1
osc . < 2 L 92 2q\ ¢
e[ [ o:vor] S0 LT ol | (14 ) (9o

< 2 2
LrQ) ~ L HgHLQ(QL)' (4.38)

LP(Q).
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Multiplying both sides by L~2, and inserting this into (4.35) together with the result of
Substep 4.1, the conclusion (ii) follows. In contrast with the proof of (i), we note that (ii)
only requires perturbative annealed LP regularity in form of Theorem 4.5. O

4.4. Proof of Proposition 4.2. Given a ball D C @ with radius rp > 3 and given
arbitrary constants cp € R? and ¢}, € R, testing the equation (3.2) for ¢, with n% (¢ —cp),
where 7p denotes a cut-off function with np = 1in D, np = 0 outside 2D, and |Vnp| < %,
such that np is constant in I, 7, for all n, using the boundary conditions and recalling that
divegr, = 0, we easily obtain the following Caccioppoli type estimate,

1
/|V¢L|25—2/ 61, — el
D p J2D

1 1
= 1 =
+ </ I — Cb\Q]lQL\IL) ’ <—2/ oL — CD!2> ’ +/ |¢r — cpl.
2D D J2D 2D

Bounding the last right-hand side term by
< d+2 1 2
|9 —cep| ST+ |ér, — cpl”,
2D D J2D

choosing ¢, := f2 D\, 117, and applying the pressure estimate of Lemma 4.7, we obtain
for all K > 1,

K? 1
][ IVorl* < —2][ lpr, — cp|® + ﬁ][ \Vor|? +r%. (4.39)
D p J2D 2D

Using the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality to estimate the first right-hand side term, with the
choice cp = f2 p ¢r, we deduce

2 % 24 % 1 2 %
(£ 196:P)" S (£ 1Vould®) ™ 4 (£ 1V6ul) +ro.
D 2D 2D
While this is proven here for all balls D with radius rp > 3, smuggling in local quadratic
averages at scale 1 allows to infer that for all balls D (with any radius rp > 0) and K > 1,
d+2 1

(£, veu8)" < we(f 1w+ (£ mouB) 4o+t

Choosing K large enough and applying Gehring’s lemma |28, 30|, we deduce the following
Meyers type estimate: there exists some 19 > 0 (only depending on d, §) such that for all
1<g<1+mngandall R>3,

[V 5§R2+ [Vorl3.
(f, wour) s e f

Bsr

Combining this with (4.39), we obtain for all K > 1, for any constant cp € RY,

1 K2 1
(7[ [V¢L]§q) s —2][ |61 — crl* + —2][ VoLl + R (4.40)
Br R Bsr K Bsr
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For 1 <r < R, choosing cgr := JCBSR Xr * ¢, Poincaré’s inequality yields

][ ¢ —crl* S ][ b1, — X * G| +][ X * ¢1, — cr|?
Bsr Bsr Bsr
St Ve f Vol
Bsr Bsr

Inserting this into (4.40), we find

1
(f Vo)t 5 (K20 ) f IV6uP 482 f e Vool + B
Br R Bsr Bsr

Since stationarity and Jensen’s inequality yield
1
< (f, wor
LP(Q) H Br

| 7{983, Vo] @ ~ H 7{9R Vsl (@)

E [(]{9 Ixr *V¢L|2)p} <E [7{3 IXr *V¢L|2p] =E [|x, * Vor|*],

this implies

H ( ]i Vou 1)

and

LP(Q)
T‘ 1
K 2 — 2q\ 4 K2H / ., 2
<y < =t H R|V¢L| ) o) + b% V¢L L +R
Choosing K > 1 and R >, i r, the first right-hand side term can be absorbed and the
conclusion follows. 0

5. HOMOGENIZATION RESULT

The proof of Theorem 3 combines the quantitative estimates of Theorems 1-2 together
with the homogenization result for colloidal (non-sedimenting) suspensions in [19, Theo-
rem 1|. In particular, this qualitative result requires mixing assumptions and quantitative
estimates.

