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Quantitative nonlinear homogenization: control of oscillations
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Abstract

Quantitative stochastic homogenization of linear elliptic operators is by now well-understood. In this
contribution we move forward to the nonlinear setting of monotone operators with p-growth. This work
is dedicated to a quantitative two-scale expansion result. By treating the range of exponents 2 ≤ p < ∞
in dimensions d ≤ 3, we are able to consider genuinely nonlinear elliptic equations and systems such as
−∇ · A(x)(1 + |∇u|p−2)∇u = f (with A random, non-necessarily symmetric) for the first time. When
going from p = 2 to p > 2, the main difficulty is to analyze the associated linearized operator, whose
coefficients are degenerate, unbounded, and depend on the random input A via the solution of a nonlinear
equation. One of our main achievements is the control of this intricate nonlinear dependence, leading to
annealed Meyers’ estimates for the linearized operator, which are key to the optimal quantitative two-scale
expansion result we derive (this is also new in the periodic setting).
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1 Introduction

1.1 Nonlinear elliptic equations and homogenization

Monotone operators are natural nonlinear extensions of linear operators in divergence form. They model
physical phenomena such as (nonlinear) conductivity in R

d (d ≥ 1) in form of

−∇ · a(∇u(x)) = g(x),

for some map a : Rd → R
d and function g (which we shall take in conservative form later on). In the language

of conductivity, such an equation is obtained by combining

• a conservation law: ∇ · q + g = 0, where −q is the heat flux1 and g some exterior forcing,

• with a constitutive law: q = a(∇u), where u is the temperature field.

1although −q is the physical heat flux, we shall rather call q the flux in this contribution.
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For a(ξ) = ξ, we recover the Laplace equation (linear heat conduction), and for a(ξ) = |ξ|p−2ξ with p ≥ 2
the p-Laplace equation (nonlinear heat conduction).

Homogenization is the mathematical theory of composite materials. In the above picture, this means that
the constitutive law depends on the space variable: the conductive medium is made of different materials
with different conductivities. This leads us to the more general conductivity problem

−∇ · a(x,∇u(x)) = g(x),

with a : Rd×R
d, (x, ξ) 7→ a(x, ξ). To speak of composite materials we need two additional properties: the way

the different materials are mixed should display some pattern with averaging properties (such as periodicity
or stationarity and ergodicity) and there should be a scale separation between the size of the heterogeneities
and the forcing term g. In more mathematical terms, we call 0 < ε0 ≪ 1 the scale separation parameter
of the “actual” model, a the map when heterogeneities vary at the unit scale, and embed the problem at
physical scale 0 < ε0 ≪ 1 into the family of equations with arbitrary parameter ε > 0

−∇ · a(x
ε
,∇uε(x)) = g(x). (1.1)

Homogenization aims at characterizing the asymptotic behavior of the temperature gradient ∇uε and of the
heat flux qε = a(x

ε
,∇uε) in the regime 0 < ε ≪ 1. These fields obviously have strong oscillations at scale ε,

and, if any, convergence can only take place in weak norms (or, in physical terms, after local averaging) when
ε ↓ 0. The typical output is the existence of map ā : Rd → R

d such that ∇uε converges to ∇ū, qε converges
to q̄ = ā(∇ū), and ū solves

−∇ · ā(∇ū(x)) = g(x). (1.2)

In this case, ā is the effective (or homogenized) conductivity of the composite material. Homogenization can
be summarized by the commutative diagram of Figure 1, which is nothing but a particular instance of the
H-convergence by Murat and Tartar.

Gradient field Constitutive law Minus flux Conservation law

∇uε apply aε−→ qε = a( ·
ε
,∇uε) −∇ · qε = g

↓ ↓ ↓
∇ū apply ā−→ q̄ = ā(∇ū) −∇ · q̄ = g

Figure 1: Homogenization as a commutative diagram

The main motivation of the homogenization theory is to replace ∇uε0 and qε0 by some effective quantities.
The above answer amounts to taking the weak limit of ∇uε and qε as ε ↓ 0 and therefore smooth out
the oscillations in a consistent way. The natural following question is whether one can quantify the error
made by replacing (∇uε0 , qε0) by (∇ū, q̄), and whether we can reconstruct a posteriori the oscillations of
(∇uε0 , qε0) given (∇ū, q̄) and some intrinsic objects. This is the first aim of quantitative homogenization,
which is by now well-developed for linear equations. In this contribution, we address genuinely nonlinear
operators (such as regularized p-Laplacians with p > 2) for the first time, and prove a quantitative two-scale
expansion – which characterize the spatial oscillations of (∇uε0 , qε0) at scale ε0, see Theorem 2.2. The second
aim of quantitative stochastic homogenization is to characterize the random fluctuations of observables of
(∇uε0 , qε0), see Section 3.2 for a short discussion.

In the rest of this section, we introduce the class of monotone operators we shall consider (and make precise
assumptions on a), recall the associated qualitative homogenization results, and then turn to quantitative
aspects.
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1.2 Qualitative homogenization of monotone operators

The stochastic homogenization of monotone operators was first addressed by Dal Maso and Modica [29, 30]
in their seminal papers “Nonlinear stochastic homogenization (and ergodic theory)”, based on Γ-convergence
([32, 66]) and the subadditive ergodic theorem. We refer to the reference textbooks [27] by Dal Maso, [18]
by Braides and Defranceschi, [58] by Jikov, Kozlov, and Olĕınik, and [76] by Pankov for the finest qualitative
results available – see also [66, 29, 30, 23, 28, 43, 34].

Let us precisely define the class of maps â : Rd → R
d we shall consider in this contribution. We assume

that â satisfies the following three properties: â(0) = 0 and there exist p ≥ 2 and C > 0 such that for all
ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R

d,

|â(ξ1)− â(ξ2)| ≤ C(1 + |ξ1|p−2 + |ξ2|p−2)|ξ1 − ξ2|, (1.3)

(â(ξ1)− â(ξ2)) · (ξ1 − ξ2) ≥ 1

C
|ξ1 − ξ2|p. (1.4)

Estimate (1.3) is a continuity or boundedness property, whereas estimate (1.4) is a monotonicity or coercivity
property. With a map â we associate the monotone differential operator C2(Rd) → C0(Rd), v 7→ ∇ · â(∇v).
In view of regularity theory (see below) we also consider two strengthenings of (1.4), which read for all
ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R

d

(â(ξ1)− â(ξ2)) · (ξ1 − ξ2) ≥ 1

C
(|ξ1 − ξ2|2 + |ξ1 − ξ2|p) =:

1

C
|ξ1 − ξ2|2&p, (1.5)

(â(ξ1)− â(ξ2)) · (ξ1 − ξ2) ≥ 1

C
(|ξ1|p−2 + |ξ2|p−2)|ξ1 − ξ2|2. (1.6)

Let us give two examples. The p-Laplacian, that is, â : ξ 7→ |ξ|p−2ξ, satisfies (1.3), (1.4), and (1.6). The
p-Laplacian regularized at 0, that is, â : ξ 7→ (1 + |ξ|p−2)ξ, satisfies (1.3), (1.4), (1.5), and (1.6).

In this contribution, we shall say that an operator â : Rd → R
d with â(0) = 0 is

(i) monotone with growth p ≥ 2 if it satisfies (1.3) and (1.4);

(ii) strongly monotone with growth p ≥ 2 if it satisfies (1.3) and (1.6);

(iii) monotone and non-degenerate with growth p ≥ 2 if it satisfies (1.3) and (1.5).

In regularity theory, provided â is C1, one usually state these assumptions in form of: for some s ≥ 0 and
for all ξ, h ∈ R

d, we have

|â(ξ)| ≤ C(s2 + |ξ|2) p−1
2 , |Dξ â(ξ)| ≤ C(s2 + |ξ|2) p−2

2 , Dξâ(ξ)h · h ≥ c(s2 + |ξ|2) p−2
2 |h|2.

If this holds for s = 0, then we have (1.3), (1.4), and (1.6). If it holds for s = 1, then we additionally have
(1.6). This is however in the form (1.3) and (1.6) that these assumptions will be used in terms of estimates
in this contribution.

The informal discussion of the previous paragraph can be made rigorous for monotone operators with
growth p ≥ 2 (more general results exist). Consider a random Carathéodory2 map a : Rd×R

d → R
d, (x, ξ) 7→

a(x, ξ), which is stationary and ergodic in the space variable (see Section 2.2 for details), and is such that
a(x, ·) satisfies (1.3) and (1.4) for all x ∈ R

d almost surely (with uniform exponent p ≥ 2 and constant C).
We consider the family of solutions {uε}ε>0 of (1.1) for a suitable forcing term of the form g = ∇ · f with
f ∈ Lp(Rd)d, in which case the natural solution space is the homogeneous Sobolev space

Ẇ 1,p(Rd) := {v ∈ W 1,p
loc (R

d) | ∇v ∈ Lp(Rd)}/R.
2that is, measurable with respect to x and continuous with respect to ξ.
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Then, ∇uε and qε = a( ·
ε
,∇uε) converge weakly in Lp(Rd)d almost surely to ∇ū and q̄ = ā(∇ū), respectively,

where ū ∈ Ẇ 1,p(Rd) solves the homogenized monotone equation (1.2) on R
d, where ā : Rd → R

d is a monotone
operator (no spatial dependence) which only depends on a (and in particular, not on f – see Theorem 2.1 for
the precise statement) and satisfies (1.3) and (1.4) with another constant C′ (depending only on C and d).

A natural question is whether one can infer more properties on ā if we make more assumptions on a. The
answer is more subtle than one would expect. In general, if for all x ∈ R

d, a(x, ·)

• is quadratic, then ā is quadratic (linear equations homogenize to linear equations);

• is a p-Laplacian, that is, if a(x, ξ) is homogeneous of degree p − 1 in ξ and satisfies (1.3) and (1.4),
then (1.6) also holds, and, by scaling, ā is also homogeneous of degree p− 1 and satisfies (1.3) and (1.6)
(for some constant C);

• satisfies (1.3) and (1.5), then ā also satisfies (1.3) and (1.5) (for some constant C);

• satisfies (1.3), (1.5) and (1.6), then ā satisfies (1.3) and (1.5), but (most presumably) not necessar-
ily (1.6).

In particular, homogenization of a monotone map yields a monotone map, homogenization of a non-degenerate
monotone map yields a non-degenerate monotone map, but homogenization of a strongly monotone map might
not yield a strongly monotone map (we are not aware of an explicit counter-example though). This suggests
that the homogenized operator ∇ · ā(∇) might not possess C1,α-regularity even if the monotone operator
∇ · a(·,∇) does. Since elliptic regularity plays an important role in quantitative homogenization, this raises
interesting questions and will impose restrictions on the operators we can consider.

1.3 Classical regularity theory for monotone operators

In this section we recall what regularity theory one can expect for elliptic operators of the form ∇ · â(∇)
depending on properties of â, which we then apply both to the random and the homogenized operators.
There are essentially two classes of results:

• Standard growth conditions: If ξ 7→ â(ξ) is smooth, and â is strongly monotone (that is, it satisfies (1.3)
and (1.6)), then ∇· â(∇) possesses Ck,α-regularity and nonlinear Calderón-Zygmund theory, cf. [61, 69];

• Non-standard growth conditions: If ξ 7→ â(ξ) is smooth, and â is monotone and non-degenerate (that
is, it satisfies (1.3) and (1.5)), then ∇· â(∇) possesses Ck,α-regularity and nonlinear Calderón-Zygmund

theory provided 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)
d−3 (only active for d ≥ 4), cf. [14]3.

On the one hand, strongly monotone operators are nicer since they possess regularity without restriction on
the exponent p, but strong monotonicity is not stable by homogenization (in the sense that the homogenized
operator might not be strongly monotone even if the random operator is). On the other hand, although
non-degenerate operators do only possess regularity if p is close enough to 2 in high dimensions (there is no
restriction for d ≤ 3), this property is stable by homogenization.

As we shall see below, to establish quantitative homogenization results in the scalar setting:

• The non-degeneracy condition (1.5) is needed for reasons that are independent of the regularity theory;

3The new feature in [14], which establishes Ck,α-regularity for local solutions of ∇ · a(∇u) = 0, is the largest range of

exponents 2 ≤ p <
2(d−1)
d−3

compared to previous contributions – more general results with right-hand sides and nonlinear
Calderón-Zygmund theory hold true as well.
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• We need local regularity theory for the random operator, which (provided x 7→ a(x, ξ) is smooth enough)

is automatic for 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)
d−3 in view of the assumption (1.5), and follows from any p ≥ 2 if we further

assume (1.6);

• In the random setting, we also need the condition 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)
d−3 for the analysis of linearized operators.

Most of our analysis also applies to monotone systems, provided we assume in addition that the operator has
the Uhlenbeck structure.

To conclude, let us discuss the regularity properties of the homogenized operator in view of these assump-
tions. For systems, since the Uhlenbeck structure is not stable by homogenization, our assumptions do not
imply that the homogenized operator possesses C1,α regularity. The same holds in the scalar periodic setting

in the range of exponents p ≥ 2(d−1)
d−3 under assumption (1.6). In the (periodic or stochastic) setting in the

range of exponents p < 2(d−1)
d−3 , the homogenized operator does possess C1,α regularity. We refer the reader

to Section 3.2 for a further discussion of this observation.

1.4 Quantitative homogenization for p = 2

The prototypical example for p = 2 is the linear equation and its homogenized limit

−∇ ·A(x
ε
)∇uε = ∇ · f, −∇ · Ā∇ū = ∇ · f, (1.7)

where A is a stationary and ergodic field of (say, symmetric for simplicity) matrices, which satisfies the
uniform bound 1

C
Id ≤ A ≤ CId for some deterministic C > 0. The first quantitative estimates for this

problem started with the early contributions [80] by Yurinskĭı and [72] by Naddaf and Spencer, followed by
[53, 54, 55, 49, 65, 48] by Otto, Marahrens, Neukamm, and the second author. The crucial ingredients in
these works are Meyers’ estimates, functional calculus in probability (in the form pushed forward in [36, 35]
by Duerinckx and the second author for applications to mechanics, see Appendix B.2 for the Gaussian
version), and the central limit theorem scaling (a typical sign of integrable correlations). Functional calculus
is a powerful tool that allows to linearize the dependence of nonlinear random fields with respect to the
underlying randomness (here the coefficients of the equation) and provide concentration of measures (in form
of the control of high moments). This strategy was recently revisited and very efficiently streamlined in
[75, 59].

Later, Armstrong and Smart adapted in [9] the strategy of Avellaneda and Lin [10, 11] from the peri-
odic to the random setting and proved that the solution uε of the heterogeneous equation enjoys the same
regularity properties as the solution ū of the homogenized equation, albeit on large scales (with respect to
the heterogeneities). Since the homogenized equation has constant coefficients Ā, one can derive large-scale
Ck,α-regularity for all k ≥ 0, 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 – which constitutes non-perturbative large-scale regularity that
goes way beyond Meyers’ estimates. On the one hand, this allowed them to distinguish the (more robust)
large-scale regularity properties from the (finer) rates of convergence. On the other hand, this opened the
way to go beyond the CLT scaling (and typically consider Gaussian coefficient fields with fat tails in [50, 51]),
to by-pass functional calculus (and typically treat coefficient fields with a finite rate of dependence, which
culminated in [7, 52, 8, 6]), and to give a complete characterization of fluctuations [39]. We refer the reader
to [50, 52] for a thorough account of the literature emphasizing the different assumptions and approaches.

The nonlinear version of (1.7) for p = 2 reads with a(x, ξ) = A(x, ξ)ξ and ā(ξ) = Ā(ξ)ξ,

−∇ · a(x
ε
,∇uε) = ∇ · f, −∇ · ā(∇ū) = ∇ · f,

with the boundedness property 1
C
Id ≤ A(x, ξ) ≤ CId for all x, ξ ∈ R

d, and the assumption that a(·, ξ) =
DξW (·, ξ) for some convex function ξ 7→W (·, ξ) (which, in the linear case, takes the form 1

2ξ ·Aξ). A crucial



1.5 New difficulties for p > 2 7

feature of this model is that Ā satisfies the very same properties as A, which makes it the simplest nonlinear
model possible. It was first successfully analyzed in [9, 4, 3] by Armstrong, Smart, Ferguson, and Kuusi
(where mostly large-scale regularity is proved), and then in [41] by Fischer and Neukamm (where rates are
obtained). The new insight compared to (1.7) is that one needs to study the linearized corrector equation
(see (3.9) below) on top of the nonlinear corrector equation (see (2.3) below), and the main merit of these
works is to show that a certain version of the theory for the linear case extends “verbatim” to this nonlinear
case.

In the following paragraph we detail the new difficulties that appear when going from p = 2 to a genuinely
nonlinear operator with p > 2.

1.5 New difficulties for p > 2

Whereas for p = 2, the homogenized operator ā has a good regularity theory provided it is smooth (which is
proved in [9, 4, 3]), this is less clear as soon as p > 2, cf. Section 1.3 .

When linearizing the nonlinear problem, one obtains a linear operator with coefficients that are heteroge-
neous and depend on the solution itself. Can we prove perturbative regularity (typically in form of Meyers’
estimates) for this equation? In the specific case p = 2 treated in [4, 3, 41], the coefficients of the linearized
operator are bounded from above and below, so that Meyers’ estimates are standard (which allowed Fischer
and Neukamm to essentially follow the linear proof in [41]). This is not the case for p > 2, and this linear
equation is hard to handle for two reasons:

• The coefficients may be degenerate (for the p-Laplacian e.g.), and despite recent progress on degenerate
models, this degeneracy is currently out of reach. Large-scale regularity has been established for the
Laplacian on the percolation cluster by Armstrong and Dario in [2] (and optimal convergence rates by
Dario in [31]) and for linear elliptic systems with degenerate and unbounded coefficients under moment
bounds assumptions by Bella, Fehrmann and Otto in [13]. The main new difficulty we face here is that,
unlike in [2, 13], the degeneracy is not prescribed a priori: it is given by the critical set of harmonic
coordinates (that is the set of x ∈ R

d such that ∇φξ(x) + ξ = 0, cf. (2.3) below). Precise information
on this critical set is however currently unavailable for d > 2 (even for the p-Laplacian, the unique
continuation principle is not known to hold for d > 2 and p > 2, e.g. [64]);

• The coefficients are unbounded. Since they depend on the solution of a nonlinear PDE, our sole a priori
control is given by the growth exponent p

p−2 (the larger p, the weaker the integrability).

The rest of the article is organized as follows. In the upcoming section, we state our main results. Before
we turn to the proofs, we describe our strategy and explain how we deal with the above difficulties. We also
provide a thorough discussion of extensions and limitations of our approach, and finally turn to the core of
the proofs.

2 Main results

In a nutshell this article extends the results of [55] (covering scalar linear equations in divergence form) to the
setting of genuinely nonlinear monotone equations and systems. Although this article is mostly self-contained,
[55] and [59] may serve as a gentle introduction to the subject and tools used in the present contribution.

2.1 Qualitative assumptions and qualitative homogenization

We start with the well-known qualitative homogenization result, essentially due to Dal Maso and Modica [30]
– see also [58, Chapter 15] and [76, Chapter 3]. In particular we assume that a satisfies (1.3) and (1.5),



2.2 Quantitative assumptions and quantitative two-scale expansion 8

conditions which are also satisfied by the homogenized operator. We ask the unfamiliar reader not to worry
too much about stochastic assumptions at this stage. Explicit assumptions and standard terminology (such
as stationarity and ergodicity) will be given in Hypotheses 2.1 and 2.2 below.

Theorem 2.1 (Qualitative homogenization). If (x, ξ) 7→ a(x, ξ) is a stationary and ergodic random monotone
operator of growth p ≥ 2 such that a(·, 0) ≡ 0 and ξ 7→ a(·, ξ) satisfies (1.3) and (1.5) for a deterministic
constant C > 0, then there exists a monotone operator ā of growth p satisfying ā(0) = 0, (1.3), and (1.5),
such that for all f ∈ Lp(Rd)d, the unique weak solution uε ∈ Ẇ 1,p(Rd) of

−∇ · a(x
ε
,∇uε(x)) = ∇ · f(x) (2.1)

weakly converges almost surely to the unique weak solution ū ∈ Ẇ 1,p(Rd) of

−∇ · ā(∇ū(x)) = ∇ · f(x) (2.2)

(that is, ∇uε ⇀ ∇ū weakly in Lp(Rd)d), where the operator ā is characterized in direction ξ ∈ R
d by

ā(ξ) = E[a(0,∇φξ(0)+ ξ)] (where E[·] denotes the expectation), and φξ is the corrector, defined as the unique
almost sure distributional solution in W 1,p

loc (R
d) of

−∇ · a(x,∇φξ(x) + ξ) = 0, (2.3)

anchored at the origin via
´

B
φξ = 0, and whose gradient ∇φξ is stationary, has vanishing expectation

E[∇φξ] = 0, and satisfies

E

[

|∇φξ|2&p
]

. |ξ|2&p := |ξ|2 + |ξ|p. (2.4)

2.2 Quantitative assumptions and quantitative two-scale expansion

In view of the discussion above, to fix ideas and keep results and proofs readable, we consider the explicit
class of p-Laplacians regularized at zero (see Section 3.3 for more general conditions).

Hypothesis 2.1. Let p ≥ 2, and consider the strongly monotone and non-degenerate operator

a(x, ξ) := A(x)(1 + |ξ|p−2)ξ, (2.5)

where A is a uniformly elliptic (non-necessarily symmetric) stationary ergodic matrix field. More precisely,
we assume that A is smooth (uniformly wrt to the randomness) and satisfies the ellipticity conditions for
some 0 < λ ≤ 1

∀x, ξ ∈ R
d : ξ ·A(x)ξ ≥ λ|ξ|2 and |A(x)ξ| ≤ |ξ|.