Proof of Theorem 3. We start with a suitable splitting of the Stokes problem (2.13). In
terms of the renormalized pressure P. := P. — %)\e -, rewriting the boundary conditions
as follows,

0 = el [ ot P
edly

= el le|1v| —/ %(Ae-x)u—i—/ o(u, P¥)
edly edly
= SN+ [ ot P
edly
and for all © € Mskew,

0= Ov-o(ul, P v = Ov-o(u?, P¥)y,
edly edly
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we can rewrite (2.13) in the following equivalent form,

—Aug +VPY = f—L)e, in U\ Z¥(U),

dive? =0, in U\ZY(U),
¥ =0, on OU,

D(u¥) =0, in 7%(U), (5.1)
c1(1 - NelLi |+ [oory o(ue, P2y =0, Vn € N2(U),

fealw Ov-o(u, P¥)w =0, Vn € N¥(U), VO € Mkew,

By linearity and since o = ﬁ, we may then decompose the solution into two parts,

where (ugy, P¥;) solves
—Aufy + VP = f, in U\Z¢(U),
divus | =0, in U\Z¢(U),
ug; =0, on OU,
D(u;) =0, in 7¢(U), (5:2)
Jeors o€y, P2 v =0, vn e NE(U),
Joore OV-o(u¥ | Py =0, VneNZU), VO € Mk,

while (u§2, Pg’fz) is a rescaled proxy with Dirichlet boundary conditions on U for the “sed-
imentation corrector” (¢,II) in Theorem 1, cf. (2.6),

[ —Dugy + VP, = —Zae, in U\Z2(U),
divug, =0, in U\ZZ(U),
u¥y =0, on JU,
D(u?,) =0, in 7% (U), (5.3)
gd— 16|I‘”| + falw (u¥y, P2y)v =0, Vn e N¥(U),
Joore ©V - 0 (ufy, P)w = 0, Vn € N¥(U), VO € Mkev,

where we recall o =
tions separately.

%. We split the proof into two steps, and analyze the two contribu-

Step 1. Homogenization of (5.2).

The system (5.2) coincides with the equations for a steady Stokes fluid with a colloidal
(non-sedimenting) suspension, as we already studied in [19]|. In view of [19, Theorem 1],
for almost all w, there holds uZ; — 4 weakly in H(U) and

(ngl—][ P2 ) ingew)— (P+b D(u)—][ P)lingew) = 0, weakly in L2(U),
U\T# (U) U

where (i, P) denotes the unique weak solution of the homogenized problem (2.14). More-
over, provided f € LP(U) for some p > d, for almost all w, in view of [19, Theorem 1|, a
corrector result holds for the velocity field in form of

|ugy—a—e > vp)Vea| — (5.4)
Eeg (
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and for the pressure field in form of

~P—b:D(@) — Y (Cilange) () Vea -l
EcE

inf

KER — 0. (55)

L2(U\Z¢ (U))

Step 2. Analysis of (5.3): proof that, under (Mix") for d > 2 or under (Hyp™") for any
d > 1, there holds for almost all w,

[ugs — e () a1y — 0, (5.6)

1nf H H ]le\I“’)( — O,

2
= &llanzewy)

where we recall that (¢, IT) is the unique solution of the infinite-volume problem (2.6) as
given by Theorem 1. More precisely, we claim that for all 1 < p < oo,

: 3
l[ue2 — 5¢(E)H%}’(Q;H1(U)) Sp 5%(%)2, (5.7)
3
2

,irel]fg (P2 - (Mga\7)(2) — K)]IU\IE(U)HiP(Q;L%U)) Spera(2)?,

and that for all k > 0 there exists a random variable X,, with bounded moments such that
for almost all w,

s = 6 ()i ) S (%)% pa(1)%, (5:8)
inf || (P = (L2 )(2) = 8) Tnz ) 2y S (420%™ pua(2)2,
in terms of
1 : under (Mix™) with d > 4, or under (Hyp™) with d > 2;
pa(r) == log(2+ 7“)% : under (Mix") with d =4, or under (Hyp™) with d = 2;
(r>% under (Mix™) with d = 3, or under (Hyp™) with d = 1.

We focus on the convergence of u. 2. The corresponding convergence of the pressure P o
is obtained similarly, further using the Bogovskii operator as in the proof of Lemma 4.7
(see also [19, Substep 8.3 of Section 3|); details are omitted. We split the proof into three
further substeps.

Substep 2.1. Proof that for all 1 < R <

67
1
w o AW )]]2 < 3 d w2 w2
oo <6 (Miny SR+t [ (Gloe 4 19971), (5.9
where we use the short-hand notation Us := 1U and 0gU. := {z € U, : dist(z, 0U.) < R}.
=P,

We start by rescaling the equations: the functions v (z) := Lu. s(ex) and Qq() :
on U, satisfy

. 2(ex)

( —AvY +VQY = —ae, in U. \ Z¥(U.),
dive® =0, in U. \ Z¥(U.),
v =0, on 0U,
D(v¥) = 0, in 7¢(U2), (5.10)
e|I,°j|+faI;f o(v¥, Q¥ =0, VneN¥{U.),

(
Jorw OV o(ve, Q) = 0, Vn € N9 (U.), VO € Mskew,
)

where we use the short-hand notation Z%(U.) := Z¢(U.) and N¥(U.) := N¥(U.). This
Stokes system (5.10) is formally the approximation of the infinite-volume problem (2.6) on
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the set U, with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions (and discarding particles that
are close to the boundary of U.); the claim (5.6) is therefore not surprising. Arguing as in
Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 1, we note that the Stokes equation for v¥ implies in the
weak sense on the whole rescaled domain Us,

— AU? + V(Q?]IUE\IW(UE)) = —ae]lUg\Iw(Ug) — Z (53[;:0’(?};}, Q?)I/, (5.11)
neNw (Ue)

which we compare to the corresponding equation for ¢* on the whole space R?, cf. (2.6),

—A¢gY + V(¥ 1Iga\z0) = —aelpazo — Z Soreo(¢¥, 11¥)v.

We choose a smooth cut-off function n¥ : R? — [0,1] such that n¥ is supported in U,
n¥ is constant inside the particles I¥ and vanishes in I¥ for n ¢ N“(U.). In addition,
given some 1 < R < % (that will be chosen later depending on ¢ and d), we assume that

ne satisfies @ (z) = 1 for all z € U. with dist(z,0U.) > R, and |Vn®| < %. The above

equation for ¢“ entails that n“¢“ satisfies the following in the weak sense on the whole
d
space R,

= AMEd*) + Ve lgayzw) = —n¢ aelgayzo — 17 Z dorgo (¢, 1I¥)v

— (Vo = IIgayz) Vi = V- (¢ @ Vo). (5.12)
Substracting (5.12) from (5.11), and adding arbitrary constants to the pressures, we obtain
for any ¢, € R,
- A = n26°) = V(1212 - ) lgaze — (@2 = ) uazew,))
+ e(anf;]le\Iw — a]lUg\Iw(Ug)) + (V(bw — (I — c)]le\Iw)an + V- (¥ @Vn)

Y dar (W (67,11 — ) — 002, Q¢ = )
neN«(U:)

Testing this equation with v¥ — n¥¢~ € H&(UE), recalling that both v¥ and ¢“ are
divergence-free, noting that v¥ —n®¢* is constant inside the particles I¥ with n € N“(U;),
using the boundary conditions for v* and ¢“, and using the properties of n¥, we are led to

/|Wﬁ—wwW5/ﬁ|w—WW|
Ua BRUE
1 (93} w w
+ E /BRU6 ‘(b ‘(’QE - cl‘]lUg\IW(UE) + ’H — C’]le\Iw)

1 w w W w w
g [ (V6 I~ cltpaze)
OrU:

1

+tx V(v = n2d®)l|6"]. (5.13)
OrUe

We separately estimate the different right-hand side terms, and we start with the first one.
Using Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality and Poincaré’s inequality on Hg(U) restricted to the
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annulus OgU, (with Poincaré constant O(R)), we find for all K > 1,

1

_ 1 2

| s @i —aeR)’
RUe

RUe
1
V(2 — o))

AN
o
|
isH
fuy)
N
=
7 N
:SJ\
5

N

1
KU [ o - o)
K2 Jonu.
We turn to the second right-hand side term in (5.13). Using Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality

and the pressure estimate of Lemma 4.7 with ¢ := fBRUg\Iw I and ¢ := fBRUE\Iw 0. QY