Under Hypothesis 2.1, the monotone map a almost surely satisfies a(·, 0) ≡ 0, (1.3), and (1.5) (and,
incidently, also (1.6)) for some C depending only on p and λ, so that the qualitative homogenization result
of Theorem 2.1 applies.

Let us now be more precise on the stochastic setting. It is convenient to define the probability space via
Ω = {A : Rd → Md(λ)}, endowed with some probability measure P (we denote by E[·] the expectation). In
this setting, a random variable Y can be seen as a (measurable) function of the form A 7→ Y (A). We say
that the measure P is ergodic if we have the implication: Y (A(·+ z)) = Y (A) for all z ∈ R

d =⇒ Y = E[Y ]
almost surely. We say that a random field X : Rd × Ω → R

k (for k ∈ N) is stationary if for all z ∈ R
d and

almost all x ∈ R
d we have X(x + z, A) = X(x,A(· + z)), where A(· + z) : x 7→ A(x + z). (Note that the

expectation E[X(x)] of a stationary random field X does not depend on x ∈ R
d and we simply write E[X ].)

We use the notation Lq(dP) for the space of q-integrable random variables.

In order to prove quantitative results, we need to quantify the ergodicity assumption, which we do by
assuming Gaussianity of P and the integrability of the covariance function in the following sense.
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Hypothesis 2.2. On top Hypothesis 2.1, assume that

A(y) = χ ∗B(G(y)), (2.6)

where B : R → Md is a Lipschitz map, G is a stationary centered random Gaussian field on R
d (that is,

E[G] = 0) characterized by its covariance function C : Rd → R, x 7→ C(x) := E[G(x)G(0)], which we assume
to be integrable on R

d (in the precise form of (B.1) and (B.2) in Appendix B), and χ : Rd → [0, 1] is a
smooth compactly supported convolution kernel (the convolution is taken componentwise). In particular, A is
smooth (uniformly wrt to the randomness). We further require 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)

d−3 in dimensions d ≥ 4.4

Our main achievement is an optimal quantitative corrector result, which extends the results of [41] to the
genuinely nonlinear setting of p > 2. Following Dal Maso and Defranceschi [28], we start with the suitable
definition of the two-scale expansion. To this aim, we introduce a scale δ > 0 (which we should think of as
being ε in the upcoming result), set Kδ := δZd and for all k ∈ Kδ, we define the cube Qδ(k) = k + [−δ, δ)d
centered at k and of sidelength 2δ. We also consider a partition (ηk)k∈Kδ

of unity on R
d with the following

properties: 0 ≤ ηk ≤ 1, ηk ≡ 1 on Q δ
2d
(k), ηk ≥ c on Q(1− 1

3d )δ
, supp ηk ⊂ Q2δ(k), and |∇ηk| ≤ Cδ−1 (for

some suitable c, C > 0 independent of δ). Given the solution ū of (2.2), we introduce local averages associated
with the partition of unity in form for all k ∈ Kδ of

(∇ū)k,δ :=

´

Rd ηk∇ū
´

Rd ηk
,

and define the two-scale expansion ū2sε,δ associated with ū via

ū2sε,δ := ū+ ε
∑

k∈Kδ

ηkφ(∇ū)k,δ
( ·
ε
), (2.7)

where φξ denotes the corrector in direction ξ ∈ R
d (cf. Theorem 2.1). This constitutes a convenient variant (in-

troduced in [28] to deal with monotone operators) of the classical two-scale expansion x 7→ ū(x)+εφ∇ū(x)(
x
ε
),

which may raise measurability issues. Based on this two-scale expansion, we have the following optimal con-
vergence result.

Theorem 2.2. Assume Hypothesis 2.2 and let f ∈ Lp(Rd)d. Let the weight µd : Rk → R+ (for k = 1 and
d) be given by

µd(z) =







d = 1 : 1 +
√

|z|,
d = 2 : log(2 + |z|) 1

2 ,
d > 2 : 1.

(2.8)

For all ε > 0 we denote by uε ∈ Ẇ 1,p(Rd) the unique weak solution of (2.1), by ū ∈ Ẇ 1,p(Rd) the unique weak
solution of the homogenized equation (2.2), and by ū2sε the two-scale expansion (2.7) for the choice δ = ε. If
the homogenized solution ū satisfies ∇ū ∈ L∞(Rd)d and µd∇2ū ∈ L2(Rd)d×d, then we have

‖∇uε −∇ū2sε ‖L2(Rd) ≤ Cε,ū εµd(
1
ε
), (2.9)

where Cε,ū denotes a random variable that satisfies

E

[

exp(cCαε,ū)
]

≤ 2, (2.10)

for some exponent α > 0 depending on d, p, λ, and ‖∇ū‖L∞(Rd), and some constant c further depending on
‖µd∇2ū‖L2(Rd), but not on ε.

4This condition, which comes from an argument of [15] and is used in the main part of this paper dedicated to large-scale
Meyers estimates, is also crucially used in [14].
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Some comments are in order:

• This result also holds for nonlinear systems with Uhlenbeck structure under the same assumptions on p.

• In the periodic setting, Theorem 2.2 holds without restrictions on p ≥ 2 and with µd ≡ 1 in any
dimension. This result is sharper than [22], which contains the first quantitative two-scale expansion
estimate for monotone periodic operators with p > 2 (there, one needs to know that ā satisfies (1.6) to
construct a second-order two-scale expansion, which gives (2.9) after truncation and with a dependence
of the constant on stronger norms of ū).

• The choice to work on the whole space with a right-hand side in divergence form allows one to avoid
boundary layers (and therefore to truly focus on the homogenization error, in line with [51]) and to treat
all dimensions at once. In particular one could state and prove a similar result on a bounded domain
with Dirichlet boundary conditions, in which case the bound would be of the order of the square root
of that in (2.9).

• This result takes the same form (with the same optimal rates) as for the linear case [51, 52, 8] and for
the nonlinear case [41] with p = 2. As opposed to the latter, the stretched exponential exponent α in
Theorem 2.2 depends on ‖∇ū‖L∞(Rd) itself. This intricate dependence could be made explicit (provided
we make the exponent and constants explicit in Gehring’s lemma) and is reminiscent of the way we
treat the non-degeneracy of the linearized equation (that is, perturbatively).

• This result makes the a priori assumption that ∇ū ∈ L∞(Rd)d and µd∇2ū ∈ L2(Rd)d×d:

– In the scalar setting, under Hypothesis 2.2, since ā ∈ C1,1
loc (cf. Corollary 3.2 below), the conditions

∇ū ∈ L∞(Rd)d and µd∇2ū ∈ L2(Rd)d×d are not restrictive and hold under suitable assumptions
on the right-hand side f , capitalizing on the results [14] by Bella and Schäffner.

– Since the above result is local in nature, this estimate holds on domains of R
d on which ū has

the required regularity. In any case, if ∇ū develops some singularity somewhere, one does not
expect the two-scale expansion to be accurate in that region. This remark applies in particular to

systems, and to the periodic setting in the regime of exponents p ≥ 2(d−1)
d−3 (which does not imply

regularity of solutions of the homogenized problem).

• The restriction 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)
d−3 on the exponent p in Hypothesis 2.2 (which is only active in high

dimensions d ≥ 4) is related to the perturbative regularity theory in the large that we develop for the
linearized operator in Section 4. Indeed, the coefficient aξ := Da(·, ξ+∇φξ) of the operator a linearized

at ξ+∇φξ scales like 1+ |ξ+∇φξ|p−2 and therefore only satisfies E[|aξ|
p

p−2 ] <∞ a priori: as p increases,
the stochastic integrability of the coefficients decreases. At some threshold (depending on dimension),
this poor stochastic integrability cannot be compensated any longer by the Sobolev embedding —
whence our restriction (even in dimension 3, the argument to get all the exponents 2 ≤ p < ∞ is not
straightforward – see Sections 3 and 4).

2.3 Remarks on the strong monotonicity of ā

Since the quantitative two-scale expansion of Theorem 2.2 is conditional to the regularity of ū, it is worth
further investigating under which additional assumptions one could prove that ā possesses good regularity

properties. In the range of exponents 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)
d−3 , this is fine as already emphasized.

Let us now discuss the case p ≥ 2(d−1)
d−3 and assume that a satisfies (1.6) next to (1.4) and (1.5). If ā also

satisfied (1.6), then it would possess the desired regularity theory. Let us first explain why this question is
subtle, and assume for simplicity that A is symmetric. In what follows we denote by Di the derivative with
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respect to the i-th entry of the vector ξ ∈ R
d (so that Dia(x, ξ) := ∇ξia(x, ξ)). Informal computations (that

are made rigorous in this paper) suggest that Dā(ξ) = āξ, where āξ is the homogenized matrix associated
with the random coefficient field

aξ := Da(·, ξ +∇φξ) = (1 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2)A+ (p− 2)A
(ξ +∇φξ)⊗ (ξ +∇φξ)

|ξ +∇φξ|2
|ξ +∇φξ|p−2. (2.11)

As a first attempt to control āξ from below, we appeal to the Voigt-Reiss bounds (see [58, Section 1.6]),
which yields after neglecting the second contribution to aξ

āξ ≥ E

[

a−1
ξ

]−1

≥ λE
[

(1 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2)−1
]−1

,

and amounts to controlling the harmonic average of 1 + |ξ + ∇φξ|p−2 from below (and therefore to have
information on the critical set of the harmonic coordinate x 7→ ξ ·x+φξ(x)). A second attempt is to consider
the specific direction ξ · āξξ. Starting point is the (informal) minimization problem

ξ · āξξ = inf
suitable ∇ψ

E

[

(ξ +∇ψ) · aξ(ξ +∇ψ)
]

≥ inf
suitable ∇ψ

E

[

(ξ +∇ψ) ·A(1 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2)(ξ +∇ψ)
]

.

Call ∇ψ∗ a minimizer. By minimality of ∇ψ∗, the definition (2.5) of the monotone map a, and the corrector
equation (2.3), we then have

ξ · āξξ ≥ E

[

(ξ +∇ψ∗) · A(1 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2)(ξ +∇ψ∗)
]

= E

[

(ξ +∇φξ) ·A(1 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2)(ξ +∇ψ∗)
]

= E

[

(ξ +∇ψ∗) · a(ξ +∇φξ)
]

(2.3)
= E

[

(ξ +∇φξ) ·A(1 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2)(ξ +∇φξ)
]

& |ξ|2&p.

In dimension d = 1, one directly has Dā(ξ) & 1 + |ξ|p−2, which yields (1.6). For d > 1 this is different since
from the a priori estimate ξ · Dā(ξ)ξ & |ξ|2(1 + |ξ|p−2) we cannot deduce e · Dā(ξ)e & |e|2(1 + |ξ|p−2) for
general e ∈ R

d, unless combined with some isotropy arguments (which would ensure that controlling one
direction is enough to control all directions).

The upcoming results follow both paths. First we show that ā satisfies (1.6) provided we have a quantita-
tive version of unique continuation, at least for periodic coefficients (as essentially noticed by Cherednichenko
and Smyshlyaev in [22]).

Theorem 2.3. Let A be a Q-periodic Lipschitz matrix field. For all ξ ∈ R
d, denote by ψξ ∈ W 1,p

per(Q) the
unique weak solution of

−∇ · A(x)|∇ψξ + ξ|p−2(∇ψξ + ξ) = 0.

Assume that for all ξ ∈ R
d, there exists r > 0 such that the r-tubular neighborhood Tr(ξ) = {x+Br |x ∈ C(ξ)}

of the critical set C(ξ) = {x ∈ R
d | ξ +∇ψξ(x) = 0} is such that R

d \ Tr(ξ) is a connected set. Then there
exists C > 0 such that ā satisfies (1.5) and (1.6).

Remark 1. The assumptions of Theorem 2.3 are quite strong. They are satisfied in dimension d = 2 by
[1] (which shows that C(ξ) ∩ Q is indeed a finite union of points) – but, in this setting, regularity for the
homogenized operator also holds because ā is non-degenerate, cf. [67]. For d > 2 this is a widely open
problem. For linear equations, this follows from [21].
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In the random setting, we have a positive result assuming the statistical isotropy of A, which is new and
holds in any dimension.

Theorem 2.4. On top of Hypothesis 2.1, assume that A(x) = b(x)Id for some scalar-valued function b
and that for all R ∈ SO(d), b(R·) and b have the same (joint) distribution (in which case A is statistically
isotropic). Then there exists C > 0 such that ā satisfies (1.5) and (1.6).

These results are proved in Appendices A.4 and A.5. We suspect that Theorems 2.3 and 2.4 hold under
weaker assumptions but we are currently unable to establish this (even using the quantitative estimates
proved in this paper).

3 Strategy of the proof, extensions, and limitations

Throughout the paper, we use the short-hand notation ., & and ∼ for ≤ C×, ≥ C×, and 1
C
× ≤ · ≤ C× for

some universal constant C depending on λ, d, p (and possibly on further quantities displayed as subscripts).
We use ≪ and ≫ for ≤ 1

C
× and ≥ C× in the case when C needs to be chosen large enough. Recall that for

all t ≥ 0 and p ≥ 2, we set t2&p = t2 + tp.

3.1 General strategy and auxiliary results

In this section, we motivate our general strategy by comparison to the linear setting. To be more precise, we
also consider the linear homogenization problem on R

d

−∇ ·A(x
ε
)∇vε(x) = ∇ · f(x), (3.1)

with the same assumptions on A as in Hypothesis 2.2.

We start by defining the notion of (nonlinear) flux corrector.

Definition 3.1. For all ξ ∈ R
d, there exists a unique skew-symmetric random matrix field (σξ,ij)1≤i,j≤d,

which solves almost surely in the distributional sense in R
d the flux corrector equation

−△σξ,ij = ∂i(a(·, ξ +∇φξ) · ej)− ∂j(a(·, ξ +∇φξ) · ei), (3.2)

which is anchored at the origin via
´

B
σξ = 0, and whose gradient ∇σξ is stationary, has vanishing expectation

E[∇σξ] = 0, and is bounded in the sense

E

[

|∇σξ|
p

p−1

]

. |ξ|2&p.

In addition we have
∇ · σξ = a(·, ξ +∇φξ)− ā(ξ), (3.3)

where the divergence of a matrix field σ is understood as (∇ · σξ)i =
∑d

j=1 ∂jσξ,ij.

The proof of existence and uniqueness of σξ is essentially the same as in the linear setting in [50] when
p = 2, provided the adaptations of [13, Lemma 1] for p > 2.

Note that in the linear case (3.1), we have the scaling relation (φtξ, σtξ) = t(φξ, σξ) (in the nonlinear
setting, the homogeneities of φξ and of σξ with respect to ξ are different, and not explicit since a has no
homogeneity due to the regularization at 0, cf. (2.5)).
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The interest of the flux corrector is that it allows to put the remainder in the equation satisfied by the
two-scale expansion error in conservative form (which is convenient to use energy estimates or montonicity).
More precisely, in the linear setting, the two-scale expansion of vε takes the simpler form

v̄2sε := v̄ + εφi(
·
ε
)∂iv̄, (3.4)

where v̄ solves the homogenized equation −∇ · Ā∇v̄ = ∇ · f , φi denotes the corrector in the canonical
direction ei, and where we use implicit summation on the repeated index i. Since φi(

x
ε
)∂iv̄(x) = φ∇v̄(x)(

x
ε
),

(3.4) corresponds to (2.7) in the limit δ ↓ 0. In this case, one can prove (making a crucial use of the
skew-symmetry of σ – see the proof of Theorem 2.2 in our nonlinear setting) that vε − v̄2sε satisfies the
equation

−∇ ·A( ·
ε
)∇(vε − v̄2sε ) = ε∇ · ((Aφi − σi)(

·
ε
)∇∂iv̄) (3.5)

(the factor ε comes by scaling since there is one gradient more in the right-hand side). This yields the bound
(2.9) by an energy estimate provided we control the growth of (φ, σ). In the nonlinear setting, we rather
expect a term of the form aξφξ − σξ in the right-hand side of (3.5) (see the proof of Theorem 2.2 for the

precise statement). Note that aξφξ (with aξ = Da(·, ξ +∇φξ), cf. (2.11)) and σξ both scale like (|ξ|2&p) p−1
p

(which has to be compared to the difference of scalings of φξ and σξ themselves, cf. Definition 3.1).
The main result on the extended nonlinear corrector (φξ, σξ) is as follows. (Despite the above discussion,

we do not make a difference in the scalings of φξ and σξ wrt ξ. This dependence is indeed not explicit as one
could have expected, due to the nonlinear nature of the problem.)

Theorem 3.1. Under Hypothesis 2.2, there is an exponent α > 0 depending on λ, p, and d such that for
all K ≥ 1 and ξ ∈ R

d with |ξ| ≤ K the stationary extended corrector gradient ∇(φξ, σξ) satisfies for some
constant cK > 0 (additionally depending on K)

E

[

exp(cK |∇(φξ, σξ)|α)
]

≤ 2. (3.6)

For all g ∈ L2(Rd), averages of (∇φξ,∇σξ,ij) display the CLT scaling5 in the form

∣
∣
∣

ˆ

g(∇φξ,∇σξ)
∣
∣
∣ ≤ Cξ,g

(ˆ

|g|2
) 1

2

, (3.7)

where Cξ,g is a random variable with finite stretched exponential moment

E

[

exp(cKC
α
ξ,g)
]

≤ 2,

for some exponent α > 0 depending on p, λ, and d, and some constant cK > 0 further depending on K (but
all independent of g). This directly implies the following bounds on the growth of (φξ, σξ): For all x ∈ R

d,

|(φξ, σξ)(x)| ≤ Cx,ξµd(x), (3.8)

where µd is defined in (2.8) and Cx,ξ is a random variable with the same stochastic integrability as Cξ,g.

Remark 2. Under Hypothesis 2.1, for Q-periodic matrix fields A, the nonlinear correctors are bounded in
C1,α(Q) (no restriction on p ≥ 2).

As pointed out in [4, 3] and also used in [41] for p = 2, controlling the growth of correctors is not enough
in the nonlinear setting. This should not come as a surprise when comparing (3.4) to (2.7). The additional
gradient on ∇v̄ in the right-hand side of (3.5) (at the origin of the factor ε) indeed comes for local differences

φ∇v̄(x1) − φ∇v̄(x2) = |x1 − x2|φ∇v̄(x1)−∇v̄(x2)

|x1−x2|
,

5Indeed, for g = |BR|−1
1BR

, the right-gand side of (3.7) scales like R−

d
2 .
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when reformulated by taking advantage of the linearity of the corrector. In the nonlinear setting, this identity
does not hold any longer for φξ (and even less for σξ by homogeneity). It is however replaced by the following
Lipschitz-continuity results.

Corollary 3.2 (Control of nonlinear corrector differences). Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1 and for all
ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R

d with |ξ1|, |ξ2| ≤ K, we have for all x ∈ R
d,

|∇(φξ1 − φξ2 , σξ1 − σξ2 )(x)| ≤ Cx,ξ1,ξ2 |ξ1 − ξ2|, |(φξ1 − φξ2 , σξ1 − σξ2 )(x)| ≤ Cx,ξ1,ξ2 |ξ1 − ξ2|µd(x),

where Cx,ξ1,ξ2 satisfies for some exponent αK > 0 and some constant cK > 0 depending on λ, p, d, and K,

E

[

exp(cKC
αK

x,ξ1,ξ2
)
]

≤ 2.

In particular, ξ 7→ ā(ξ) is locally C1,1
loc .

Remark 3. Under Hypothesis 2.1, for Q-periodic matrix fields A, corrector differences are controlled by
|ξ1 − ξ2| in C1,α(Q) (no restriction on p ≥ 2), and ā is C1,1

loc as well.

To prove such a result, we have to analyze the dependence of correctors with respect to the direction
ξ, which leads us to the notion of linearized correctors. The control of (nonlinear) corrector differences is
obtained as a corollary of bounds on these linearized correctors.

The following lemma (which is only used in an approximation argument) defines these linearized correctors.
It is a consequence of [24, Section 4] and [13, Lemma 1] (which is devoted to the existence and uniqueness
for linear corrector equations with unbounded and degenerate coefficients that are prescribed in advance).
In the actual proofs, we shall only consider linearized correctors on bounded domains (see the discussion
on periodization below), and the definition and control of the whole-space linearized corrector is given for
completeness.

Lemma 3.3. Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all ξ ∈ R
d set aξ := Da(·, ξ+∇φξ) (cf. (2.11)). For all e ∈ R

d there
exists a unique random field φ̃ξ,e that solves almost surely in the distributional sense in R

d the linearized
corrector equation

−∇ · aξ(e +∇φ̃ξ,e) = 0, (3.9)

anchored at the origin via
´

B
φ̃ξ,e = 0, and whose gradient ∇φ̃ξ,e is stationary, has vanishing expectation

E[∇φ̃ξ,e] = 0, and is bounded in the sense of

E

[

|∇φ̃ξ,e|2(1 + |ξ +∇φξ|)p−2
]

. (1 + |ξ|p−2)|e|2.

In addition, there exists a skew-symmetric random matrix field (σξ,e,ij)1≤i,j≤d, which solves almost surely in
the distributional sense in R

d the linearized flux corrector equation

−△σ̃ξ,e,ij = ∂i(aξ(e +∇φ̃ξ,e) · ej)− ∂j(aξ(e +∇φ̃ξ,e) · ei), (3.10)

which is anchored via
´

B
σ̃ξ,e = 0 almost surely, whose gradient ∇σ̃ξ,e is stationary and is bounded in the

sense
E

[

|∇σ̃ξ,e|
p

p−1

]

. (1 + |ξ|p−2)
p

p−1 |e| p
p−1 ,

and which satisfies the property
∇ · σ̃ξ,e = aξ(e +∇φ̃ξ,e)− āξe,

where āξe = E

[

aξ(e +∇φ̃ξ,e)
]

.
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The upcoming theorem gives further information on the linearized correctors, in line with Theorem 3.1
for the nonlinear correctors.