(the proof of Lemma 4.7 needs to be repeated on the annulus drU., using Poincaré’s
inequality as above), we obtain for all K > 1,

1 " y )
E ARUE ’(b ‘(’QE o c,’]lUE\IW(UE) + ’H - C’]le\Iw)

1

1 : .
(G f ) 10 Pe 1~ Pt
R2 aRUE’ ’ aRUE‘ € ’ U\Z% (U:) ‘ ’ RA\T
1/ 2% 1—d p3 2 2%

— o el=IR3 4 Vo 2 + |V

( . 2)*( e “12)

S SRR [ (e V) g [ 19 - e
~ opU. M2 K? Jopu. 5 F

It remains to analyze the last two right-hand side terms in (5.13). Proceeding similarly as
above, we obtain for all K > 1,

N

1 w w W w w
i (1967 I = el
OrU:

1
SRR LR [P [ 90— e
aRUE K aRUE
and also
1 1 1
F LW el S K2 e [ V6 e,
RJoqu. 7 7 orU. K2 Jopu.° 7

Inserting the above estimates into (5.13) and choosing K large enough to absorb part of
the right-hand side terms into the left-hand side, we are led to

1
[ - g [ (iR va),

. orUe 1T
which yields (5.9) after rescaling and using Poincaré’s inequality.
Substep 2.2. Proof of (5.7).
Taking the expectation of the p-th power of (5.9) and using the quantitative estimates of
Theorem 2, under (Mix") for d > 2 or under (Hyp™) for any d > 1, we deduce for all
1§p<ooand1§R§%,

. 1
ez = 20 oy So (a2 + B?),

and the claim (5.7) follows for the choice R = ,ud(%)%.
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Substep 2.3. Proof of (5.8).

Starting point is again (5.9) for R = Md(%) . We need to convert the optimal annealed
bounds (2.7)—(2.8) and (2.9)—(2.10) into suboptimal quenched bounds and prove that for
all kK > 0 there exists a random variable X, with finite algebraic moments such that for
all z € RY,

1/2

[¢“(x)] < K@) palz]), [V (z)| < XZ(x)". (5.14)
Indeed, equipped with these bounds, we deduce for all 0 < x < 1 and almost all w,

1
d w2 w12 w\2 1-2K 1
€ =301+ Ve ) S (X7)7e " alz)
/3RU5 (RQ > 5
so that (5.8) follows from (5.9). To prove (5.14), we set

2z = sup (@) pal(e) 6 ()] + ()90 @)]).
z€RL

3 €l0
2—¢—>0,

and it suffices to check that this random variable has bounded moments. By local regularity
in form of (4.3), a covering argument yields
1
Vo) ) .
)

1
s sw (@) (£ W0E) w0 (f
Ba(x) B
Hence, given k£ > 0, since the function x ~ ()" is integrable on R? for p > d/k, the

xE%Zd
moment bounds (2.7)—(2.8) and (2.9)—(2.10) lead (after bounding the supremum on ﬁZd

o (x

by the sum) to

e 5 3 e (f, 0 e (f, )]

1 7d
:BE\/EZ

Sp Z ()™ <p 1,

1 7d
me\/&Z

that is, &), € LP(Q2) (which is therefore almost surely finite). O

APPENDIX A. FUNCTIONAL-ANALYTIC VERSION OF HYPERUNIFORMITY

The present appendix is devoted to a more detailed discussion and motivation of the
hyperuniformity assumptions (Hyp) and (Hyp™'). Pioneered by Lebowitz [50, 43] in the
physical literature for Coulomb systems, the notion of hyperuniformity for a point process P
on R? was first coined and theorized by Torquato and Stillinger [69] (see also [67, 29]) as
the suppression of density fluctuations. More precisely, while for a Poisson point process
one has Var [#(P N Br)| o« |Br|, the process P is said to be hyperuniform if rather

i Var [#(P N BRr)]
Rtoo ’BR’

~0. (A1)

Typically, this concerns processes for which number fluctuations are a boundary effect, that
is, Var [4(P N Br)] < |0Br|. Hyperuniformity can be interpreted as a hidden form of order
on large scales and has been observed in various types of physical and biological systems,
see e.g. [69, 67]. For Coulomb gases, rigorous results on the hyperuniformity of the Gibbs
state have been recently obtained in [9, 49, 64]. The simplest examples of hyperuniform
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processes are given by perturbed lattices, e.g. P := {z 4+ U, : z € Z%} where the lattice
points in Z? are pertubed by iid random variables {U.},cz4 (this model however only
enjoys discrete stationarity due to the lattice structure; see [61, 73| for refined properties).

Alternatively, hyperuniformity is known to be equivalent to the vanishing of the structure
factor in the small-wavenumber limit, that is,

lim S(k) = 0
kg%() ,

where the structure factor is defined as the Fourier transform S(k) := /ﬁg(kﬁ) of the total
pair correlation function hs, cf. Definition 2.1. If the pair correlation function is integrable,
this can equivalently be written as

S(0) = /R ha=0. (A2)

The advantage of this reformulation in terms of the structure factor S(k) is that the latter
can be directly observed in diffraction experiments. This property of vanishing structure
factor is reminiscent of crystals, and indeed hyperuniform processes share crystalline prop-
erties on large scales, although they can be statistically isotropic like gases, thereby leading
to a new state of matter [68].

In the spirit of (A.2), in our periodized setting, for a family {Pr}r>1 of random point
processes Pr, on (Q1,, we consider the following slightly relaxed definition of hyperuniformity,

cf. (Hyp),

sup Lz‘/ h27L‘ < 00, (A.3)
L>1 L

which is viewed as the approximate vanishing of the corresponding structure factors at 0
in the limit L 1 oco. The precise rate O(L~2) is chosen in view of Lemma A.2 below.
As claimed, such a definition of hyperuniformity in terms of structure factors implies the
suppression of density fluctuations in the following sense.

Lemma A.1 (Density fluctuations [69, 29|). Let a family {Pr}r>1 of random point pro-
cesses Pr, on Qr, be hyperuniform in the sense of (A.3). Then, for all 1 < R < L,

Var [Py 1 Ba) € 1Bl (L2 [ (105 lgna (o) da).

L

In particular, provided that the pair correlation function gs 1, has fast enough decay in the
sense of SUpr >4 fQL |z|1]g2,1(x)] do < oo, we deduce for all1 < R < L,

Var [4(Pr N Br)] < p7I0BE|. %

Proof. Number fluctuations are computed as follows,

Var [¢(Pr, N Br)] = Var [Z ]IBR('%.N,L):| = 1 //BRXBR ho,r(z — y) dxdy

_— / |Br(—) N Bg| hy 1 () dz.
QL
Hence, decomposing

|Br(—x) N Bg| = | Br| — |Br \ Br(—z)| = |Bg| + (1 A 2£) O(|Bg)),
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where the last summand is a continuous function that vanishes at x = 0, we deduce

<2 / (1A 218) gy 1 ()] de,

L

——Var [(Pr, N Br)| — p%/ ha, 1,

Qr

|BR|

and the conclusion follows. O

Recall that a Poisson point process P = {z,}, on R? satisfies Var [Y°, ((zn)] & [ga [¢[?

for all ¢ € C2°(R?), and that similarly any point process P with integrable pair correlation
function satisfies

Var [24 } =i [ @ e -ty 5 67 [ 6P ()

The suppression of density fluctuations under hyperuniformity is naturally expected to
lead to an improved version of such a variance estimate. Indeed, given an independent
copy {z},}n of P = {z,}n, we may represent

ar[}njamn)] - EE[ (3 cten) - Enjam;)ﬂ,

and the suppression of density fluctuations would formally allow to locally couple the
random point sets {z, }, and {x,, },, only comparing points of the two realizations one to
one locally, which would ideally translate into the gain of a derivative: for all { € C°(R?),

ar [Enjc(m} < P /R Ivep (A.5)

Indeed, provided that the pair correlation function has fast enough decay, it can be checked
that hyperuniformity (A.1) is equivalent to this improved variance inequality (A.5). In our
periodized setting, a rigorous statement is as follows.