Theorem 3.4. Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1, ξ, e ∈ R
d with |e| = 1 and |ξ| ≤ K, the stationary

extended linearized corrector gradient ∇(φ̃ξ,e, σ̃ξ,e) satisfies for some exponent αK > 0 and some constant
cK > 0 depending on λ, p, d, and K,

E

[

exp(cK |∇(φ̃ξ,e, σ̃ξ,e)|αK )
]

≤ 2. (3.11)

For all g ∈ L2(Rd), averages of (∇φ̃ξ,e,∇σ̃ξ,e) display the CLT scaling in the form

∣
∣
∣

ˆ

g(∇φ̃ξ,e,∇σ̃ξ,e)
∣
∣
∣ ≤ Cξ,g

(ˆ

|g|2
) 1

2

, (3.12)

where Cξ,g is a random variable with stretched exponential moments E
[

exp(cKC
αK

ξ,g )
]

≤ 2, for some exponent

αK > 0 and some constant cK > 0 depending on p, λ, d, and K. This directly implies that for all x ∈ R
d, we

have |(φ̃ξ,e, σ̃ξ,e)(x)| ≤ Cx,ξµd(x), where Cx,ξ is a random variable with the same moment bounds as Cξ,g.

Remark 4. Under Hypothesis 2.1, for Q-periodic matrix fields A, the linearized correctors exist and are
bounded in C1,α(Q) (no restriction on p ≥ 2).

The general strategy we described above is essentially the same as in [41] for p = 2, itself very close to
the strategy in the linear setting [51]. In line with [53, 54, 55, 49, 75, 59], we are after Meyers’ type estimates
for the linearized operator −∇ · aξ∇ (defined in Lemma 3.3) . The main difference between the present work
and [4, 3, 41] is the way we obtain these estimates – that is, in the annealed version of Theorem 4.11 below.
For p = 2, annealed Meyers estimates (even without loss of stochastic integrability) follow rather directly
from the boundedness of aξ from above and below. In our genuinely nonlinear setting, these estimates are
difficult to establish since aξ may be degenerate and unbounded (recall that the original proof of Meyers’

estimates argues by perturbation and requires that
inf aξ
sup aξ

> 0, whereas we have
inf aξ
sup aξ

= 0 almost surely).

There are two reasons why
inf aξ
sup aξ

= 0: the degeneracy of aξ and the unboundedness of aξ. The upcoming

technical discussion points out the difficulties in the analysis, give hints on how to treat them, and explains
how it leads to the above results.

First, in view of the difficulty to control the critical set of harmonic coordinates, we have imposed a
non-degeneracy condition from the very beginning and assumed that a(x, ·) satisfies (1.5) (which rules out
the p-Laplacian, but not the p-Laplacian regularized at 0). Let us emphasize that this only yields the non-
degeneracy of the linearized operator in a perturbative way (it disappears in the regime when the solution
has a large gradient). Doing so, the main remaining (and most important) difficulty is the unboundedness
of the coefficients of the linearized operator.

Meyers estimates are the object of Section 4. We start with discussing Subsections 4.1 & 4.2 and
the quenched Meyers estimates in the large. The starting point is the energy estimate (2.4) in form of

E

[

|aξ|
p

p−2

]

. 1 + |ξ|p (cf. (2.11)), which yields two challenges: it is stochastically-averaged and gives a poor

integrability for large p. We begin with the stochastically-averaged part. The idea is to relax the condition
inf aξ
supaξ

> 0 into the milder requirement
inf

ffl

Br(x)
aξ

sup
ffl

Br(x)
aξ
> 0 for some r > 0, which, in turn, would yield the weaker

(yet sufficient) Meyers’ estimate at scale r > 0 in form of: For u, g related via −∇ · aξ∇u = ∇ · g, we have
for some Meyers’ exponent m > 2

ˆ

Rd

( 

Br(x)

|∇u|2
)m

2

dx .
(ˆ

Rd

( 

Br(x)

|∇u|2
)

dx
)m

2

+

ˆ

Rd

( 

Br(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx. (3.13)
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Such a weakening of Meyers’ estimates still does not hold in our setting because estimate (2.4) cannot be
turned into an almost sure bound (with a uniform choice of r). A further weakening consists in letting
the radius of the ball Br(x) in (3.13) be random and depend on the point x ∈ R

d. We thus introduce
in Definition 4.1 the Meyers minimal radius r⋆, a random field on R

d which essentially ensures that, with

the notation B⋆(x) := Br⋆(x)(x),
infx

ffl

B⋆(x)
aξ

supx

ffl

B⋆(x)
aξ

> 0 (with a deterministic positive lower bound). Such a

form of the Meyers’ estimates with a random scale r⋆ was first used by Armstrong and Dario in [2] to deal
with homogenization in percolation. To obtain an estimate in the spirit of (3.13) (with Br(x) replaced
by B⋆(x)), we rely on the standard proof of Meyers’ estimates going through a reverse Hölder inequality
and Gehring’s lemma. For uniformly elliptic equations, the reverse Hölder inequality is a consequence of
Caccioppoli’s inequality and of the Sobolev embedding. Caccioppoli’s inequality for aξ-harmonic functions u
(say, −∇ · aξ∇u = 0 in the ball B2R centered at 0) typically takes the form

ˆ

BR

∇u · aξ∇u .
1

R2

ˆ

B2R

|u|2|aξ|.

Assuming that
´

B2R
u = 0, the next step is to appeal to the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality

ffl

B2R
|u|2 .

R2
(
ffl

B2R
|∇u| 2d

d+2

) d+2
d

. The random coefficient |aξ| ∼ 1 + |∇φξ + ξ|p−2 is however unbounded (and not

of the Muckenhoupt class), and the estimate (2.4) only yields
ffl

B2R
|aξ|

p
p−2 ∼

ffl

B2R
1 + |∇φξ + ξ|p . 1 + |ξ|p

provided 2R ≥ r⋆(0) (as a consequence of the definition of r⋆). We thus need to first appeal to Hölder’s
inequality with exponents ( p

p−2 ,
p
2 ) to upgrade the Caccioppoli inequality into

 

BR

∇u · aξ∇u .
1

R2

( 

B2R

|u|p
) 2

p

.

Then, assuming that p < 2d
d−2 , the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality yields the desired reverse Hölder’s inequality

ffl

BR
∇u · aξ∇u .

(
ffl

B2R
|∇u|p∗

) 2
p∗

with exponent p∗ = d+p
dp

< 2. In dimension d = 3, the condition on p

reads p < 6. To reach the larger range of exponents of Theorem 2.2, the main observation is that one can
improve Caccioppoli’s inequality by choosing wisely the cut-off function – following an idea by Bella and
Schäffner [15] (see Lemma 4.5 below). Doing so, we are able to use the Sobolev embedding in dimension
d− 1 rather than d, and therefore treat all exponents p ≥ 2 in the physically-relevant dimension d = 3. This
yields the large scale Meyers’ estimates of Theorem 4.3 (with a condition on p in dimensions d ≥ 4).

In the form of Theorem 4.3, the Meyers estimates are only useful if we have a good control of the Meyers
minimal radius r⋆ (the larger r⋆, the weaker the estimate), which we obtain in Subsection 4.3. Since r⋆ is a
stationary random field, by control we mean moment bounds in probability. This is where our contribution
further differs from other contributions of the literature on degenerate or unbounded coefficients: the statistics
of aξ (which drives the moments of r⋆) are not given a priori (as opposed to the percolation cluster in [2], or to
the moment bounds on aξ in [13]) but part of the problem – estimate (3.6), which is essentially equivalent to
the control of r⋆ in Theorem 4.9, is the very output of the analysis. Indeed, the coefficients aξ are a function
of ∇φξ, which depends itself on the random input A as the solution of the nonlinear corrector equation (2.3)
(and therefore far from explicit).

Here comes the second ingredient to our approach: sensitivity calculus and concentration of measures (see
Appendix B.2). On the one hand, using the Meyers estimate in the large (in its improved weighted form of
Theorem 4.7 based on the hole-filling estimate) and sensitivity calculus, we control the stochastic moments
of averages of ∇φξ by the CLT scaling and moments of r⋆ – see Proposition 4.10. On the other hand, by
Caccioppoli’s inequality for the nonlinear corrector equation, we control super level sets of r⋆ by moments of
averages of ∇φξ. The desired control of the moments of r⋆ of Theorem 4.9 follows by combining these two
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nonlinear estimates and taking advantage of the CLT scaling and the small room given by the hole-filling to
buckle, single out, and control r⋆.

Once we have good control of r⋆, the quenched large scale Meyers estimates of Theorem 4.3 can finally be
upgraded to the annealed Meyers estimates of Theorem 4.11 (as introduced by Duerinckx and Otto in [40],
using Shen’s lemma [77]), cf. Subsection 4.4.

Having these estimates at hand, Theorem 3.1 follows from another application of sensitivity calculus,
cf. Section 5. The proof of Theorem 3.4 is similar, cf. Section 6. Although we have Theorem 4.11, we
cannot use the elegant and efficient buckling argument of [75] for the linearized corrector either (due to
unboundedness), and we have to pass again via the super level sets of another minimal radius. We then
conclude with the routine proof of Theorem 2.2 in Section 7.

In order to establish these estimates on nonlinear and linearized correctors, we first use an approximation
argument which allows us to discard the long-range correlations induced by the elliptic character of the equa-
tion, and actually define the associated approximations of the nonlinear flux corrector and of the linearized
correctors by elementary deterministic arguments. In this contribution, we proceed by periodization in law,
which has the advantage to keep differential relations neat in the approximation (in particular the identity
(3.3)). For all L > 0, we introduce in Definition B.1 (see Appendix B) a probability measure PL supported
on QL = [−L

2 ,
L
2 )
d-periodic functions. The associated maps x 7→ a(x, ξ) are therefore QL-periodic PL-almost

surely, and the corrector equations are posed on the bounded domain QL. The coupling between P and PL

given in Lemma B.1 then allows us to infer results on P from corresponding results on PL, see in particular
Proposition B.6. The choice of periodization in law is convenient but it is not essential. In the linear setting
one often adds a massive term to the equation (which yields an exponential cut-off for long-range interactions)
[53, 54, 55, 50, 51] or disintegrates scales via a semi-group approach [51, 52, 25]. All our estimates are proved
for fixed periodization and the above results follow by letting the periodization parameter go to infinity.

3.2 Towards large-scale regularity and a nonlinear theory of fluctuations

As discussed in Section 1.4, there are three main types of results in (quantitative) stochastic homogenization
of the linear elliptic equation (3.1):

• Control of oscillations of the solution via a quantitative two-scale expansion (here in form of Theorem 2.2
in the nonlinear setting);

• Large-scale regularity for the operator −∇ ·A(x
ε
)∇ (both for solutions and for differences of solutions);

• Control of the fluctuations of observables of the form
´

g · ∇uε and
´

g · A( ·
ε
)∇uε (using the so-called

homogenization commutator).

Let us start with large-scale regularity. The general principle [10, 11, 9, 50] is that the heterogeneous
equation should possess the same regularity properties as the homogenized equation at the scale at which

homogenization kicks in (characterized by the size of the corrector). In our range 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)
d−3 of exponents

(for which we already control the growth of correctors) and if we restrict ourselves to scalar equations, the
results [14] by Bella and Schäffner (combined with the C1,1

loc regularity of ξ 7→ ā(ξ)) ensures that −∇ · ā(∇)
does possess nice regularity theory (both in terms C1,α regularity and nonlinear Calderón-Zygmund theory),
so that there is no obstruction to large-scale regularity in this setting. Next to the large-scale regularity
for solutions, it is also necessary to have large-scale regularity for differences of solutions, which is more
subtle. Such large-scale regularity for differences would typically allow to upgrade the quantitative two-scale
expansion of (2.9) stated in L2(Rd) to any Lq(Rd) with 1 < q < ∞ (with the same convergence rate in ε),
and in particular cover the natural Lp(Rd)-norm.
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Next to the large-scale regularity for the nonlinear operator −∇·a(·,∇), one may wish to establish large-
scale regularity for the linearized operator −∇ · aξ∇. In Section 4 below, large-scale Meyers estimates are
proved (in their convenient annealed form of Theorem 4.11). Although this perturbative result is enough
to prove the quantitative two-scale expansion of Theorem 2.2, Theorem 4.11 should hold for all exponents
1 < q <∞ by adapting the arguments of [50] to mildly unbounded coefficients (aξ indeed has finite stretched
exponential moments as a consequence of Lemma 5.2 and Theorem 4.9) and using the bounds of Theorem 3.4
on the linearized correctors (to control the scale at which homogenization kicks in).

We now turn to fluctuations, the third main topic of stochastic homogenization. In the linear setting, the
theory of fluctuations relies on the quantity Ξε := (A( ·

ε
) − Ā)∇uε, called the homogenization commutator

in [39] (this object first appeared in a different form in [9] in the context of large-scale regularity). The
homogenization commutator is a natural object to consider since observables of Ξε can be post-processed
into observables of the field and flux (the two corner-stones of homogenization), that is,

´

g · ∇uε and
´

g ·A( ·
ε
)∇uε – see below for the argument in the nonlinear setting. The theory splits into two parts. On the

one hand, fluctuations of the homogenization commutator Ξε can be accurately described by the fluctuations
of its two-scale expansion based on the standard commutator Ξ := (A − Ā)(∇φ + Id), cf. [39, 38, 40]. On
the other hand, the standard commutator Ξ behaves (in law) on large scales as a Gaussian random field,
cf. [39, 40, 33]. The proofs of these results in the linear setting make heavy use of large-scale regularity. On
top of large-scale regularity in the nonlinear setting, one needs a suitable notion of nonlinear homogenization
commutator. A naïve guess would be to define the nonlinear commutator as aε(∇uε)− ā(∇uε). This quantity
however does not weakly converge to zero since ā is nonlinear. We have to devise a quantity that is compatible
with weak convergence and encapsulates the diagram of Figure 1. To this aim we reformulate the constitutive
law by linearizing (assuming that ā is differentiable): Since aε(0) = ā(0) = 0, we have for all ξ ∈ R

d

a( ·
ε
, ξ) = a( ·

ε
, ξ)− a( ·

ε
, 0) =

(ˆ 1

0

Da( ·
ε
, tξ)dt

)

ξ, ā(ξ) = ā(ξ)− ā(0) =
(ˆ 1

0

Dā(tξ)dt
)

ξ,

so that the diagram of Figure 1 takes the equivalent form of Figure 2.

Gradient field Constitutive law Minus flux Conservation law

∇uε
multiply by

´

1
0
Da( ·

ε ,t∇uε)dt−→ qε = (
´ 1

0
Da( ·

ε
, t∇uε)dt)∇uε −∇ · qε = ∇ · f

↓ ↓ ↓
∇ū multiply by

´

1
0
Dā(t∇ū)dt−→ q̄ = (

´ 1

0 Dā(t∇ū)dt)∇ū −∇ · q̄ = ∇ · f

Figure 2: Reformulation of the commutative diagram

In this way, homogenization can be concisely reduced to the single condition (
´ 1

0
Da( ·

ε
, t∇uε)dt)∇uε −

(
´ 1

0 Dā(t∇ū)dt)∇uε ⇀ 0, and we define the nonlinear homogenization commutator of uε as

Ξε(f) :=
( ˆ 1

0

Da( ·
ε
, t∇uε)dt

)

∇uε −
( ˆ 1

0

Dā(t∇ū)dt
)

∇uε. (3.14)

Let us argue that, as in the linear setting, the homogenization commutator contains both the fluctuations
of the field ∇uε and of the flux a( ·

ε
,∇uε). We start with ∇uε and consider fluctuations of the observable

´

g · ∇uε. We introduce the auxiliary map v̄ solution of the linear equation

∇ ·
( ˆ 1

0

Dā(t∇ū)dt
)∗

∇v̄ = ∇ · g, (3.15)
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(which we assume to be well-posed in this discussion – the notation ∗ is used for the transposition). Then
we have

ˆ

g · ∇uε
(3.15)
= −

ˆ (ˆ 1

0

Dā(t∇ū)dt
)∗

∇v̄ · ∇uε
(3.14)
= −

ˆ

∇v̄ · (Ξε(f)− a( ·
ε
,∇uε))

(2.1)
= −

ˆ

∇v̄ · Ξε(f)−
ˆ

∇v̄ · f,

so that the fluctuations of
´

g ·∇uε are given by those of −
´

∇v̄ ·Ξε(f) (since the additional term −
´

∇v̄ · f
is deterministic). Likewise, for the flux we introduce the solution w̄ of

∇ ·
(ˆ 1

0

Dā(t∇ū)dt
)∗

∇w̄ = ∇ ·
( ˆ 1

0

Dā(t∇ū)dt
)∗
g, (3.16)

and obtain
ˆ

g · a( ·
ε
,∇uε)

(2.1)
=

ˆ

(g −∇w̄) · a( ·
ε
,∇uε)−

ˆ

∇w̄ · f

(3.14)
=

ˆ

(g −∇w̄) · Ξε(f) +
ˆ

(g −∇w̄) ·
( ˆ 1

0

Dā(t∇ū)dt
)

∇uε −
ˆ

∇w̄ · f

(3.16)
=

ˆ

(g −∇w̄) · Ξε(f)−
ˆ

∇w̄ · f,

so that the fluctuations of
´

g ·a( ·
ε
,∇uε) are given by those of −

´

(g−∇w̄) ·Ξε(f) (since the additional term
−
´

∇w̄ · f is deterministic).

Next to the homogenization commutator of the solution, we introduce the standard homogenization
commutator, associated with the corrector. For all ξ ∈ R

d, we define

Ξξ :=
(ˆ 1

0

Da(·, t(ξ +∇φξ))dt
)

(ξ +∇φξ)−
( ˆ 1

0

Dā(tξ)dt
)

(ξ +∇φξ). (3.17)

In the linear setting, the pathwise structure of fluctuations implies that the homogenization commutator of
the solution can be replaced at leading order in the fluctuation scaling by its two-scale expansion using the
standard homogenization commutator (for fluctuations, the standard homogenization commutator plays the
same role of the corrector for oscillations (2.7) – see [39, 38, 40] in the linear setting), and the scaling limit of
the standard commutator is Gaussian (see [39, 40, 33] in the linear setting). We expect most of these results
to extend to the nonlinear setting.

3.3 Extensions and limitations

Hypothesis 2.2 makes several assumptions on the monotone operator and the randomness:

• The underlying probability law is Gaussian with integrable correlations;

• The monotone map a(x, ξ) is a multiple of (1 + |ξ|p−2)ξ, the randomness is multiplicative (in form of
a random matrix field), and the admissible range of p depends on d;

• The spatial dependence x 7→ a(x, ξ) is smooth on a deterministic level;

• If it admits a variational form, the operator is associated with a convex energy functional.

Several of these assumptions can be slightly relaxed, while others are crucial. They are discussed in the
following paragraphs.
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3.3.1 Probability laws

Consider the multiplicative model of the form (2.5), that is, (x, ξ) 7→ a(x, ξ) = A(x)(1 + |ξ|p−2)ξ. Our
approach is based on a sensitivity calculus which allows us to linearize quantities with respect to the ran-
domness (say, wrt A) and on functional inequalities which allow us to control variances using this sensitivity
calculus. In Hypothesis 2.2 we consider a Gaussian random field with integrable covariance function, and one
might wonder to what extent Gaussianity and the integrability of the covariance function are necessary. Our
argument strongly relies on the CLT scaling r−

d
2 of spatial averages

ffl

Br
∇φξ of the corrector gradient, which

essentially follows from the same property for a(x, ξ) − E[a(x, ξ)]. On the one hand, sensitivity calculus,
functional inequalities, and CLT scaling are not limited to Gaussian fields: they can be developed as soon as
the stationary field A is constructed via a “hidden” product structure. In particular, the random checkerboard
and various Poisson-based processes also enjoy such tools, and we refer the reader to [36, 35] for a systematic
study of sensitivity calculus and (multiscale) functional inequalities for random fields commonly used in the
mechanics of composite materials [78]. Such models could be considered here as well. On the other hand,
the CLT scaling indeed requires the integrability of the covariance function. (Since there is some little room
in the argument, one could consider a covariance function such that

´

Rd |c(x)|(1 + |x|)−βdx < ∞ provided
0 < β ≪ 1, but this is detail.) In order to address Gaussian coefficients with heavier tail, one would first need
to establish (nonlinear and linear) large-scale regularity for the random operator (and its linearized version),

as in [50, 51, 25]. By [14] and (1.5), there is no obstruction to this approach in the range 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)
d−3 for

scalar equations (but not for systems or for periodic operators in the range of exponents p ≥ 2(d−1)
d−3 ).

Another setting would ensure that spatial averages of a(x, ξ)−E[a(x, ξ)] decay at the CLT scaling: if A has
finite range of dependence – as addressed in [9, 4, 3] for p = 2. The quenched Meyers estimates of Theorem 4.3
(and its weighted version of Theorem 4.7) proved below do hold for general stationary ergodic coefficients
– and therefore in the setting of finite range of dependence. They are however of little use without a good
control of the Meyers minimal radius (provided by Theorem 4.9 for Gaussian coefficients with integrable
covariance). In [9, 4, 3] for p = 2, estimates of moments of the corrector gradient (which would control the
Meyers minimal radius) are obtained by combining a rate of convergence (any would do) for the Dirichlet
problem with a Campanato argument based on C1,α-regularity for the homogenized operator. In particular,
one would have to adapt the duality arguments of [9, 4, 3] to p > 2 to prove convergence rates. Since the
natural object considered in [9, 4, 3] is close to the homogenization commutator for p = 2, the nonlinear
commutators we introduced in (3.14) and (3.17) might be good objects to start with for p > 2.

3.3.2 Form of the monotone map

There are three different assumptions when considering a monotone map of the form (2.5): coercivity condi-
tions, regularity with respect to ξ, and multiplicative character of the randomness. To start with, we must
assume that ξ 7→ a(x, ξ) is twice-differentiable (for all x) in order to apply sensitivity calculus to the linearized
corrector.

Multiplicative models. The form of a is such that one can easily differentiate a with respect to
the randomness. This is not strictly necessary but quite convenient. Any model having such a property
would do, and we can consider coefficients of the form a(x, ξ) = ρ(A(x), ξ)ξ provided M 7→ ρ(M, ·) satisfies
|DMρ(M, ξ)| . 1 + |ξ|p−1 and |DM∂ξρ(M, ξ)| . 1 + |ξ|p−2. This holds for instance for

a(x, ξ) = χ(x)a1(ξ) + (1− χ(x))a2(ξ), (3.18)

where χ : Rd → [0, 1] is a smooth random field (with a sensitivity calculus and a suitable functional inequality)
and a1 and a2 are two given (suitable) monotone maps. This model is more in line with composite materials.

Coercivity conditions. What is crucial is the non-degeneracy (1.5) (strong monotonicity (1.6) is not

needed for local regularity for p < 2(d−1)
p−3 ). This is forced upon us to rule out the degeneracy of the linearized
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operator (cf. the critical set of ∇φξ). In particular, this condition does not hold for the p-Laplacian, to which
our results do not apply. To our opinion, relaxing this condition constitutes a very challenging problem.

Restriction on p. In dimensions d ≥ 4, we further impose the condition 2 ≤ p < 2(d−1)
d−3 . This condition

does not only allow to prove the large-scale Meyers estimates of the present contribution for the linearized
operator, but it also implies regularity theory for the homogenized operator using [14]. Counter-examples to
regularity do exist in high dimensions if p is not close to 2, and it is not clear to us whether there is a similar
phenomenon for quantitative estimates in homogenization.

3.3.3 Local regularity

It is quite tempting to assert that quantitative homogenization is a matter of large scales (or say, low
frequencies), and that local regularity assumptions might be convenient but are not necessary. This is indeed
quite relevant provided small scales do not interact with large scales. A convincing counterexample of that
is the quasiperiodic (and almost periodic) setting, where small and large scales indeed interact via a weak
Poincaré inequality in a high-dimensional torus, cf. [5]. In our nonlinear setting, local regularity is not so
much needed for the nonlinear correctors, but it seems unavoidable for the linearization part. This regularity
requirement could be weakened in several directions:

• Only a local Cα-control of the spatial dependence of a is needed for some α > 0, and the control of this
local norm can be random itself provided the latter has good moment bounds. In particular, with the
same notation as in Hypothesis 2.2, this is the case for coefficients of the form A(y) = B(G(y)) provided
the (non-negative) Fourier transform ĉ of the covariance function satisfies ĉ(k) ≤ (1 + |k|)−d−2α′

(for
some α′ > α). Then x 7→ ‖A‖Cα(B(x)) is stationary and has finite Gaussian moments (as a slight
quantification of [59, Appendix A.3] shows). All our arguments can be adapted to this setting.

• In the proofs we use local regularity to control pointwise values of the (nonlinear and linear) corrector
gradient by its local averages, and therefore control a local supremum by a local Cα-norm. Such a
control would also follow from a local broken Cα-norm, so that one could in principle be able to deal
with some A (or χ in (3.18)) that would be piecewise smooth (and a fortiori piecewise constant with
smooth boundaries, covering the case of smooth inclusions in a background material). This constitutes
a question of classical regularity theory. For linear equations and systems, this is proved in [63, 62]
and for monotone operators and p = 2 in [74]. The case p > 2 constitutes an interesting independent
problem.

• The state of the art of local regularity is as follows. For scalar equations, the structure can be quite
general, and only requires the Hölder continuity of the map x 7→ a(x, ·) in the sense (see [61, Theo-
rem 13])

sup
r>0

ˆ r

0

(ω(ρ))
2
p

ρα
dρ

ρ
< +∞, (3.19)

where

ω : r ∈ (0,+∞) 7→
(

sup
ξ∈Rd,Br(x)⊂Rd

 

Br(x)

(
a(y, ξ)− (a)x,r(ξ)

(|ξ|+ 1)p−1

)2

dy
) 1

2

,

for some α > 0 and (a)x,r(ξ) :=
ffl

Br(x)
a(y, ξ)dy. For systems however, we are restricted to quasi-

diagonal structures of the form a(x, ξ) = ρ(x, |ξ|)ξ, for some ρ : Rd ×R
d → R (the so-called Uhlenbeck

structure, see [79]).
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3.3.4 Non-convex energy functionals?

It would be natural to try to extend these results to the setting of nonlinear elasticity, for which a large
part of the qualitative theory has been established (cf. [70, 17, 68], and [34] for the most general results in
this context). Besides the much more delicate regularity theory (cf. [69]), non-convexity essentially prevents
us from using the corrector equation efficiently (cf. the counter-examples to the cell formula in the periodic
setting by Müller [70], see also [12]), and may cause loss of ellipticity upon linearization (see [45] at the
nonlinear level, and [57, 19, 42, 56] at the linear level) – except in the vicinity of the identity (cf. [71, 47],
and the further use of rigidity [44] to establish quantitative results in this regime [73]). Hence, quantitative
results in homogenization of nonlinear nonconvex models of elasticity remain widely out of reach today.

4 Perturbative regularity theory for the linearized operator

In this section we consider periodized random operators aL distributed according to the law PL given in
Definition B.1. In particular, for all L ≥ 1, aL is almost surely QL-periodic in its space variable, and remains
random and stationary (this owes to the fact that we use periodization in law rather than naive periodization,
cf. Appendix B). This implies that φξ and σξ are necessarily QL-periodic fields almost surely, so that the
equations (2.3) and (3.2) can be posed on QL rather than R

d – and likewise for the linearized correctors.
For all L ≥ 1 we use the notation H1

per(QL) (resp. W 1,p
per(QL)) for QL-periodic fields of H1

loc(R
d) (resp.

W 1,p
loc (R

d)) with vanishing average. Our aim is to prove regularity statements and bounds that are uniform
in the periodization parameter L ≥ 1.

4.1 The Meyers minimal radius

In this paragraph we introduce the notion of Meyers minimal radius, a stationary random field which quantifies
the scale at which Meyers’ estimates hold for the linearized operator. We start with a definition.

Definition 4.1 (Meyers minimal radius). Let ξ ∈ R
d, L ≥ 1 and c > 0. If it exists, the (QL-periodic)

minimal radius r⋆,ξ,L(·, c) is defined for all x ∈ R
d via

r⋆,ξ,L(·, c) : x ∈ R
d 7→ inf

y∈Rd

(

r⋆,ξ,L(y, c) + ℓ|x− y|
)

, (4.1)

where ℓ = 1
9C

√
d
∧ 1

16 (with C defined in Lemma C.2) and for all y ∈ R
d

r⋆,ξ,L(y, c) := inf
r=2N ,N∈N

{

∀R ≥ r,

 

BR(y)

|∇φξ|p ≤ c(1 + |ξ|p)
}

. (4.2)

Remark 5. By Jensen’s inequality on the left-hand side and the inequality |ξ|2 . 1 + |ξ|p on the right-hand
side, one can replace the condition in (4.2) by

 

BR(y)

|∇φξ|2&p ≤ c(1 + |ξ|2&p).

However, we cannot drop the 1 in the right-hand side. By doing so, we would also need to consider linearized
correctors, which we shall only do in a second step.

We now argue that r⋆,ξ,L(·, c) is a well-defined bounded random field if c is chosen large enough.

Lemma 4.1 (Well posedness of r⋆,ξ,L). Let (x, ξ) ∈ R
d×R

d and L ≥ 1. There exist two constants c1, c2 > 0
depending on p and d such that, PL-almost surely, r⋆,ξ,L satisfies

r⋆,ξ,L(x, c2) ≤ r⋆,ξ,L(x, c1) ≤ r⋆,ξ,L(x, c1), (4.3)
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and
r⋆,ξ,L(x, c1) ≤ L. (4.4)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that x = 0. We start with the proof of (4.4), and then
turn to the proof of (4.3). We let c denote a constant depending only on d, λ, and p, that may change from
line to line.

Step 1. Proof of (4.4).
From the defining equation (2.3) for φξ, we have

−∇ · (a(·, ξ +∇φξ)− a(·, ξ)) = ∇ · a(·, ξ) in QL,

so that by testing the equation with φξ and using the monotonicity (1.5) and boundedness (1.3), we obtain
for some constant c depending on λ and d

 

QL

|∇φξ(x)|2(1 + |ξ|p−2 + |ξ +∇φξ(x)|p−2)dx ≤ c

 

QL

|ξ|(1 + |ξ|p−2)|∇φξ|.

By absorbing part of the right-hand side into the left-hand side, this yields

 

QL

|∇φξ(x)|2(1 + |ξ|p−2 + |ξ +∇φξ(x)|p−2)dx ≤ c|ξ|2&p.

By the triangle inequality in form of |ξ +∇φξ(x)|p−2 & |∇φξ(x)|p−2 − |ξ|p−2, and using the above twice, we
obtain

 

QL

|∇φξ(x)|2&pdx ≤ c|ξ|2&p.

Assume that L is dyadic. Given now R ≥ L, we cover BR by NL,R ≤ cd(
R
L
)d translations of QL (where cd

only depends on dimension), which we denote by QjL for 1 ≤ j ≤ NR,L. This yields

 

BR(y)

|∇φξ|2&p ≤ Ld

|BR|

NR,L∑

j=1

 

Q
j
L

|∇φξ|2&p

≤ cd
Rd

Ld
Ld

|BR|
c(1 + |ξ|p) = c1(1 + |ξ|p)

for the choice c1 := cd|B|−1, which only depends on d and λ. This yields (4.4). If L is not dyadic, we cover BR
by cubes of sidelength 2l with l such that 2l ≤ L < 2l+1, and obtain the result at the price of increasing c1.

Step 2. Proof of (4.3).
By definition (4.1) of r⋆,ξ,L, we have r⋆,ξ,L(0) ≤ r⋆,ξ,L(0) by testing the infimum problem with y = 0. Let
us now prove that there exists c2 such that for all R ≥ 1 we have the implication r⋆,ξ,L(0, c1) ≤ R =⇒
r⋆,ξ,L(0, c2) ≤ R, from which we deduce (4.3). By definition (4.1) of r⋆,ξ,L, if r⋆,ξ,L(0, c1) ≤ R, there exists

y ∈ R
d such that |y| ≤ R

ℓ
and r⋆,ξ,L(y, c1) ≤ R. This implies that BR ⊂ BR̄(y) with R̄ := (1

ℓ
+ 1)R so that

 

BR

|∇φξ|p ≤ ( R̄
R
)d
 

BR̄

|∇φξ|p ≤ (1
ℓ
+ 1)dc1.

Hence, with c2 := (1
ℓ
+ 1)dc1, this yields r⋆,ξ,L(y, c2) ≤ R, and therefore (4.3).
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In the rest of the paper, the notation r⋆,ξ,L refers to the minimal scales r⋆,ξ,L(·, c1) for which Lemma 4.1
holds. When no confusion occurs, we simply write r⋆ for r⋆,ξ,L, and use the short-hand notation B⋆(x) for
Br⋆,ξ,L(x)(x).

We conclude this paragraph by showing that the Meyers minimal radius controls local averages of the
nonlinear corrector.

Lemma 4.2 (Control of averages of the nonlinear correctors). There exists a nonlinear hole-filling exponent
0 < δ ≤ d depending on d, p, and λ such that for all (x, ξ) ∈ R

d × R
d, we have for all r > 0

 

Br(x)

|ξ +∇φξ|2&p .d,λ,p (1 + |ξ|p)
(r⋆(x) ∨ r

r

)d−δ
. (4.5)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that x = 0. We use the short-hand notation ρ := r⋆∨r ≥ r⋆.
By the hole-filling estimate (A.3) applied to the defining equation (2.3) for φξ, there exists δ > 0 depending
on d and λ such that

 

Br

|ξ +∇φξ|2&p .
(ρ

r

)d−δ  

Bρ

|ξ +∇φξ|2&p .
(ρ

r

)d−δ  

Bρ

|ξ|2&p + |∇φξ |2&p.

Using then (4.3) in form of ρ ≥ r⋆(0) ≥ r⋆,ξ,L(0, c2), the definition (4.2), and Jensen’s inequality, this yields
the reformulation of (4.5)

 

Br

|ξ +∇φξ|2&p .
(ρ

r

)d−δ
(c2 + 1)(1 + |ξ|p).

4.2 Quenched perturbative regularity in the large

4.2.1 Quenched Meyers’ estimate in the large

Recall that aξ := Da(·, ξ +∇φξ). The elliptic operator −∇ · aξ∇ has unbounded coefficients, whose growth
depends on the nonlinear corrector ∇φξ: There exists (c, C) ∈ R+ × R+, depending on λ and p, such that
for all h ∈ R

d

c|h|2µξ ≤ h · aξh ≤ C|h|2µξ, (4.6)

where
µξ := 1 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2. (4.7)

In addition, by (4.5) in Lemma 4.2 we have for all r ≥ r⋆

‖µξ‖
p

p−2

L
p

p−2 (Br)
.d,λ,p r

d(1 + |ξ|p). (4.8)

The main result of this section is the following quenched Meyers estimate in the large (which is in the spirit
of [2, Proposition 3.8] for the Laplacian on the percolation cluster).

Theorem 4.3 (Quenched Meyers’ estimate in the large). Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1, there exists
m̄ > 2 depending on d, p, λ, and K such that for all ξ ∈ R

d with |ξ| ≤ K, all exponents 2 ≤ m ≤ m̄, and all
QL-periodic functions g and u related via

−∇ · aξ∇u = ∇ · (g√µ
ξ
), (4.9)
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we have for all r > 0
 

Br

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx .K

(  

B2r

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx
)m

2

+

 

B2r

(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx. (4.10)

In particular,
ˆ

QL

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx .K

ˆ

QL

(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx. (4.11)

The same result holds with aξ replaced by its pointwise transpose field a∗ξ .

We follow the standard strategy based on a reverse Hölder inequality and Gehring’s lemma to prove this
Meyers estimate. We start with the reverse Hölder inequality:

Lemma 4.4 (Reverse Hölder inequality). Let Hypothesis 2.2 hold. Set q = p
p−2 . For all K ≥ 1, all ξ ∈ R

d

with |ξ| ≤ K, all x ∈ R
d, r ≥ r⋆(x), and all g and u related via

−∇ · aξ∇u = ∇ · (g√µξ) in B 17
12 r

(x), (4.12)

we have
(  

B 67
48

r
(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) 1

2

. (1 +Kp)
p−2
2p

( 

B 17
12

r
(x)

|∇u|q∗
) 1

q∗
+
(  

B 17
12

r
(x)

|g|2
) 1

2

, (4.13)

with 1 ≤ q∗ < 2 given by
1

q∗
=

{
1 for d = 2,
1
2 − 1

2q +
1
d−1 for d ≥ 3.

(4.14)

(The choice of 67
48 and 17

12 is convenient for the sequel, but obviously not essential.) The same result holds
with aξ replaced by its pointwise transpose field a∗ξ .

Not surprisingly, this estimate follows from the Caccioppoli and the Poincaré-Sobolev inequalities. As
opposed to the case of uniformly bounded coefficients, the weight µξ complexifies the matter (and cannot be
treated as a Muckenhoupt weight, which it is not). In order to get the entire range of exponents 2 ≤ p <∞ in
dimension d = 3, we have to be careful in the Caccioppoli inequality. Inspired by [15, Lemma 1], we optimize
with respect to the cut-off in Caccioppoli’s inequality, which allows us to appeal to Poincaré-Sobolev in
dimension d− 1 rather than d (and therefore improve the integrability).

Lemma 4.5. Let q ∈ [1,+∞), assume that q > d−1
2 if d ≥ 3, and let q∗ be given by (4.14). For 0 < ρ < σ <

+∞, v ∈W 1,q∗(Bσ) and µ ∈ Lq
loc

(Rd), the quantity

J (ρ, σ, µ, v) := inf
{ˆ

Bσ

µv2|∇η|2
∣
∣
∣η ∈ C1

c (Bσ), 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η ≡ 1 in Bρ

}

(4.15)

satisfies

J (ρ, σ, µ, v) . (σ − ρ)−
2d

d−1 ‖µ‖Lq(Bσ\Bρ)

(

‖∇v‖2Lq∗(Bσ\Bρ)
+ ρ−2‖v‖2Lq∗(Bσ\Bρ)

)

. (4.16)

The proof of Lemma 4.5, which closely follows the proof of [15, Lemma 1], is postponed to Appendix A.
We now prove Lemma 4.4.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Without loss of generality, we may assume x = 0 and
´

B 17
12

r
\B 67

48
r

u = 0. We first apply

the Caccioppoli inequality (A.6) with µ = µξ and c1 = 67
48 <

17
12 = c2, and obtain with the notation (4.15)

ˆ

B 67
48

r

|∇u|2µξ . J (6748r,
17
12r, µξ, u) +

ˆ

B 17
12

r

|g|2. (4.17)
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We then apply Lemma 4.5 with exponent q = p
p−2 for d ≥ 3 and q = 1 for d = 2, to the effect that

J (6748r,
17
12r, µξ, u) . r

− 2d
d−1 ‖µξ‖Lq(B 17

12
r
\B 67

48
r
)

(

‖∇u‖2Lq∗(B 17
12

r
\B 67

48
r
) + r−2‖u‖2Lq∗(B 17

12
r
\B 67

48
r
)

)

. (4.18)

Since r ≥ r⋆(0), (4.8) yields ‖µξ‖Lq(B 17
12

r
\B 67

48
r
) . (1+|ξ|p) p−2

p r
d
q , whereas Poincaré’s inequality in Lq∗(B2r\Br)

yields r−2‖u‖2
Lq∗(B 17

12
r
\B 67

48
r
) . ‖∇u‖2

Lq∗(B 17
12

r
\B 67

48
r
). Hence, (4.18) turns into

J (6748r,
17
12r, µξ, u) . r

− 2d
d−1+

d
q (1 + |ξ|p) p−2

p ‖∇u‖2Lq∗(B 17
12

r
\B 67

48
r
).

Combined with (4.17), this entails

 

B 67
48

r

|∇u|2µξ . r−
2d

d−1+
d
q −d+ 2d

q∗ (1 + |ξ|p) p−2
p

( 

B 17
12

r

|∇u|q∗
) 2

q∗
+

 

B 17
12

r

|g|2,

which concludes the proof since, by definition (4.14) of q∗, − 2d
d−1 + d

q
− d+ 2d

q∗
= 0.

Theorem 4.3 relies on the combination of Lemma 4.4 with Gehring’s inequality in form of (see for instance
[46, Theorem 6.38])

Lemma 4.6 (Gehring’s lemma). Let s > 1, and let f and h be two non-negative measurable functions in
Lqloc(R

d) such that there exists C > 0 for which for all r > 0 and x ∈ R
d

( 

Br(x)

f s
) 1

s ≤ C
(  

B2r(x)

f +
(  

B2r(x)

hs
) 1

s
)

.

Then, there exists s̄ > s depending on q and C such that for all r > 0 and x ∈ R
d, we have

( 

Br(x)

f s̄
) 1

s̄

.

 

B2r(x)

f +
( 

B2r(x)

hs̄
) 1

s̄

.

We are now in the position to prove Theorem 4.3.

Proof of Theorem 4.3. Let 1 ≤ q∗ < 2 be given by (4.14). We first prove that for all r > 0

 

Br

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx .
( 

B2r

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) q∗

2

dx
) 2

q∗
+

 

B2r

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)

dx. (4.19)

If r ≤ 3r⋆(0) this estimate follows from Lemma C.1, and it remains to treat the case r ≥ 3r⋆(0). We first use
(C.6) with f = |∇u|2µξ to the effect of

ˆ

Br

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx .

 

B 67
48

r

|∇u|2µξ. (4.20)

Then, by the reverse Hölder inequality (4.13) followed by (C.7), we obtain

 

B 67
48

r

|∇u|2µξ
(4.13)

. (1 + |ξ|p) p
p−2

( 

B 17
12

r

|∇u|q∗
) 2

q∗
+

 

B 17
12

r

|g|2

(C.7)

. (1 + |ξ|p) p
p−2

( 

B2r

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|q∗
)

dx
) 2

q∗
+

 

B2r

(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)

dx. (4.21)
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We then slightly reformulate the first right-hand side term using Jensen’s inequality in the inner integral
(since q∗ < 2) and the lower bound µξ ≥ 1, so that

( 

B2r

 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|q∗ dx
) 2

q∗ ≤
( 

B2r

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2
) q∗

2

dx
) 2

q∗

≤
( 

B2r

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) q∗

2

dx
) 2

q∗
. (4.22)

The combination of (4.20), (4.21), (4.22) yields the claimed estimate (4.19). To conclude, we apply Lemma 4.6
with

f : x 7→
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) q∗

2

, h : x 7→
( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
) q∗

2

, s = 2
q∗
> 1.

This yields (4.10), whereas (4.11) follows by applying (4.10) for Br with r =
√
d
2 L, and using Lemma C.2, the

bound (4.4), the periodicity of the quantities involved together with the plain energy estimate
´

QL
|∇u|2µξ .

´

QL
|g|2.

4.2.2 Quenched weighted Meyers’ estimate in the large

The main result of this paragraph is the following upgrade of Theorem 4.3.

Theorem 4.7 (Quenched weighted Meyers estimates in the large). Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1,
there exists β > 0 depending only on K and d such that for all ξ ∈ R

d with |ξ| ≤ K and r > 0, all 2 ≤ m ≤ m̄
(cf. Theorem 4.3), 0 ≤ 2ε ≤ β and all QL-periodic fields g and u related via (4.9), we have

ˆ

QL

ωε,r(x)
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx .K

ˆ

QL

ω2ε,r(x)
(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx, (4.23)

where for all x ∈ QL

ωε,r(x) :=
(

1 +
|x| + r⋆(0)

r

)ε

. (4.24)

The same result holds with aξ replaced by its pointwise transpose field a∗ξ .