Lemma A.2 (Functional characterization of hyperuniformity). Consider a family {Pr,}r>1
of random point processes Pr, = {xn 1 }n on Qr and assume that the pair correlation func-
tion go 1, has fast enough decay in the sense of

sup / 1212 9o, ()| dex < oo.
L>1JQy

Then {Pr}r>1 is hyperuniform in the sense of (A.3) if and only if for all L > 1 and
¢ € Cher(Qr) we have

Var {Z«m)} <0 /Q Ve L28 /Q P (A.6)

In particular, the latter implies for all ¢ € C5e,(Qr) with B[y ((wn,1)] = p1 fQL ¢=0,

Var [Z«xm] <0 /Q VeP. 0

Proof. By the definition of the total pair correlation function hsg 1, cf. Definition 2.1, recall

that
Var {ZC T, I, } = PL// o C(y) ho,(z — y) dzdy.
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Choosing ¢ = 1, the variance inequality (A.6) yields

‘/ hZ,L‘ <L
QL

that is, our definition (A.3) of hyperuniformity, and it remains to prove the converse
implication. Recomposing the square, the above identity for the variance takes the form

Var [;cm,m] =gt [ @ enydndyr (o [ 1) ([ )

Using the decay of correlations to estimate the first right-hand side term, and hyperuni-
formity (A.3) to estimate the last one, the variance inequality (A.6) follows. O

While the above variance inequality is restricted to linear functionals Y7, = > ((zy,1) of
the point process, the analysis of nonlinear multibody interactions requires a corresponding
tool for general nonlinear functionals. For general functionals ¥ = Y (P) of a Poisson
point process P with unit intensity on R?, the following variance inequality is known to
hold [72, 48],

Var [Y (P)] < E[/Rd (6§ddY(7?))2dy , Y (P) ==Y (P U{y}) — Y (P),

where the difference operator 0244 is known as the add-one-point operator. More general
versions of this type of functional inequality have been considered in the literature as a
convenient quantification of nonlinear mixing in order to cover various classes of exam-
ples. In this spirit, our improved mixing assumption (Mix") is formulated in terms of
the multiscale variance inequality (2.2) of |21, 22]. As shown in [22, Section 3|, this cov-
ers most examples of interest in materials science 66|, including for instance (periodized)
hardcore Poisson processes and random parking processes. Applied to a linear functional
Yr =), ((@n,1), this variance inequality (2.2) clearly reduces to (A.4), so that (2.2) can
indeed be viewed as a nonlinear version of (A.4).

In the hyperuniform setting, as number fluctuations are suppressed, the add-one-point
operator in the above or the general oscillation in (Mix") could be intuitively replaced
by a suitable “move-point” operator, only allowing to locally move points of the process,
but not add or remove any. A general version of this idea is formalized as the improved
hyperuniformity assumption (Hyp™) in form of (2.3). Again, applied to a linear functional
Yr, =), ¢(xp 1), this new variance inequality (2.3) clearly reduces to (A.6), so that (2.3)
can be viewed as a nonlinear version. We believe that this new functional inequality is of
independent interest.

Example A.3 (Perturbed lattices). We briefly show that assumption (Hyp™) in terms of
the hyperuniform multiscale variance inequality (2.3) is not empty. For that purpose, we
consider the simplest example of a hyperuniform process on @, that is, the perturbed
lattice Pr, :={z4U, : z € Z4n @1}, where the lattice points in 74N Q1 are perturbed by
iid random variables {U.},czdnq,, say with values in the unit ball B. This model Py, is
easily checked to satisfy the following stronger version of the variance inequality (2.3): for
all o(Pr)-measurable random variables Y (Pp,),

Var [V (Pr)] < %E[ /Q (8%37V31+ﬁ/2(z)Y(PL)>2dz}, (A7)



SEDIMENTATION OF RANDOM SUSPENSIONS 51

where we recall that the move-point derivative ™°V is defined in (Hyp™). This is indeed
a direct consequence of the Efron-Stein inequality [24] for the iid sequence {U.},czing, in
the following form: for Py, . := {y + Uy }y:y. U{z + U.} with {U]}, an iid copy of {U.}.,

Var [V (Pr)] < %E{ S (Y(PL) - Y(PL.))? |

2€79NQ,
while Y(Pr,) — Y (P, ) can be bounded by g(g(z)Y(P), thus leading to (A.7). O
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