We proceed in two steps: From Theorem 4.3 we first prove a suitable linear hole-filling estimate which we
use in turn to upgrade Theorem 4.3 into Theorem 4.7.

Corollary 4.8 (Linear hole-filling estimate in the large). Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1 there exist
an exponent β > 0, depending only on d, p and K, and a constant cd ≥ 1 with the following properties. Let
ξ ∈ R

d with |ξ| ≤ K, and let u be a QL-periodic function which is aξ-harmonic in QR(x) for some x ∈ R
d

and L ≥ R ≥ cdr⋆(x), that is
−∇ · aξ∇u = 0 in QR(x).

Then for all r⋆(x) ≤ r ≤ R,
ˆ

Qr(x)

|∇u|2µξ .K ( r
R
)β
ˆ

QR(x)

|∇u|2µξ. (4.25)

The same result holds with aξ replaced by its pointwise transpose field a∗ξ .

Proof of Corollary 4.8 . Without loss of generality, we may assume that x = 0, r ≥ r⋆(0), and that 2cr ≤ R
8

with c = 3 ∨
√
d
2 . By (C.6), (C.7), the Hölder inequality with exponents (m̄, m̄

m̄−1 ) (with m̄ as in Theorem
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4.3) and the unweighted Meyers estimate (4.10), we have with β := d(1− 1
m̄
)

ˆ

Qr

|∇u|2µξ ≤
ˆ

Bcr

|∇u|2µξ
(C.7)

. rd
 

B2cr

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx

≤ rd
( 

B2cr

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m̄

dx
) 1

m̄

≤ rd(R
r
)

d
m̄

( 

BR
8

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m̄

dx
) 1

m̄

(4.10)

. rd(R
r
)

d
m̄

 

BR
4

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx
(C.6)

. ( r
R
)β
ˆ

BR
2

|∇u|2µξ ≤ ( r
R
)β
ˆ

QR

|∇u|2µξ.

We now prove Theorem 4.7.

Proof of Theorem 4.7. We split the proof into four steps. In the first step, we show that for right-hand sides
g compactly supported in QL the solution gradient decays algebraically fast away from the source in L2,
based on hole-filling. We then upgrade this L2 estimate into an Lm estimate for some m > 2 using Meyers’
estimate (4.10). In the third step, we remove the assumption that g be compactly supported by using a
dyadic decomposition of scales. In the last step we exploit the algebraic decay to add the desired weight.
Since the proof relies on a dyadic decomposition of the torus, it is convenient to work with cubes rather than
balls when taking averages (which makes constants slightly cumbersome).

Step 1. L2 algebraic decay rate.
We prove that for all L ≥ R ≥ r ≥ cdr⋆(0) and all g compactly supported in Qr we have

ˆ

QL\QR

|∇u|2µK . ( r
R
)β
ˆ

Qr

|g|2, (4.26)

where β > 0 is defined in Corollary 4.8.
We proceed by duality, and write

ˆ

QL\QR

|∇u|2µξ =
(

sup
h

ˆ

QL\QR

h · ∇u√µξ
)2

, (4.27)

where the supremum runs over functions h ∈ L2(QL\QR)d with ‖h‖L2(QL\QR)d = 1. Consider such a test
function h (implicitly extended by zero on QR) and denote by v the unique weak solution in H1

per(QL) of

−∇ · a∗ξ∇v = ∇ · (h√µξ), (4.28)

which is well-posed since µξ is bounded on QL almost surely by Lemma A.3. By testing (4.28) with u and
(4.9) with v, we obtain by Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality and the support condition on g

∣
∣
∣

ˆ

QL

h · ∇u√µξ
∣
∣
∣ =

∣
∣
∣

ˆ

QL

g · ∇v√µξ
∣
∣
∣ ≤

(ˆ

Qr

|g|2
) 1

2
(ˆ

Qr

|∇v|2µξ
) 1

2

. (4.29)
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Since h vanishes on QR, v is a∗ξ-harmonic in QR, and the hole filling estimate (4.25) with exponent β yields

in combination with the plain energy estimate
´

QL
|∇v|2µξ .

´

QL
|h|2 and the assumption

´

QL
|h|2 = 1

ˆ

Qr

|∇v|2µξ . ( r
R
)β
ˆ

QR

|∇v|2µξ . ( r
R
)β
ˆ

QL

|h|2 = ( r
R
)β . (4.30)

The claim (4.26) now follows from (4.27), (4.29) and (4.30).

Step 2. Lm algebraic decay rate for 2 ≤ m ≤ m̄.
In this step, we prove that, with Cd = 4C ∨ cd ∨ 16 (and C ≥ 1 as in (C.8)), for all L > R ≥ 2r ≥ 2Cdr⋆(0),
and all g compactly supported in Qr, we may upgrade (4.26) to

ˆ

QL\QR

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx . Rd(1−
m
2 )( r

R
)β

m
2

(ˆ

Qr

|g|2
)m

2

(4.31)

for all 2 ≤ m ≤ m̄, where m̄ is the Meyers exponent of Theorem 4.3.
Let J ∈ N be such that 2JR < L ≤ 2J+1R. By writing QL \QR = (QL \ Q2JR) ∪ ∪Jj=1(Q2jR \Q2j−1R)

(with the convention that the second union is empty if J = 0), it is enough to prove that for all 1 ≤ j ≤ J+1,
we have

ˆ

Q(2jR)∧L\Q2j−1R

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx . (2jR)d(1−
m
2 )( r

2jR )
βm

2

( ˆ

Qr

|g|2
)m

2

. (4.32)

Indeed, for all m ≥ 2, d(1− m
2 )− βm2 ≤ −β, so that the dyadic terms sum to (4.31).

We now prove (4.32). To start with, reverting from balls to cubes, one may reformulate Theorem 4.3 with
cubes instead of balls, and replace Br and B2r by Qr and QC1r, respectively (for some C1 depending only
on d). Let 1 ≤ j ≤ J be fixed (the case j = J +1 can be treated similarly). We partition Q2jR \Q2j−1R into
the union of cubes {Qk}k=1,...,N of side-length 1

C2
2jR for some C2 to be fixed later (the number N of such

cubes then depends on d and C2, but not on j or R), to the effect that for all m > 2 we have

ˆ

Q2jR\Q2j−1R

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx =

N∑

k=1

ˆ

Qk

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx. (4.33)

By Theorem 4.3, for all 2 ≤ m ≤ m̄ and 1 ≤ k ≤ N ,
 

Qk

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx .
( 

Q̄k

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx
)m

2

+

 

Q̄k

(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx, (4.34)

where Q̄k ⊃ Qk denotes the cube of side-length C1

C2
2jR centered at the center xk ∈ Q2jR \Q2j−1R of Qk. We

now control the two right-hand side terms of (4.34). On the one hand, by the ℓ-Lipschitz property of r⋆ and

the assumption R ≥ 2Cdr⋆(0), for all x ∈ Q̄k, we have |x| ≤ |xk|+
√
d
2
C1

C2
2jR ≤

√
d
2 (1+ C1

C2
)2jR, and therefore

r⋆(x) ≤ r⋆(0) + ℓ|x| ≤ R( 1
2Cd

+ ℓ
√
d
2 2j(1 + C1

C2
)). (4.35)

Recall the constant C in (C.8) and that C1 only depends on dimension. We now choose C2 := 8C1. For our
choice Cd = 4C ∨ cd ∨ 16 and R ≥ 2Cdr⋆(0), and since 0 < ℓ = 1

9C
√
d
∧ 1

16 , we have C1

C2
2jR = 2j−3R and

C
( 1

2Cd
+
ℓ
√
d

2
2j(1 +

C1

C2
)
)

≤ C(
1

8C
+

1

18C
2j(1 +

1

8
)) ≤ 2j−3,

which, by (4.35), entails C1

C2
2jR ≥ Cr⋆(x), condition under which (C.8) yields

ˆ

Q̄k

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx .

ˆ

Q̃k

|∇u|2µξ,
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where Q̃k denotes the cube of side-length C1

C2
2j+1R = 2j−2R centered at xk, so that Q̃k mod LZd ⊂

Q2j+1R∧L\Q2j−2R. Hence, by (4.26),

ˆ

Q̄k

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx .

ˆ

Q2j+1R∧L\Q2j−2R

|∇u|2µξ . ( r
2jR )

β

ˆ

Qr

|g|2. (4.36)

On the other hand, the same argument implies

ˆ

Q̄k

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)

dx .

ˆ

Q2j+1R∧L\Q2j−2R

|g|2 = 0, (4.37)

where we used that g is supported in Qr and r ≤ R
2 . The claim (4.32) then follows from (4.33), (4.34), (4.36),

and (4.37), and the identity |Qk| = (2j−3R)d.

Step 3. Extension to general g.
In this step, we relax the support assumption on g in (4.31), and claim that for all L ≥ R ≥ 2Cdr⋆(0) and
all 2 ≤ m ≤ m̄,

(ˆ

QL\QR

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

.
( ˆ

QL\QR
4

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

+
( ˆ

QR

( |x|+r⋆(0)
R

)
βm
4

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. (4.38)

Let N ∈ N be such that 2NCdr⋆(0) ≤ R < 2N+1Cdr⋆(0) (note that N ≥ 1 since R ≥ 2Cdr⋆(0)). We

decompose g as g =
∑N
i=0 gi with g0 := g1QCdr⋆(0)

, gi := g1Q2iCdr⋆(0)\Q2i−1Cdr⋆(0)
for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N − 1, and

gN := g1QL\Q2N−1Cdr⋆(0)
. By linearity (and uniqueness of the solution) of the equation, we have u =

∑N
i=0 ui

where ui denotes the (unique) weak solution in H1
per(QL) of

−∇ · aξ∇ui = ∇ · (gi√µξ).

By the triangle inequality, we then have for 2 ≤ m ≤ m̄,

( ˆ

QL\QR

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 1

m ≤
N∑

i=0

( ˆ

QL\QR

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇ui(y)|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. (4.39)

We start by estimating the term for i = N , for which we use the Meyers estimate (4.11) to the effect that

(ˆ

QL

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇uN |2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 1

m
(4.11)

.
(ˆ

QL

( 

B⋆(x)

|gN |2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

.

We then reformulate the right-hand side using the support condition on gN . For x ∈ Q2N−2Cdr⋆(0), since

ℓ = 1
9C

√
d
∧ 1

16 , C ≥ 1, N ≥ 0, and Cd ≥ 16, we have

r⋆(x) ≤ r⋆(0) + ℓ|x| ≤ r⋆(0)(1 + ℓ
√
d
2 2N−2Cd) ≤ 2N−2Cdr⋆(0)(

1
4 + 1

9 ) ≤ 2N−3Cdr⋆(0),

so that we have the implication

y ∈ B⋆(x) =⇒ y ∈ Q2N−2Cdr⋆(0)(x) =⇒ y ∈ Q2N−1Cdr⋆(0)(0) =⇒ gN (y) = 0.
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Since R < 2N+1Cdr⋆(0) = 4× 2N−1Cdr⋆(0), QR
4
⊂ Q2N−1Cdr⋆(0), and the above implies

(ˆ

QL

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇uN |2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

.
(ˆ

QL\QR
4

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. (4.40)

We then turn to the contributions for 0 ≤ i ≤ N − 1, for which we appeal to (4.31) with r = 2iCdr⋆(0) ≥
Cdr⋆(0) and R ≥ 2NCdr⋆(0) ≥ 2r, and obtain

ˆ

QL\QR

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇ui|2µξ
)m

2

dx
(4.31)

. Rd(1−
m
2 )( r

R
)β

m
2

( ˆ

Qr\Qr/2

|g|2
)m

2

. Rd(1−
m
2 )( r

R
)β

m
4

( ˆ

Qr\Qr/2

( |y|+r⋆(0)
R

)
β
2 |g(y)|2dy

)m
2

.

We then appeal to (C.9) (which holds for r since r = 2iCdr⋆(0) ≥ 2iCr⋆(0) by definition of Cd), to Jensen’s
inequality, and to the Lipschitz regularity of r⋆ in form of r⋆(x) ≤ r⋆(0) + |x|, and get

( ˆ

QL\QR

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇ui|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

(C.9)

. Rd
2−m
2m ( r

R
)

β
4

(ˆ

Q2r

 

B⋆(x)

( |y|+r⋆(0)
R

)
β
2 |g(y)|2dydx

) 1
2

≤ Rd
2−m
2m ( r

R
)

β
4 (2r)d(

1
2− 1

m )
( ˆ

Q2r

( 

B⋆(x)

( |y|+r⋆(0)
R

)
β
2 |g(y)|2dy

)m
2

dx
) 1

m

. ( r
R
)

β
4 +dm−2

2m

(ˆ

QR

( |x|+r⋆(0)
R

)
βm
4

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

≤ (2
β
4 +dm−2

2m )i−N
( ˆ

QR

( |x|+r⋆(0)
R

)
βm
4

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. (4.41)

The claimed estimate (4.38) then follows from (4.39), (4.40), and (4.41).

Step 4. Proof of (4.23).
If L ≤ 2Cdr⋆(0) ≤ 2CdL, then the weight is essentially constant: for all x ∈ QL, ωr,ε(x) ≃ (1 + L

r
)ε, and

the conclusion (4.23) is obviously satisfied. In the rest of this step we thus assume that L > 2Cdr⋆(0). Let
2Cdr⋆(0) < r ≤ L (the case 0 < r ≤ 2Cdr⋆(0) reduces to the case r = 2Cdr⋆(0) by homogeneity). Let N ∈ N

be such that 2NCdr⋆(0) ≤ L < 2N+1Cdr⋆(0) and let N0 ≤ N be such that 2N0Cdr⋆(0) ≤ r < 2N0+1Cdr⋆(0).
We then have

ˆ

QL

ω ε
2
,r(x)

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx =

ˆ

Q
2N0Cdr⋆(0)

ω ε
2
,r(x)

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx

+

N−1∑

i=N0

ˆ

Q2i+1Cdr⋆(0)\Q2iCdr⋆(0)

ω ε
2 ,r

(x)
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx

+

ˆ

QL\Q
2NCdr⋆(0)

ω ε
2 ,r

(x)
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx. (4.42)

We then control each right-hand side term separately. For the first right-hand side term of (4.42), we have
by definition of N0

sup
Q

2N0Cdr⋆(0)

ω ε
2 ,r
. ω ε

2 ,r
(0) ≤ ω ε

2 ,r
(x) ∀x ∈ QL,
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so that by Theorem 4.3

ˆ

Q
2N0Cdr⋆(0)

ω ε
2
,r(x)

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx . ω ε
2
,r(0)

ˆ

QL

(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx

.

ˆ

QL

ω ε
2 ,r

(x)
(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx. (4.43)

We now estimate the right-hand side sum of (4.42). For all N0 ≤ i ≤ N − 1, we combine the bound
ω ε

2
,r|Q2i+1Cdr⋆(0)\Q2iCdr⋆(0)

≃ 2
ε
2 (i−N0) with (4.38) to the effect that (using that 2ε ≤ β)

(ˆ

Q2i+1Cdr⋆(0)\Q2iCdr⋆(0)

ω ε
2 ,r

(x)
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. 2
ε

2m (i−N0)
( ˆ

QL\Q2iCdr⋆(0)

( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

(4.38),2ε≤β
. 2

ε
2m (i−N0)

( ˆ

QL\Q2i−2Cdr⋆(0)

(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

+2
ε

2m (i−N0)
(ˆ

Q2iCdr⋆(0)

( |x|+r⋆(0)
2iCdr⋆(0)

)
εm
2

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. (4.44)

For the first right-hand side term of (4.44), we use that for all x ∈ QL \ Q2i−2Cdr⋆(0) we have 2
ε
2 (i−N0) .

2−
ε
2 (i−N0)ωε,r(x), so that

2
ε

2m (i−N0)
(ˆ

QL\Q2i−2Cdr⋆(0)

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. 2−
ε

2m (i−N0)
(ˆ

QL

ωε,r

(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. (4.45)

For the second right-hand side term of (4.44), we rather use that for all x ∈ Q2iCdr⋆(0) we have by definition
of N0 and since m ≥ 2

2
ε
2 (i−N0)( |x|+r⋆(0)

2iCdr⋆(0)
)

εm
2 . 2

ε
2 (i−N0)( |x|+r⋆(0)

2iCdr⋆(0)
)ε

. 2
ε
2 (i−N0)2−ε(i−N0)( |x|+r⋆(0)

r
)ε . 2−

ε
2 (i−N0)ωε,r(x),

so that

2
ε

2m (i−N0)
(ˆ

Q2iCdr⋆(0)

( |x|+r⋆(0)
2iCdr⋆(0)

)
εm
2

(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

. 2−
ε

2m (i−N0)
( ˆ

QL

ωε,r

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx
) 1

m

.

(4.46)
Summing (4.44)–(4.46) over i form N0 to N − 1 we then obtain

N−1∑

i=N0

ˆ

Q2i+1Cdr⋆(0)\Q2iCdr⋆(0)

ω ε
2
,r(x)

(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx .

ˆ

QL

ωε,r

( 

B⋆(x)

|g|2
)m

2

dx. (4.47)

Controlling the last right-hand side term of (4.42) the same way, (4.23) follows from (4.43) and (4.47).

4.3 Control of the Meyers minimal radius: sensitivity estimate and buckling

The main result of this section is the following control of the Meyers minimal radius.
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Theorem 4.9. Under Hypothesis 2.2, there exists an exponent γ > 0 depending on d, λ, and p, and for all
K ≥ 1 there exists a constant cK > 0 depending additionally on K (and all independent of L ≥ 1) such that
for all ξ ∈ R

d,

EL

[

exp(cKr
γ
⋆,ξ,L)

]

≤ 2. (4.48)

The proof of Theorem 4.9 relies on the combination of the following sensitivity estimate (based on the
quenched weighted Meyers estimate of Theorem 4.7) with the Caccioppoli inequality via a buckling argument.

Proposition 4.10. Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1, denote by m̄ > 2, δ > 0, and β > 0 the Meyers and
nonlinear and linear hole-filling exponents, respectively (cf. Theorem 4.3, Lemma 4.2, and Corollary 4.8).
Then, for all ξ ∈ R

d with |ξ| ≤ K, and all r ≥ 1 and 0 < τ < 1, the random variable Fξ :=
ffl

Br
∇φξ satisfies

EL

[

|Fξ|2q
] 1

q

.K qr−dEL
[

r
d−δ
1−τ q

⋆,ξ,L

] 1− τ
2

q

(4.49)

for all q ≥ 1 + d+1
ε

, where

ε := (β2 ) ∧ ( (d+1)(m̄−2)
2 ) ∧ ( τ(d−δ)4(1−τ) ). (4.50)

We start with the proof of Theorem 4.9, and then turn to the proof of Proposition 4.10.

Proof of Theorem 4.9. We use the short-hand notation r⋆ := r⋆,ξ,L(0, c1) (cf. (4.2) and Lemma 4.1). We split
the proof into two steps. In the first step, we control the probability of the level set {r⋆ = R} for all dyadic
R ∈ [1, L] using averages of ∇φξ, which we combine with Proposition 4.10 and the bound r⋆ ≤ r⋆ to buckle
on moments of r⋆, and therefore on r⋆ in the second step.

Step 1. We claim that there exist θ ∈ (0, 1) and c > 0, depending on p, d and λ such that for all dyadic
R ∈ [1, L] and all exponents q ≥ 1,

PL[r⋆ = R] ≤ cqEL

[∣
∣
∣

 

BθR

∇φξ
∣
∣
∣

pq]

. (4.51)

Assume that r⋆ = R. By the definition (4.2) of r⋆, we then have

c2(1 + |ξ|p) ≥
 

B2R

|∇φξ|p, (4.52)

 

BR
2

|∇φξ|p > c2(1 + |ξ|p). (4.53)

By the Caccioppoli inequality (A.2), (4.53) turns into

inf
η∈R

 

BR

1
R2 |φξ(x)− η|2 + 1

Rp |φξ(x) − η|p & 1 + |ξ|p, (4.54)

which we shall use in the stronger form

inf
η∈R

 

BR

1
Rp |φξ(x)− η|p & 1 + |ξ|p. (4.55)

Indeed, by Jensen’s inequality, with the short-hand notation α := infη∈R

ffl

BR

1
Rp |φξ(x) − η|p, (4.54) yields

α
2
p + α & 1 + |ξ|p so that α & 1, which implies α & α

2
p , whence the reformulation (4.55).



4.3 Control of the Meyers minimal radius: sensitivity estimate and buckling 34

Let θ ∈ (0, 1) (the value of which we shall choose below), and set cR :=
ffl

BR

ffl

BθR(x) φξ(y)dy dx. By the

triangle inequality and Poincaré’s inequality in Lp(BR), we obtain

inf
η∈R

 

BR

1
Rp |φξ − η|p .

 

BR

1
Rp

∣
∣
∣φξ(x)−

 

BθR(x)

φξ

∣
∣
∣

p

dx+

 

BR

1
Rp

∣
∣
∣

 

BθR(x)

φξ − cR

∣
∣
∣

p

dx

. θp
 

B2R

|∇φξ(x)|pdx+

 

BR

∣
∣
∣

 

BθR(x)

∇φξ
∣
∣
∣

p

dx. (4.56)

Combined with (4.56), (4.55) turns into

1 + |ξ|p . θp
 

B2R

|∇φξ|p +
 

BR

∣
∣
∣

 

BθR(x)

∇φξ
∣
∣
∣

p

dx. (4.57)

Using now (4.52), we may absorb the first right-hand side term into the left-hand side for θ small enough
(independent of R), and therefore conclude that for some c > 0 (depending only on d, p, λ)

{r⋆ = R} ⊂
{
 

BR

∣
∣
∣

 

BθR(x)

∇φξ
∣
∣
∣

p

dx ≥ 1

c
(1 + |ξ|p)

}

,

which yields (4.51) by Markov’s inequality and the stationarity of ∇φξ.
Step 2. Buckling argument.
Fix τ := 1− d−δ

d− δ
2

= δ
2d−δ > 0, to the effect that

d− δ

1− τ
= d− δ

2
, 1− τ

2
= 1− δ

2(2d− δ)
, ε := ( (d+1)(m̄−2)

2 ) ∧ ( δ8 ).

For all dyadic 1 ≤ R ≤ L, by (4.51) and by Proposition 4.10 with this choice of τ and r = θR, we obtain for
all q with q p2 ≥ 1 + d+1

ε
,

PL[r⋆ = R] ≤ cqKq
p
2 qR−d p

2 qEL

[

r
(d− δ

2 )
p
2 q

⋆

]1− δ
2(2d−δ)

(4.3)

≤ cqKq
p
2 qR−d p

2 qEL

[

r⋆
(d− δ

2 )
p
2 q
]1− δ

2(2d−δ)

. (4.58)

Therefore, using a dyadic decomposition (the sum is actually finite since r⋆ ≤ L), we deduce that (up to
changing the value of cK)

EL

[

r⋆
(d− δ

2 )
p
2 q
]

≤ 1 +

+∞∑

n=1

(2n)(d−
δ
2 )

p
2 qP[r⋆ = 2n]

(4.58)

≤ 1 + cqKq
q p

2 EL

[

r⋆
(d− δ

2 )
p
2 q
]1− δ

2(2d−δ)
+∞∑

n=1

2(d−
δ
2 )q

p
2n2−dq

p
2n

︸ ︷︷ ︸

= 2−
δ
4 qpn

≤ 1 + cqKq
q

p
2 EL

[

r⋆
(d− δ

2 )
p
2 q
]1− δ

2(2d−δ)

.

Since both terms of this inequality are finite, this gives by Young’s inequality provided q p2 ≥ 1 + d+1
ε

EL

[

r⋆
(d− δ

2 )
p
2 q
] 1

q

. cKq
p 2d−δ

δ ,

from which the stretched exponential moment bound (4.48) follows with γ := δ
8 (cf. Lemma B.4), which is

not expected to be sharp.
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We conclude this section with the proof of Proposition 4.10.

Proof of Proposition 4.10. We split the proof into three steps. In the first step, we compute the functional
derivative of F , in the sense of (B.8), and apply the logarithmic-Sobolev inequality in the second step to
control moments of F . In the third step, we then control these moments by suitable moments of r⋆ using the
quenched weighted Meyers estimate in the large of Theorem 4.7.

Step 1. Sensitivity calculus.
In this step, we take a slightly more general version of Fξ (this will be further used in the proof of Theorem 3.1),
which we define, for some given g ∈ L2(QL)

d (extended by periodicity on R
d), by

Fξ :=
ˆ

QL

∇φξ · g.

We then argue that for all x ∈ QL,

∂xFξ =
ˆ

B(x)

|a◦(ξ +∇φξ)⊗∇u|, (4.59)

with the short-hand notation a◦(ζ) := (1 + |ζ|p−2)ζ and where u is the unique weak QL-periodic solution
(with zero average) of

−∇ · a∗ξ∇u = ∇ · g (4.60)

(recall that a∗ξ is bounded from above and below, since a is assumed to be smooth, and satisfies (4.6),
cf. Lemma A.3). Let denote by h a sequence that goes to zero and by δA a coefficient field supported in B(x)
(and extended by QL-periodicity) such that ‖δA‖L∞(Rd) ≤ 1. We let h be small enough so that A + hδA is
uniformly elliptic, and define

δhFξ :=
Fξ(A+ hδA)−Fξ(A)

h
,

δhφξ :=
φξ(A+ hδA)− φξ(A)

h
, (4.61)

ahξ :=

ˆ 1

0

Da(·, ξ + t∇φξ(A+ hδA) + (1− t)∇φξ(A))dt. (4.62)

By the definition of Fξ, we have δhFξ =
´

QL
∇δhφξ · g, and we need to characterize δhφξ. By the defining

equation (2.3), we obtain

−∇ ·
(

a(·, ξ +∇φξ + h∇δhφ)− a(·, ξ +∇φξ)
)

= h∇ · δAa◦(ξ +∇φξ(A+ hδA)), (4.63)

which we rewrite, by the fundamental theorem of calculus and the definition of ahξ , as

−∇ · ahξ∇δhφξ = ∇ · δAa◦(ξ +∇φξ(A+ hδA)). (4.64)

Assume that δhφξ converges weakly in H1
per(QL) to the solution δφξ ∈ H1

per(QL) of

−∇ · aξ∇δφξ = ∇ · δAa◦(ξ +∇φξ). (4.65)

Then limh↓0 δhFξ = δFξ =
´

g · ∇δφξ, which we now rewrite by duality. Testing (4.60) with δφξ and then
(4.65) with u, we obtain

δFξ =
ˆ

∇u · δAa◦(ξ +∇φξ),
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and the claim (4.59) follows by taking the supremum over δA. It remains to argue in favor of the convergence
of δhφξ to δφξ, which actually holds in C1,α(QL). First, recall that {φξ(A + hδA)}h is a bounded set in
C1,α(QL) by Lemma A.3. By testing (4.63) with hδhφξ, we obtain by monotonicity

ˆ

QL

|∇φξ(A+ hδA)−∇φξ(A)|2 + |∇φξ(A+ hδA)−∇φξ(A)|p . h2,

so that ∇φξ(A + hδA) → ∇φξ(A) in Lp(QL), and therefore φξ(A + hδA) → φξ(A) in C1,α(QL) by Arzela-
Ascoli’s theorem as claimed.

Step 2. Application of the logarithmic-Sobolev inequality: For all q ≥ 1,

EL

[

|Fξ|2q
] 1

q

. q(1 +Kp)EL

[(ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
( ˆ

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx
)q] 1

q

. (4.66)

Since EL[∇φξ] = 0, by (B.9) and (4.59), we have for all q ≥ 1

EL

[

F2q
ξ

] 1
q

. qEL

[( ˆ

QL

( ˆ

B(x)

|a◦(ξ +∇φξ)||∇u|
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

. (4.67)

By Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality, the definition (4.7) of µξ, and (4.5), we have for all x ∈ QL
(ˆ

B(x)

|a◦(ξ +∇φξ)||∇u|
)2

.

ˆ

B(x)

|ξ +∇φξ|2(1 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2)

ˆ

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ

(4.5)

. (1 + |ξ|p)r⋆(x)d−δ
ˆ

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ.

The claim (4.66) then follows in combination with (4.67).

Step 3. Proof of (4.49).
For 0 < τ < 1 given, we define ε as in (4.50), and set m := 2+ 2ε

d+1 , to the effect that m ≤ m̄ and 2ε
m−2 = d+1.

Since r⋆ is 1
16 -Lipschitz and r⋆ ≥ 1, we have

ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
( 

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx .

ˆ

QL

( 

B(x)

rd−δ⋆ |∇u|2µξ
)

dx,

so that by (C.9) combined with the estimate r⋆ ≤ L, with periodicity, and using again the Lipschitz-continuity
of r⋆, we obtain

ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
( 

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx .

ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx.

Inserting the weight (1+ |x|
r
)

2ε
m (1+ |x|

r
)−

2ε
m , and using Hölder’s inequality in space with exponents (m2 ,

m
m−2 )

followed by Hölder’s inequality in probability with exponents ( 1
1−τ ,

1
τ
), (4.66) turns into

1

q(1 + |ξ|p)EL
[

|Fξ|2q
] 1

q

(4.68)

.EL

[( ˆ

QL

(1 + |x|
r
)−d−1r⋆(x)

m
m−2 (d−δ) dx

)qm−2
m
( ˆ

QL

(1 + |x|
r
)ε
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
)q 2

m
] 1

q

≤EL

[( ˆ

QL

(1 + |x|
r
)−d−1r⋆(x)

m
m−2 (d−δ) dx

)q m−2
m(1−τ)

] 1−τ
q

EL

[( ˆ

QL

(1 + |x|
r
)ε
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
)q 2

mτ
] τ

q

.
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By the change of variables x
r
 x, Jensen’s inequality in space provided q ≥ m

m−2 = 1 + d+1
ε

, and the
stationarity of r⋆, we control the first right-hand side term of (4.68) by

EL

[(ˆ

QL

(1 + |x|
r
)−d−1r⋆(x)

m
m−2 (d−δ) dx

)q m−2
m(1−τ)

] 1−τ
q

. rd
m−2
m EL

[

r
q d−δ

1−τ
⋆

] 1−τ
q

. (4.69)

For the second right-hand side term of (4.68), we appeal to the quenched weighted Meyers estimate (4.23),
which we may apply to equation (4.60) (rewriting the right-hand side as 1√

µξ
g
√
µξ) with weight ωε,r since

ε ≤ β
2 :

EL

[(ˆ

QL

(1 + |x|
r
)ε
( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 2

mτ q
] τ

q

.K EL

[(ˆ

QL

ω2ε,r(x)
(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2 1
µξ

)m
2

dx
) 2

mτ q
] τ

q

.

Using that 1
µξ

≤ 1, Jensen’s inequality for the local integrals, the Lipschitz continuity of r⋆ in the form of

supB⋆(x) ω2ε,r . infB⋆(x) ω2ε,r, and (C.10), we have

ˆ

QL

ω2ε,r(x)
(  

B⋆(x)

|g|2 1
µξ

)m
2

dx .

ˆ

QL

 

B⋆(x)

ω2ε,r|g|mdx ≃
ˆ

QL

ω2ε,r|g|m . r−d
ˆ

Br

r2ε⋆ .

By stationarity of r⋆ and Jensen’s inequality in probability, this entails

EL

[( ˆ

QL

(1 + |x|
r
)ε
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 2

mτ q
] τ

q

.K r−2d+ 2
md

EL

[

r
4ε
mτ q
⋆

] τ
q

. (4.70)

By (4.50) and our choice m = 2 + 2ε
d+1 , 4ε

mτ
≤ d−δ

1−τ , we have EL

[

r
4ε
mτ q
⋆

] τ
q ≤ EL

[

r
q d−δ

1−τ
⋆

] 4ε(1−τ)
qm(d−δ)

by Hölder’s

inequality. Using (4.50) again, this time in form of 4ε(1−τ)
m(d−δ) ≤ τ

2 , and the lower bound r⋆ ≥ 1, (4.70) finally
turns into

EL

[( ˆ

QL

(1 + |x|
r
)ε
(  

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)m

2

dx
) 2

mτ q
] τ

q

.|ξ| r
−2d+ 2

md
EL

[

r
q d−δ

1−τ
⋆

] τ
2q

. (4.71)

The claim (4.49) then follows from (4.68), (4.69) and (4.71).

4.4 Annealed Meyers’ estimate

The annealed Meyers (or perturbative Calderón-Zygmund) estimates introduced by Duerinckx and Otto in
[40] (see also [59]) constitute a very versatile upgrade of their quenched counterpart in stochastic homoge-
nization. In the present setting the annealed Meyers estimates take the following form.

Theorem 4.11 (Annealed Meyers’ estimate). Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1, set κ := (m̄−2)∧1
8 > 0

(where m̄ is the Meyers exponent of Theorem 4.3 depends on d, p, λ, and K). For all ξ ∈ R
d with |ξ| ≤ K,

and for all QL-periodic random fields g and u related via (4.9), we have for all exponents 2−κ ≤ q,m ≤ 2+κ
and 0 < δ ≤ 1

2 ,

ˆ

QL

EL

[(  

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) q

2
]m

q

dx .K δ−
1
4 | log δ| 12

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|g|2
) q(1+δ)

2
] m

q(1+δ)

dx. (4.72)

The same result holds with aξ replaced by its pointwise transpose field a∗ξ .

The proof is based on the quenched Meyers estimate in the large of Theorem 4.3, on the moment bounds of
Theorem 4.9 on the Meyers minimal radius (which allows us to use duality at the price of a loss of stochastic
integrability), real interpolation, and the following refined dual version of the Calderón-Zygmund lemma due
to Shen [77, Theorem 3.2], based on ideas by Caffarelli and Peral [20].
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Lemma 4.12 ([20, 77]). Given 1 ≤ q < m ≤ ∞, let F,G ∈ Lq ∩ Lm(QL) be nonnegative QL-periodic
functions and let C0, C1 ≥ 1. Assume that for all balls D (of radius . L) there exist measurable functions
FD,1 and FD,2 such that F ≤ FD,1 + FD,2 and FD,2 ≤ F + FD,1 on D, and such that

( 

D

F qD,1

) 1
q ≤ C1

(  

C0D

Gq
) 1

q

,
(  

1
C0
D

FmD,2

) 1
m ≤ C1

(  

D

F qD,2

) 1
q

.

Then, for all q < s < m,
( ˆ

QL

F s
) 1

s

.C0,C1,q,s,m

( ˆ

QL

Gs
) 1

s

.

Before we prove Theorem 4.11, let us note that Theorem 4.9 allows one to pass from averages on B⋆(x)
to averages on B(x) using [40, Lemma 6.7] in the (slightly more general) form of

Lemma 4.13. Let r⋆ be a stationary random field satisfying EL

[

exp(crα⋆ )
]

≤ 2 for some α > 0 and c ≃ 1.

Set B⋆(x) := Br⋆(x)(x) for all x ∈ QL. For all f ∈ C∞
per(QL;L

∞(dPL)) and 1 ≤ q1 ≤ q2 <∞, we have

(i) for all r > q1,

( ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B⋆(x)

|f |2
) q1

2
] q2

q1
dx
) 1

q2
. ( 1

q1
− 1
r
)
−( 1

q1
− 1

2 )+ζ( 1
q1
− 1
r
)

1
q1

− 1
q2

(ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|f |2
) r

2
] q2

r
) 1

q2
;

(ii) for all r < q1,

( ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B⋆(x)

|f |2
) q1

2
] q2

q1
dx
) 1

q2
& (1

r
− 1
q1
)
( 1
2− 1

q2
)+ζ(1

r
− 1
q1
)
−( 1

q1
− 1

q2
)
(ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|f |2
) r

2
] q2

r
) 1

q2
;

where we have set ζ(t) := log(2 + 1
t
), and the multiplicative constants depend on q1, q2, α.

The proof of this result is identical to that of [40, Lemma 6.7], noting that the assumption EL

[

exp( 1
C
rd⋆)
]

≤
2 can be weakened to EL

[

exp( 1
C
rα⋆ )
]

≤ 2 for any α > 0 at the price of adding a dependence on α in the

multiplicative factors in the estimates, and R
d can be replaced by QL.

Proof of Theorem 4.11. We split the proof into three steps. In the first step, we upgrade Theorem 4.3 by
adding expectations using Lemma 4.12 in a suitable way. At the price of a loss of stochastic integrability
we then remove the local averages at scale r⋆ in Step 2 by using Lemma 4.13. The formulation with local
averages at unit scale allows us to conclude using a standard duality argument, and real interpolation.

Step 1. Proof that for all 2 ≤ q < m < m̄, we have
ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B⋆(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) q

2
]m

q

dx .K

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B5⋆(x)

|g|2
) q

2
]m

q

dx (4.73)

with the short hand notation B5⋆(x) := B5r⋆(x)(x).
Let 2 ≤ q1 ≤ m1 ≤ m̄. Let D be a ball centered at x ∈ QL and of radius 0 < rD . L, we define
D⋆ := BrD∨(2r⋆(x))(x), and let N be the smallest integer so that D⋆ ⊂ QNL. We then decompose u as
u = uD,1 + uD,2, where uD,1 is the QNL-periodic solution of −∇ · aξ∇uD,1 = ∇ · g√µξ1D⋆ . Note that uD,2
is aξ-harmonic on D⋆. We start with the control of uD,1 and claim that

ˆ

D

EL

[(  

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,1|2µξ
) q1

2
]

dy . EL

[ˆ

8D

(  

B5⋆(y)

|g|2
) q1

2

dy
]

. (4.74)



4.4 Annealed Meyers’ estimate 39

Assume first that rD ≥ 2r⋆(x), so that D⋆ = D. By taking the expectation in Theorem 4.3, we have

ˆ

D

EL

[( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,1|2µξ
) q1

2
]

dy ≤ EL

[ˆ

QNL

( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,1|2µξ
) q1

2

dy
]

(4.11)

. EL

[ˆ

QNL

( 

B⋆(y)

|g|21D
) q1

2

dy
]

.

By the 1
16 -Lipschitz property of r⋆, we have the implication for all z ∈ B⋆(y)

|y − x| ≥ 2rD =⇒ |z − x| ≥ |y − x| − r⋆(y) ≥ |y − x| − (r⋆(x) +
1
16 |y − x|)

≥ 15

16
|y − x| − r⋆(x) ≥ (158 − 1

2 )rD ≥ rD =⇒ 1D(z) = 0,

so that (4.74) follows for rD ≥ 2r⋆(x) in the stronger form

ˆ

D

EL

[( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,1|2µξ
) q1

2
]

dy . EL

[ˆ

2D

(  

B⋆(y)

|g|2
) q1

2

dy
]

.

If rD ≤ 2r⋆(x), then supD r⋆ . infD r⋆, D⋆ = B2r⋆(x)(x) =: B2⋆(x), and a plain energy estimate yields

ˆ

D

EL

[( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,1|2µξ
) q1

2
]

dy . EL

[

|D|r⋆(x)−d
q1
2

(ˆ

QNL

|∇uD,1|2µξ
) q1

2
]

. EL

[

|D|r⋆(x)−d
q1
2

(ˆ

D⋆

|g|2
) q1

2
]

. EL

[

|D|
(  

B2⋆(x)

|g|2
) q1

2
]

,

and it remains to turn the right-hand side into an integral over D. For all y ∈ D, we have r⋆(y) ≥
r⋆(x) − 1

16rD ≥ 7
8r⋆(x), and therefore for all z ∈ B2⋆(x), |z − y| ≤ |z − x| + |x − y| ≤ 4r⋆(x) ≤ 5r⋆(y),

to the effect that B2⋆(x) ⊂ B5⋆(y). Recalling that supD r⋆ . infD r⋆, this implies the following stronger form
of (4.74)

ˆ

D

EL

[( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,1|2µξ
) q1

2
]

dy . EL

[ˆ

D

( 

B5⋆(y)

|g|2
) q1

2

dy
]

.

We now turn to the control of uD,2, and claim that

(  

1
8D

EL

[(  

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
) q1

2
]m1

q1
dy
) 1

m1
.
(  

D

EL

[( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
) q1

2
]

dy
) 1

q1
. (4.75)

The starting point is the Minkowski inequality: Since m1

q1
≥ 1,

( 

1
8D

EL

[( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
) q1

2
]m1

q1
dy
) 1

m1 ≤ EL

[( 

1
8D

( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
)m1

2

dy
) q1

m1
] 1

q1
. (4.76)

We then appeal to the local Meyers estimate (4.10) to bound the right-hand side

 

1
8D

(  

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
)m1

2

dy .K

(  

1
4D

( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
)

dy
)m1

2

+

 

1
4D

( 

B⋆(y)

|g|2(1− 1D⋆)
)m1

2

dy.

Since for all y ∈ 1
4D, one has r⋆(y) ≤ r⋆(x) +

1
16

1
4rD ≤ 3

4 (rD ∨ (2r⋆(x))), B⋆(y) ⊂ D⋆ and the second
right hand side term vanishes identically. Combined with (4.76) and Jensen’s inequality in space (using that
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q1
2 ≥ 1), this entails

( 

1
8D

EL

[( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
) q1

2
]m1

q1
dy
) 1

m1
. EL

[(  

1
4D

( 

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
)

dy
) q1

2
] 1

q1

≤ EL

[ 

1
4D

(  

B⋆(y)

|∇uD,2|2µξ
) q1

2

dy
] 1

q1
,

from which (4.75) follows.

We are in the position to conclude. Setting F : x 7→ EL

[(
ffl

B⋆(x)
|∇u|2µξ

) q1
2
] 1

q1
, G : x 7→ EL

[(
ffl

B5⋆(x)
|g|2
) q1

2
] 1

q1
,

FD,1 : x 7→ EL

[(
ffl

B⋆(x)
|∇uD,1|2µξ

) q1
2
] 1

q1
, and FD,2 : x 7→ EL

[(
ffl

B⋆(x)
|∇uD,2|2µξ

) q1
2
] 1

q1
, the assumptions

of Lemma 4.12 are satisfied, and the claimed estimate (4.73) follows.

Step 2. Reformulation of (4.73).
Since both r⋆ and 5r⋆ satisfy stretched exponential moment bounds, Lemma 4.13 allows us to reformu-
late (4.73) as: For all 2 ≤ q < m < m̄ and 0 < r ≤ 1

2 ,

ˆ

QL

EL

[(  

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) q

2
]m

q

dx .K r−
m−2
2m | log r|

2(m−q)
qm

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|g|2
) q+r

2
] m

q+r

dx. (4.77)

Step 3. Proof of (4.72).
First, we show that for all m̄′ < m < q ≤ 2 and 0 < r ≪ 1,

ˆ

QL

EL
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B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) q

2
]m

q

dx .K r−
2−m
2m | log r|

2(q−m)
qm

ˆ

QL

EL
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B(x)

|g|2
) q−r

2
] m

q−r

dx. (4.78)

Indeed, by duality we have

( ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
) q

2
]m

q

dx
) 1

m

= sup
h

{

EL

[ˆ

QL

∇u · h√µξ
]}

,

where the supremum runs over maps h ∈ C∞
per(QL, L

∞(dPL))
d such that

´

QL
EL

[(
ffl

B(x) |h|2
) q′

2
]m′

q′
dx = 1.

For such h, denote by vh the unique QL-periodic solution of −∇ · a∗ξ∇vh = ∇ · (h√µξ). Testing this equation
with u and the defining equation (4.9) for u by vh, we obtain (using periodicity in the last equality)

ˆ

QL

∇u · h√µξ =
ˆ

QL

∇vh · g√µξ =

ˆ

QL

( 

B(x)

∇vh · g√µξ
)

dx.

By Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality on B(x), followed by Hölder’s inequality with exponents (q − r, q−r
q−r−1 ) on

QL and with exponent (m,m′) in probability, this yields

∣
∣
∣EL

[ˆ

QL

∇vh · g√µξ
]∣
∣
∣ ≤

( ˆ

QL

EL
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|g|2
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2
] m

q−r
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) 1

m
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2
] m′

(q−r)′
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) 1

m′
.

Since (q − r)′ − q′ = r
(q−1)(q−1−r) , we may apply (4.77) to ∇vh to the effect that

∣
∣
∣EL
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QL
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∣
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( ˆ

QL
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2
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) 1
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) 1
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,
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from which (4.78) follows by the arbitrariness of h and the identities m′−2
2m′ = 2−m

2m and 2(m′−q′)
q′m′ = 2(q−m)

qm
.

Replacing r by qr in (4.77) and (4.78), and using the bounds m−2
2m ≤ 1

4 and 2(m−q)
qm

≤ 1
2 for 2 ≤ q ≤ m ≤ 3

and 2−m
2m ≤ 1

4 and 2(q−m)
qm

≤ 1
2 for 3

2 ≤ m ≤ q ≤ 2, we have thus proved that (4.72) holds for all 2 ≤ q < m <

m̄ ∧ 3 and for all m̄′ ∨ 3
2 < m < q ≤ 2. By choosing κ = (m̄−2)∧1

8 , the validity of (4.72) in the full range of
exponents 2− κ ≤ m, q ≤ 2 + κ then follows by real interpolation.

We conclude this subsection by the annealed version of the maximal regularity for the Laplacian.

Theorem 4.14. Let L ≥ 1. For all QL-periodic random fields g and u related via

−△u = ∇ · g,

we have for all exponents 1 < m, q <∞,

(ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|∇u|2
) q

2
]m

q

dx
) 1

m

.m,q

( ˆ

QL

EL

[(  

B(x)

|g|2
) q

2
]m

q

dx
) 1

m

. (4.79)

A proof of this result can be found in [59, Section 7.1]. A simpler argument (based on CZ estimates for
Hilbert-valued operators and interpolation) would show that the multiplicative constant in (4.79) is of the
order m+m′ + q + q′ (this finer result will not be used here).

5 Control of correctors: Proof of Theorem 3.1

The proof relies on the following upgrade of Proposition 4.10 based on Theorem 4.9 and on Theorem 4.11.

Corollary 5.1. Under Hypothesis 2.2, there exists γ > 0 such that for all K ≥ 1, all ξ ∈ R
d with |ξ| ≤ K,

all L ≥ 1, and all g ∈ L2(Rd) compactly supported in QL, the random field F :=
´

QL
g(∇φξ,∇σξ) satisfies

for all q ≥ 1

EL

[

|F|2q
] 1

q

.K qγ
ˆ

QL

|g|2. (5.1)

For future reference, we state the following consequence of local regularity and of the hole-filling estimate.

Lemma 5.2. Under Hypothesis 2.2, with 0 < δ ≤ d the nonlinear hole-filling exponent of Lemma 4.2, we
have for all ξ ∈ R

d and x ∈ R
d

‖ξ +∇φξ‖Cα(B(x)) . (1 + |ξ|)(r⋆(x))
d−δ
p . (5.2)

Proof. By the deterministic regularity theory of Lemma A.3 applied to the equation (2.3) combined with the
estimate (4.5), we indeed have

‖ξ +∇φξ‖Cα(B(x)) .‖A‖
C0,α(Rd)

(  

B2(x)

|ξ +∇φξ|p
) 1

p

(4.5)

≤ ‖A‖
C0,α(Rd)

(1 + |ξ|)(r⋆(x))
d−δ
p .

Before we turn to the proof of Corollary 5.1, let us quickly argue that it yields Theorem 3.1.
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Proof of Theorem 3.1. By (5.2) and Theorem 4.9, assumption (B.13) in Proposition B.6 is satisfied for ∇φξ.
Let us show that this also yields assumption (B.13) for ∇σξ. Indeed, by maximal regularity for the Laplacian

applied to equation (3.2) we have for all q > 1,
(
´

QL
|∇σξ |q

) 1
q

. q
(
´

QL
|ξ + ∇φξ|q

) 1
q

, so that assump-

tion (B.13) for ∇σξ follows from taking the expectation of the q-th power of this estimate and using the
stationarity of the extended corrector gradient together with the moment bound on ∇φξ. By (B.14), we can
then pass to the limit L ↑ +∞ in the moment bounds on the extended corrector gradient for the periodized
ensemble, and obtain (3.6). Likewise, the claimed estimate (3.7) follows from Corollary 5.1 for g compactly
supported by passing to the limit L ↑ ∞ using (B.14). The result for general g ∈ L2(Rd) is then obtained
by approximation. The control (3.8) of the growth of the extended corrector is a direct consequence of (3.7)
by “integration” (see for instance [37, Proof of Theorem 4.2, Step 3] – the argument is also displayed in the
proof of Corollary 3.2).

It remains to prove Corollary 5.1.

Proof of Corollary 5.1. We split the proof into two steps, first treat averages of ∇φξ and then turn to averages
of ∇σξ.
Step 1. Averages of ∇φξ.
In this step we set F :=

´

QL
g · ∇φξ for some g ∈ L2(Rd)d compactly supported in QL. The starting point

is the estimate (4.66) in the proof of Proposition 4.10, which takes the form for all q ≥ 1 of

EL

[

|F|2q
] 1

q

. qKp
EL

[( ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
(  

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx
)q] 1

q

,

where u is the unique weak QL-periodic solution (with zero average) of (4.60), that is, −∇ · a∗ξ∇u = ∇ · g.
By duality, we may reformulate the right-hand side as

EL

[( ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
( 

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx
)q] 1

q

= sup
EL[|Y |q′ ]=1

EL

[

Y

ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
(  

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx
]

= sup
Y≥0,EL[Y q′ ]=1

EL

[

Y

ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
( 

B(x)

|∇u|2µξ
)

dx
]

= sup
EL[|X|2q′ ]=1

EL

[ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
( 

B(x)

|∇Xu|2µξ
)

dx
]

,

where the supremum runs over random variables X ∈ L2q′(dPL) which are independent of the space variable
(which allows us to put X inside the gradient). Let 0 < η < 1 be some exponent (to be fixed later) small

enough so that q′

1+η > 1. We then appeal to Hölder’s inequality with exponents ( q′

q′−1−η ,
q′

1+η ) and to the
stationarity of r⋆ to the effect that

EL

[ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
( 

B(x)

|∇Xu|2µξ
)

dx
]

≤ E

[

r
q′

q′−1−η
(d−δ)

⋆

] q′−1−η
q′

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|∇Xu|2µξ
) q′

1+η
] 1+η

q′
dx.

Provided 2q′ ≤ 2 + κ, we may appeal to Theorem 4.11 on the second right-hand side factor, which yields
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(recall that X does not depend on the space variable, that EL[|X |2q′ ] = 1, and that µξ ≥ 1)

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|∇Xu|2µξ
) q′

1+η
] 1+η

q′
dx

. η−
1
4 | log(η)| 12

ˆ

QL

EL

[

|X |2q′
( 

B(x)

|g|2 1
µξ

)q′] 1
q′
dx ≤ η−

1
4 | log(η)| 12

ˆ

|g|2.

The choice η = 1
2 (q

′ − 1) = 1
2(q−1) is legitimate provided q ≫ 1, in which case the above combined with the

moment bound on r⋆ of Theorem 4.9 yields

EL

[

|F|2q
] 1

q

. qνKp

ˆ

|g|2.

for some exponent ν > 0 independent of q. This entails (5.1) for ∇φξ for a suitable exponent γ > 0 (depending
only on ν).

Step 2. Averages of ∇σξ.
Fix 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d. We proceed as for ∇φξ: We first derive a representation formula for the sensitivity of
F :=

´

QL
g · ∇σξ,ij with respect to changes of the coefficient A, and then use the annealed estimates of

Theorems 4.11 and 4.14, and the moment bounds on r⋆ to conclude.

Substep 2.1. Sensitivity calculus.
Recall the defining equation for σξ,ij

−△σξ,ij = ∂i(a(·, ξ +∇φξ) · ej)− ∂j(a(·, ξ +∇φξ) · ei).

As in Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 4.10, we proceed by duality. This time we introduce two auxiliary
functions u1 and u2 as QL-periodic solutions of

−△u1 = ∇ · g, −∇ · a∗ξ∇u2 = ∇ · a∗ξ(∂iu1ej − ∂ju1ei),

and claim that

δxF =

ˆ

B(x)

|a◦(ξ +∇φξ)⊗ (∇u2 + ∂iu1ej − ∂ju1ei)|. (5.3)

Let us quickly argue in favor of (5.3). With the notation of Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 4.10, and δA
an increment of A localized in B(x), we have by the defining equations for σξ,ij and u1

δhF :=
F(A+ hδA)−F(A)

h
=

ˆ

(∂iu1ej − ∂ju1ei) · δh
(

a(ξ +∇φξ)
)

,

where

δh
(
a(ξ +∇φξ)

)
=

(A+ hδA)a◦(ξ +∇φξ(A+ hδA))−Aa◦(ξ +∇φξ)
h

= δAa◦(ξ +∇φξ(A+ hδA)) + ahξ∇δhφξ.

Passing to the limit h ↓ 0, and testing the equation for u2 with δφξ and equation (4.65) with u2, we obtain

δF = lim
h↓0

δhF =

ˆ

(∂iu1ej − ∂ju1ei) ·
(

δAa◦(ξ +∇φξ) + aξ∇δφξ
)

=

ˆ

(∇u2 + ∂iu1ej − ∂ju1ei) · δAa◦(ξ +∇φξ),
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and the claim follows by taking the supremum over δA.

Substep 2.2. Proof of (5.1).
Combining (5.3) with the logarithmic-Sobolev inequality, we obtain for all q ≥ 1

EL

[

|F|2q
] 1

q

. qEL

[( ˆ

QL

( 

B(x)

|a◦(ξ +∇φξ)||∇u2 + ∂iu1ej − ∂ju1ei|
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

.

We treat differently the terms involving u1 and u2. For u2 we proceed as in Step 3 of the proof of Proposi-
tion 4.10 (using the definition (4.7) of µξ and (4.5)), whereas for u1 we directly use (5.2). This yields

EL

[

|F|2q
] 1

q

.K qEL

[( ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
(ˆ

B(x)

|∇u2|2µξ
)

dx
)q] 1

q

+ qEL

[( ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
2(p−1)

p (d−δ)
( ˆ

B(x)

|∇u1|2
)

dx
)q] 1

q

.

As in Step 1, this entails

EL

[

|F|2q
] 1

q

.K q sup
EL[|X|2q′ ]=1

EL

[ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
(ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xu2|2µξ
)

dx
]

+ q sup
EL[|X|2q′ ]=1

EL

[ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
2(p−1)

p (d−δ)
( ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xu1|2
)

dx
]

.

For the second right-hand side term, we proceed as in Step 1 (using Theorem 4.14 in place of Theo-
rem 4.11), and it remains to treat the first right-hand side term. We use Hölder’s inequality with exponents

( q′

q′−(1+η)2 ,
q′

(1+η)2 ) for some 0 < η < 1 (that satisfies q′ > (1 + η)2) to be chosen below to the effect that

EL

[ˆ

QL

r⋆(x)
d−δ
( ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xu2|2µξ
)

dx
]

≤ E

[

r
q′

q′−(1+η)2
(d−δ)

⋆

] q′−(1+η)2

q′
ˆ

QL

EL

[(  

B(x)

|∇Xu2|2µξ
) q′

(1+η)2
] (1+η)2

q′
dx.

We then appeal to the annealed Meyers estimate of Theorem 4.11 under the additional condition that

2 ≤ 2q′

(1+η)2 ≤ 2 + κ, and obtain

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|∇Xu2|2µξ
) q′

(1+η)2
] (1+η)2

q′
dx . η

1
4 | log η| 12

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|µξ∇Xu1|2 1
µξ

) q′
1+η
] 1+η

q′
dx

since under the assumption 0 < η < 1
2 , we have (1 + η)2 − 1 . η. Bounding µξ by r

p−2
p (d−δ)

⋆ (cf. Lemma 4.2)

and using Hölder’s inequality with exponents (1+η
η
, 1+ η), the integral in the right-hand side is controlled by

ˆ

QL

EL

[(  

B(x)

|µξ∇Xu1|2 1
µξ

) q′
1+η
] 1+η

q′
. EL

[

r
q′
η

p−2
p (d−δ)

⋆

] η
q′
ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|∇Xu1|2
)q′] 1

q′
.

We finally estimate the integral term by Theorem 4.14, which yields (since there is no loss in the stochastic
exponent, g is deterministic, and 1 ≤ q′ ≤ 2)

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|∇Xu1|2
)q′] 1

q′
. EL

[

|X |2q′
]ˆ

QL

|g|2 =

ˆ

QL

|g|2.

The conclusion follows by choosing η = 1
4 (q

′ − 1) and q ≫ 1, and using the moment bound on r⋆ of
Theorem 4.9.
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6 Control of corrector differences: Proof of Theorem 3.4

6.1 Reduction argument

As for nonlinear correctors, by Proposition B.6 it is enough to prove estimates for L-periodic ensembles that
are uniform with respect to L. We split the version of Corollary 5.1 for the linearized corrector into two
statements: Proposition 6.1 below shows that averages of the gradient of the extended linearized corrector
decay at the CLT scaling provided we have good control of moments of ∇φ̃ξ,e, whereas Proposition 6.2
provides the latter.

Proposition 6.1. Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1 and all 0 < θ < 1, there exists γ > 0 (depending on
K and θ) such that for all L ≥ 1, all ξ ∈ R

d with |ξ| ≤ K, all g ∈ L2(Rd) compactly supported in QL, and all
unit vectors e ∈ R

d, the random field F :=
´

QL
g · (∇φ̃ξ,e,∇σ̃ξ,e) satisfies for all q ≥ 1 such that 2q′ ≤ 2 + κ

(where κ > 0 is as in Theorem 4.11)

EL

[

|F|2q
] 1

q

.K,θ q
γ
EL

[(

sup
B

|∇φ̃ξ,e + e|2µξ
)q(1+θ)] 1

q(1+θ)
(ˆ

QL

|g|2
)

(6.1)

The proof of Proposition 6.1 relies on a sensitivity estimate by duality combined with the annealed Meyers
estimate of Theorem 4.11.

Proposition 6.2 (Control of moments). Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K ≥ 1 there exists γ > 0 (depending
on K) such that for all L ≥ 1, all ξ ∈ R

d with |ξ| ≤ K, and all unit vectors e ∈ R
d we have

EL

[(

sup
B

|∇φ̃ξ,e + e|2µξ
)q] 1

q

. qγ . (6.2)

The proof of Proposition 6.2 is based on Proposition 6.1 and a buckling argument. Because the linearized
corrector equation has unbounded coefficients, we cannot use the elegant approach of [75] (see also [37,
Proposition 4.5]) to buckle on moments of ∇φ̃ξ,e themselves. Instead, as we did for r⋆,ξ,L, we have to go

through the super levelsets of some minimal radius controlling the growth of averages of |∇φ̃ξ,e|2µξ.
Before we turn to the proofs, let us show how bounds on linearized correctors allow us to derive bounds

on nonlinear corrector differences in the form of Corollary 3.2.

Proof of Corollary 3.2. For simplicity, we only treat φξ.

Step 1. Statement for differences of corrector gradients.
By (B.14) in Proposition B.6 in form of (note the difference of expectations)

E

[

|∇(φξ − φξ′)|q
] 1

q

= lim
L↑+∞

EL

[

|∇(φξ − φξ′)|q
] 1

q

,

it suffices to prove the statement for the periodized ensemble. By Lemma A.5, PL-almost surely, ξ 7→ ∇φξ is
differentiable and we have by the fundamental theorem of calculus (with implicit sum on the repeated index
i)

∇φξ −∇φξ′ =
ˆ 1

0

∇φ̃ξ+t(ξ′−ξ),ei(ξ − ξ′)idt, (6.3)

so that by taking the q-th moment and using Proposition 6.2, one obtains

EL

[

|∇φξ −∇φξ′ |q
] 1

q ≤ |ξ − ξ′|
∑

i

ˆ 1

0

EL

[

|∇φξ+t(ξ′−ξ),ei |q
] 1

q

dt . qγ |ξ − ξ′|, (6.4)
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which yields the claim by taking the limit L ↑ ∞.

Step 2. Statement for corrector differences.
By (B.15), since

´

B
φξ = 0, for all x ∈ R

d we have for all q ≥ 1

E

[( ˆ

B(x)

|φξ − φξ′ |2
) q

2
] 1

q

= lim
L↑∞

EL

[( ˆ

B(x)

∣
∣
∣φξ − φξ′ −

 

B

φξ − φξ′
∣
∣
∣

2) q
2
] 1

q

. (6.5)

To control the right-hand side, we shall bound moments of periodic random fields ζ by moments of averages
of their gradients ∇ζ. Indeed, by Poincaré’s inequality on B(x) for x ∈ QL, we have for c =

ffl

B
ζ (recall that

B denotes the unit ball centered at the origin)

EL

[(ˆ

B(x)

(ζ − c)2
) q

2
] 1

q

. EL

[

|∇ζ|q
] 1

q

+ EL

[∣
∣
∣

 

B(x)

ζ − c
∣
∣
∣

q] 1
q

, (6.6)

and it remains to estimate the second right-hand side term. For that purpose, we write
 

B(x)

ζ −
 

B

ζ =

ˆ

QL

∇ζ · ∇hx,

where hx denotes the unique weak periodic solution in QL of −△hx = 1
|B|(1B(x) − 1B). We apply this to

ζ = φξ − φξ′ and rewrite the gradient as ∇ζ =
´ 1

0 ∇φξ+t(ξ′−ξ),ei(ξ − ξ′)idt, to the effect that

 

B(x)

(φξ − φξ′ )−
 

B

(φξ − φξ′) = (ξ − ξ′)i

ˆ 1

0

(ˆ

QL

∇φξ+t(ξ′−ξ),ei · ∇hx
)

dt.

Using Propositions 6.1 and 6.2, this yields

EL

[∣
∣
∣

 

B(x)

(φξ − φξ′)−
 

B

(φξ − φξ′)
∣
∣
∣

q] 1
q ≤K |ξ − ξ′|qγ

(ˆ

QL

|∇hx|2
) 1

2

.

A direct computation with Green’s kernel gives ‖∇hx‖L2(QL) . µd(x), and thus

EL

[∣
∣
∣

 

B(x)

(φξ − φξ′)−
 

B

(φξ − φξ′)
∣
∣
∣

q] 1
q ≤K |ξ − ξ′|qγµd(x).

Combined with (6.6), (6.5), and (6.4), this entails E

[(
´

B(x)
|φξ − φξ′ |2

) q
2
] 1

q

. |ξ − ξ′|qγµd(x), from which

the claim follows using local regularity in form of Lemma A.3 and (6.4) in the limit L ↑ +∞.

Step 3. Regularity of ξ 7→ ā(ξ).

The starting point is the definition ā(ξ) := E

[

a(ξ+∇φξ)
]

= E

[

A(0)a◦(ξ+∇φξ(0))
]

and of its approximation

by periodization āL(ξ) := EL

[

A(0)a◦(ξ+∇φξ(0))
]

for all L ≥ 1. Since āL(ξ) → ā(ξ) as L ↑ +∞, it is enough

to prove that DāL is Lipschitz-continuous uniformly with respect to L and given for all ξ, e ∈ R
d by

DāL(ξ)e := āL,ξe = EL

[

A(0)Da◦(ξ +∇φξ(0))(e +∇φ̃ξ,e(0))
]

.

The differentiability of ξ 7→ āL(ξ) and the formula for DāL(ξ) follow from (6.3), the continuity of ξ 7→ ∇φ̃ξ,e,
and the moment bounds on ∇φ̃ξ,e. It remains to argue that ξ 7→ DāL(ξ) is Lipschitz-continuous. Since
ξ 7→ ∇φξ is continuously differentiable with stretched exponential moment bounds, it is enough to prove that
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ξ 7→ ∇φ̃ξ,e is itself Lipschitz-continuous in L2(dPL). This is a direct consequence of the defining equation (3.9)
in the form for all ξ, ξ′ ∈ R

d of

−∇ ·Da(·, ξ +∇φξ)∇(φ̃ξ,e − φ̃ξ′,e) = ∇ · (Da(·, ξ +∇φξ)−Da(·, ξ′ +∇φξ′))(e +∇φ̃ξ′,e)

combined with the differentiability of ξ 7→ ∇φξ, uniform moment bounds on ∇φ̃ξ′,e and ∇φξ, and an energy
estimate.

6.2 CLT-scaling: Proof of Proposition 6.1

In this paragraph, we fix e and ξ, and use the short-hand notation r⋆ for r⋆,ξ,L, φ for φξ, µ for µξ, φ̃ for

φ̃ξ,e, σ̃ for σ̃ξ,e. We split the proof into three steps. In the first two steps, we derive sensitivity estimates for

averages of ∇φ̃ and of ∇σ̃, respectively, and then conclude in the third step using Theorems 4.11 and 4.14.

Step 1. Sensivity formula for ∇φ̃: The random variable F1 :=
´

QL
g · ∇φ̃ (where g abusively denotes ge′ for

some unit vector e′ ∈ R
d) satisfies for all x ∈ QL

δxF1 =

ˆ

B(x)

|Da◦(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃)⊗∇u1 + a◦(ξ +∇φ)⊗∇u2|, (6.7)

where we recall that a◦ : ξ ∈ R
d 7→ (1+ |ξ|p−2)ξ, and where u1, u2 ∈ H1

per(QL) are the unique weak solutions
of

−∇ · a∗ξ∇u1 = ∇ · g (6.8)

and (with an implicit sum over the repeated index k)

−∇ · a∗ξ∇u2 = ∂k(D
2a(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃)ek · ∇u1). (6.9)

(These equations are well-posed since the QL-periodic maps ∇φ and a∗ξ are bounded almost surely.)

Let us give the quick argument. Following Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 4.10, we let δA be an
increment of A localized in B(x) and consider for h small enough

δhF1 :=
F1(A+ hδA)−F1(A)

h
=

ˆ

QL

g · ∇δhφ̃, δhφ̃ :=
φ̃(A+ hδA)− φ̃(A)

h
,

bhξ := A

ˆ 1

0

D2a◦(ξ + t∇φ(A + hδA) + (1− t)∇φ(A))dt,

and recall the notation (4.61) and (4.62). By the defining equation (3.9) for the linearized corrector, we
obtain

−∇ · aξ∇δhφ̃ =∇ · δADa◦(ξ +∇φ(A + hδA))(e +∇φ̃(A+ hδA))

+
1

h
∇ · A(Da◦(ξ +∇φ(A + hδA))−Da◦(ξ +∇φ(A))(e +∇φ̃(A+ hδA)),

which we rewrite, by the fundamental theorem of calculus and the definition of bhξ , as

−∇ · aξ∇δhφ̃ = ∇ · δADa◦(ξ +∇φ(A + hδA))(e +∇φ̃(A+ hδA)) +∇ · bhξ∇δhφ(e+∇φ̃(A+ hδA)).

As in Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 4.10, we can pass to the limit as h ↓ 0 and obtain that δhφ̃ converges
in C1,α(QL) to the solution δφ̃ ∈ H1

per(QL) of

−∇ · aξ∇δφ̃ = ∇ · δADa◦(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃) +∇ · bξ∇δφ(e +∇φ̃), (6.10)
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with bξ := D2a(ξ +∇φ).
We now proceed by duality. First, we test (6.10) with u1 and (6.8) with δφ̃ to obtain

δF1 = lim
h↓0

δhF1 =

ˆ

QL

∇u1 · δADa◦(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃) +
ˆ

QL

∇u1 · bξ∇δφ(e +∇φ̃). (6.11)

Second, we test (4.65) with u2 and (6.9) with δφ to get
ˆ

QL

∇u1 · bξ∇δφ(e +∇φ̃) =
ˆ

QL

∇u2 · δAa◦(ξ +∇φ). (6.12)

The combination of (6.11) and (6.12) then entails the claim (6.7) by taking the supremum over δA.

Step 2. Sensitivity formula for ∇σ̃ij (for i, j fixed): The random variable F2 :=
´

QL
g · ∇σ̃ij satisfies for all

x ∈ QL

δxF2 =

ˆ

B(x)

|Da◦(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃)⊗ (∇w1 + ∂ivej − ∂jvei) + a◦(ξ +∇φ)⊗∇w2|, (6.13)

where the functions v, w1, w2 ∈ H1
per(QL) solve (with an implicit sum over the repeated index k)

−△v = ∇ · g, (6.14)

−∇ · a∗ξ∇w1 = ∇ · a∗ξ(∂ivej − ∂jvei), (6.15)

−∇ · a∗ξ∇w2 = ∂k
(
D2a(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃)ek · (∇w1 + ∂ivej − ∂jvej)

)
. (6.16)

We only display the algebra of the argument (passing already to the limit h ↓ 0, which entails that δ =
limh↓0 δh satisfies the Leibniz rule). Recall the defining equation for σ̃ij with the notation aξ = Da(ξ +∇φ)

−△σ̃ij = ∂i(aξ(e+∇φ̃) · ej)− ∂j(aξ(e+∇φ̃) · ei).

First, by (6.14),

δF2 =

ˆ

(∂ivej − ∂jvei) · δ
(

Da(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃)
)

.

Since δ satisfies the Leibniz rule, we have

δ
(
Da(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃)

)
= δADa◦(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃) +D2a(ξ +∇φ)∇δφ(e +∇φ̃) + aξ∇δφ̃.

The first right-hand term directly gives the right-hand side contribution of (6.13) involving ∇v. For the second
term, we introduce the solutions w2,1 and w2,2 of −∇·a∗ξ∇w2,1 = ∂k

(
D2a(ξ+∇φ)(e+∇φ̃)ek ·(∂ivej−∂jvej)

)

and −∇ · a∗ξ∇w2,2 = ∂k
(
D2a(ξ +∇φ)(e+∇φ̃)ek · ∇w1

)
to the effect that w2 = w2,1 +w2,2. By using (4.65),

we obtain
ˆ

(∂iuej − ∂juei) ·D2a(ξ +∇φ)∇δφ(e +∇φ̃) =

ˆ

∇w2,1 · δAa◦(ξ +∇φ).

This yields part of the right-hand side contribution of (6.13) involving ∇w2. We conclude with the third
term. Using first (6.15) we obtain

ˆ

(∂iuej − ∂juei) · aξ∇δφ̃ = −
ˆ

∇w1 · aξ∇δφ̃,

and therefore using (6.10)
ˆ

(∂iuej − ∂juei) · aξ∇δφ̃ =

ˆ

∇w1 ·
(

δADa◦(ξ +∇φ)(e +∇φ̃) +D2a(ξ +∇φ)∇δφ(e +∇φ̃)
)

.
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The first right-hand side term yields the right-hand side contribution of (6.13) involving ∇w1. For the second
term, we use w2,2, and conclude using (4.65) that

ˆ

∇w1 ·D2a(ξ +∇φ)∇δφ(e +∇φ̃) =

ˆ

∇w2,2 · δAa◦(ξ +∇φ).

This gives the second part of the right-hand side contribution of (6.13) involving ∇w2, recalling that ∇w2 =
∇w2,1 +∇w2,2.

Step 3. Proof of (6.1).
From the logarithmic-Sobolev inequality, and Steps 1 and 2, we deduce by the triangle inequality that for all
q ≥ 1,

EL

[

|F|2q
] 1

q

. qEL

[( ˆ

QL

(ˆ

B(x)

|Da◦(ξ +∇φ)||e +∇φ̃|(|∇u1|+ |∇v|+ |∇w1|)
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=: I1

+ qEL

[(ˆ

QL

(ˆ

B(x)

|a◦(ξ +∇φ)|(|∇u2|+ |∇w2|)
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=: I2

.

To control these terms we proceed as in the proof of Corollary 5.1: using duality in probability and Theo-
rems 4.11 and 4.14. We treat the two right-hand sides separately. (In what follows, γ denotes finite positive
exponents independent of q, the precise value of which we are not interested in.)

Substep 3.1. Proof of

I1 . qγEL

[( ˆ

B(x)

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ
)q(1+θ)] 1

q(1+θ)

ˆ

QL

|g|2. (6.17)

The most technical term to treat is the one involving w1 (which is defined by solving two equations succes-
sively, whereas u1 and v are defined by solving one equation only). By Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality, and the
definitions of a◦ and µξ,

EL

[(ˆ

QL

( ˆ

B(x)

|Da◦(ξ +∇φ)||e +∇φ̃||∇w1|
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

. EL

[( ˆ

QL

(ˆ

B(x)

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ
)( ˆ

B(x)

|∇w1|2µξ
)

dx
)q] 1

q

.

By duality (in probability), this entails

EL

[( ˆ

QL

(ˆ

B(x)

|Da◦(ξ +∇φ)||e +∇φ̃||∇w1|
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

. sup
X

EL

[ˆ

QL

(ˆ

B(x)

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ
)(ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xw1|2µξ
)

dx
]

,

where the supremum runs over random variables X (independent of the space variable) such that E
[

|X |2q′
]

=

1. To obtain the claimed dependence on the moments of
´

B(x) |e +∇φ̃|2µξ, we set η◦ := θ
(1+θ)(q−1) , to the

effect that q′ > 1+η◦ and q′

q′−(1+η◦)
= q(1+θ), and use Hölder’s inequality with exponents ( q′

q′−(1+η◦)
, q′

1+η◦
),
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so that the above turns into

EL

[(ˆ

QL

( ˆ

B(x)

|Da◦(ξ +∇φ)||e +∇φ̃||∇w1|
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

. EL

[( ˆ

B(x)

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ
)q(1+θ)] 1

q(1+θ)

sup
X

ˆ

QL

EL

[( ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xw1|2µξ
) q′

1+η◦
] 1+η◦

q′
dx.

For convenience, we rewrite 1 + η◦ as (1 + η)2, and apply Theorem 4.11 to (6.15), which yields provided
2q′ ≤ 2 + κ,

ˆ

QL

EL

[( ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xw1|2µξ
) q′

(1+η)2
] (1+η)2

q′
dx . ζ(η◦)

ˆ

QL

EL

[( ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xv|2µξ
) q′

1+η
] 1+η

q′
dx,

where ζ : t 7→ t−
1
4 | log t| 12 (since for 0 < η◦ <

1
2 , ζ(η) = ζ(

√
1 + η◦−1) . ζ(η◦)). By the bound µξ . r

(d−δ) p−2
p

⋆

and Hölder’s inequality with exponents (1+η
η
, 1+η), followed by Theorem 4.14 applied to (6.14) (with exponent

q′ . 1) we further have

ˆ

QL

EL

[( ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xv|2µξ
) q′

1+η
] 1+η

q′
dx . EL

[

r
q′
η (d−δ)p−2

p
⋆

] η

q′
ˆ

QL

EL

[( ˆ

B(x)

|∇Xv|2
)q′] 1

q′
dx

. EL

[

r
q′
η (d−δ)p−2

p
⋆

] η

q′
EL

[

|X |2q′
] 1

q′
ˆ

QL

|g|2

= EL

[

r
q′
η (d−δ)p−2

p
⋆

] η

q′
ˆ

QL

|g|2,

where we used that g is deterministic and E

[

|X |2q′
]

= 1. We have thus proved that

EL

[(ˆ

QL

( ˆ

B(x)

|Da◦(ξ +∇φ)||e +∇φ̃||∇w1|
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

. EL

[(ˆ

B(x)

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ
)q(1+θ)] 1

q(1+θ)

ζ(η◦)EL
[

r
q′√

1+η◦−1

p−2
p (d−δ)

⋆

]
√

1+η◦−1

q′
ˆ

QL

|g|2.

Since η◦ = θ
(1+θ)(q−1) , by definition of ζ and by the moment bounds on r⋆ of Theorem 4.9,

qζ(η◦)EL
[

r
q′√

1+η◦−1

p−2
p (d−δ)

⋆

]
√

1+η◦−1

q′
. qγ

for some exponent γ > 0 independent of q. This entails the claimed estimate (6.17).

Substep 3.2. Proof of

I2 . qγEL

[

sup
B

{|e+∇φ̃|2µξ}q(1+θ)
] 1

q(1+θ)

ˆ

QL

|g|2. (6.18)

We only display the argument for the term involving ∇w2, which is defined by solving three equations
successively (which will compel us to appeal to Theorem 4.11 twice in a row, and then to Theorem 4.14). By
Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality, and the definition of a◦ and µξ,

EL

[( ˆ

QL

(ˆ

B(x)

|a◦(ξ +∇φ)||∇w2|
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

. EL

[( ˆ

QL

(ˆ

B(x)

µξ

)(ˆ

B(x)

µξ|∇w2|2
)

dx
)q] 1

q

.
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By duality and the bound µξ . r
(d−δ) p−2

p
⋆ , we have

EL

[( ˆ

QL

(ˆ

B(x)

|a◦(ξ +∇φ)||∇w2|
)2

dx
)q] 1

q

. sup
X

EL

[ˆ

QL

r
(d−δ) p−2

p
⋆

(ˆ

B(x)

µξ|∇Xw2|2
)

dx
]

,

where the supremum runs over random variables X (thus independent of the space variable) such that

E

[

|X |2q′
]

= 1. We now introduce exponents: η2 := 1
q−1

θ
8(1+θ) and η1 := 1

(q−1)(1+η2)2(1+θ)
which are chosen

so that q′

(1+η2)2η1
= q(1 + θ) and q′

(1+η2)3(1+η1)
> 1. Let us quickly check the second property:

(1+ η2)
3(1+ η1) = (1+ η2)

3 +
1 + η2

(q − 1)(1 + θ)
≤ 1+ (7+

1

(q − 1)(1 + θ)
)η2 +

1

(q − 1)(1 + θ)
< 1+

1

q − 1
= q′.

With these exponents at hands, we first use Hölder’s inequality with exponents ( q′

q′−(1+η2)3(1+η1)
, q′

(1+η2)3(1+η1)
)

together with the stationarity of r⋆, and obtain

EL

[ˆ

QL

r
(d−δ) p−2)

p
⋆

(ˆ

B(x)

µξ|∇Xw2|2
)

dx
]

. EL

[

r
q′

q′−(1+η2)3(1+η1)
(d−δ) p−2

p

⋆

] q′−(1+η2)3(1+η1)

q′
ˆ

QL

E

[(  

B(x)

µξ|∇Xw2|2
) q′

(1+η2)3(1+η1)
] (1+η2)3(1+η1)

q′
dx.

Provided 2q′ ≤ 2 + κ, Theorem 4.11 applied to (6.16) yields

ˆ

QL

E

[(  

B(x)

µξ|∇Xw2|2
) q′

(1+η2)3(1+η1)
] (1+η2)3(1+η1)

q′
dx

. ζ(η2)

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

µ−1
ξ |D2a(ξ +∇φ)|2|e+∇φ̃|2(|∇Xw1|2 + |∇Xv|2)

) q′
(1+η2)2(1+η1)

] (1+η2)2(1+η1)

q′
dx.

Since µξ ≥ 1 and |D2a(ξ +∇φ)| ≤ µξ, this yields

ˆ

QL

E

[(  

B(x)

µξ|∇Xw2|2
) q′

(1+η2)3(1+η1)
] (1+η2)3(1+η1)

q′
dx

. ζ(η2)

ˆ

QL

EL

[

sup
B(x)

{|e+∇φ̃|2µξ}
q′

(1+η2)2(1+η1)

( 

B(x)

(|∇Xw1|2 + |∇Xv|2)
) q′

(1+η2)2(1+η1)
] (1+η2)2(1+η1)

q′
dx.

We only treat the term involving w1, which is the most subtle of the two. We then apply Hölder’s inequality
with exponents (1+η1

η1
, 1+ η1), and use the stationarity of x 7→ supB(x){|e+∇φ̃|2µξ} and the definition of η1

and η2 to the effect that

ˆ

QL

EL

[

sup
B(x)

{|e+∇φ̃|2µξ}
q′

(1+η2)2(1+η1)

( 

B(x)

(|∇Xw1|2 + |∇Xv|2)
) q′

(1+η2)2(1+η1)
] (1+η2)2(1+η1)

q′
dx

≤ EL

[

sup
B

{|e+∇φ̃|2µξ}q(1+θ)
] 1

q(1+θ)

ˆ

QL

EL

[(  

B(x)

|∇Xw1|2
) q′

(1+η2)2
] (1+η2)2

q′
dx.

In view of equation (6.15), one may appeal to Theorem 4.11, and obtain

ˆ

QL

EL

[(  

B(x)

|∇Xw1|2
) q′

(1+η2)2
] (1+η2)2

q′
dx . ζ(η2)

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

µξ|∇Xv|2
) q′

1+η2
] 1+η2

q′
dx.
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We finally bound µξ using r⋆, use Hölder’s inequality with exponents (1+η2
η2

, 1+η2) and we apply Theorem 4.14

to equation (6.14)

ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

µξ|∇Xv|2
) q′

1+η2
] 1+η2

q′
dx

≤ EL

[

r
q′
η2

(d−δ) p−2
p

⋆

] η

q′
ˆ

QL

EL

[( 

B(x)

|∇Xv|2
)q′] 1

q′
dx

. EL

[

r
q′
η (d−δ) p−2

p
⋆

] η2
q′
EL

[

|X ′|2q′
]ˆ

QL

|g|2 = EL

[

r
q′
η2

(d−δ)p−2
p

⋆

] η2
q′
ˆ

QL

|g|2.

As in Substep 3.1, the above estimates combine to (6.18) using Theorem 4.9 and our choice of η2.

6.3 Control of level sets: Proof of Proposition 6.2

As mentioned above, we do not buckle on moments of ∇φ̃ξ,e but rather on a minimal scale that controls the

growth of R 7→
ffl

BR
|∇φ̃ξ,e|2µξ by the growth of

ffl

B2R
µξ.

Definition 6.1 (Linear minimal scale). Let ξ ∈ R
d, L ≥ 1, |e| = 1 and C > 0. For all x ∈ QL, we define

the linear minimal scale r̃⋆,ξ,e,L(x,C) via

r̃⋆,ξ,e,L(x,C) := inf
r=2N ,N∈N

{

∀R ≥ r :

 

BR

|∇φ̃ξ,e|2µξ ≤ C

 

B2R

µξ

}

. (6.19)

As for the Meyers minimal radius, r̃⋆,ξ,e,L(·, C) is bounded by L as soon as C is large enough, due to

periodicity and to the plain energy estimates for φ̃ξ,e in form of
´

QL
|∇φ̃ξ,e|2µξ .

´

QL
µξ. In what follows

we fix such a constant C, fix e and ξ, and use the short-hand notation r̃⋆ for r̃⋆,ξ,e,L(·, C), r⋆ for r⋆,ξ,L, φ for

φξ, and φ̃ for φ̃ξ,e. The upcoming lemma uses local regularity and hole-filling to control supB |∇φ̃+ e|2µξ by
r̃⋆ and r⋆.

Lemma 6.3 (Quenched bounds on the linearized correctors). For all K ≥ 1 there exist two exponents
0 < β ≤ d (the linear hole-filling exponent of Lemma 4.2) and γ > 0, and a non-negative stationary random
field χ (depending on r⋆, ‖A‖C0,α(Rd) and K) with the following properties: For all ξ ∈ R

d with |ξ| ≤ K and
all x ∈ R

d

sup
B(x)

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ ≤ χ(x)(r̃⋆(x))
d−β , (6.20)

and all q ≥ 1

EL[χ
q]

1
q .K qγ . (6.21)

Proof. We split the proof into two steps. In the first step, we control the Cα-norm of aξ that we use in the
second step to control the linearized corrector via classical Schauder theory for elliptic systems. W.l.o.g we
may assume that x = 0.

Step 1. Proof that

‖aξ‖Cα(B) ≤ Cr
(d−δ) p−2

p
⋆ , (6.22)

for some constant C > 0 depending on d, p, ‖A‖C0,α(Rd), and |ξ|, where 0 < δ ≤ d is the nonlinear hole-filling
exponent of Lemma 4.2. (We recall that ‖X‖Cα(B) = ‖X‖L∞(B) + ‖X‖C0,α(B).)
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On the one hand, by Lemma A.3 applied to the equation (2.3) combined with the estimate (4.5), we have

‖ξ +∇φ‖Cα(B) .‖A‖
C0,α(Rd)

( 

B2

|ξ +∇φ|p
) 1

p
(4.5)

≤ ‖A‖
C0,α(Rd)

(1 + |ξ|)r
d−δ
p

⋆ . (6.23)

On the other hand, recall that aξ = ADa◦(ξ +∇φ) with a◦ : ζ ∈ R
d 7→ (1 + |ζ|p−2)ζ, and thus for all ζ ∈ R

d

|Da◦(ζ)| . 1 + |ζ|p−2 and |D2a◦(ζ)| . 1 + |ζ|p−3. (6.24)

Therefore, by (6.23) and (6.24),

‖Da◦(ξ +∇φ)‖Cα(B) ≤ ‖Da◦(ξ +∇φ)‖L∞(B) + ‖D2a◦(ξ +∇φ)‖L∞(B)‖ξ +∇φ‖C0,α(B)

(6.24)

. 1 + ‖ξ +∇φ‖p−2
Cα(B)

(5.2)

. ‖A‖
C0,α(Rd)

(1 + |ξ|)p−2r
(d−δ) p−2

p
⋆ , (6.25)

from which the claim (6.22) follows since ‖aξ‖Cα(B) ≤ ‖A‖Cα(B)‖Da◦(ξ +∇φ)‖Cα(B).

Step 2. Proof of (6.20).
We first argue that

ˆ

B

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ . r̃d−β⋆ r
p−2
p (d−δ)+β

⋆ . (6.26)

If r̃⋆ < r⋆, the claim follows from the defining property (6.19) in form of

ˆ

B

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ . 2r̃d⋆

 

Br̃⋆

(1 + |∇φ̃|2)µξ ≤ 2(C + 1)r̃d⋆

 

B2r̃⋆

µξ . r̃d⋆r
(d−δ) p−2

p
⋆ . r̃d−β⋆ r

(d−δ) p−2
p +β

⋆ .

If r̃⋆ ≥ r⋆, we appeal to the hole filling estimate (4.25), to the defining property (6.19), and use (4.2) & (4.3),
to the effect that

ˆ

B

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ . rd⋆

 

Br⋆

|e+∇φ̃|2µξ
(4.25)

. r̃d−β⋆ rβ⋆

 

Br̃⋆

|e+∇φ̃|2µ . r̃d−β⋆ rβ⋆

 

Br̃⋆

µξ . r̃d−β⋆ rβ⋆ .

We now argue that (6.26) entails (6.20). By the Schauder estimate [46, Theorem 5.19] applied to (3.9) (for
which the constant depends algebraically on the ellipticity ratio and the C0,α-seminorm of the coefficients,
which we may encapsulate in the Cα-norm since µξ ≥ 1), and the bound (6.22) on the coefficient and (6.26),
there is some γ > 0 (depending on α and d) such that

‖e+∇φ̃‖L∞(B) . ‖aξ‖γCα(B)

(  

B2

|e+∇φ̃|2
) 1

2
(6.22),(6.26)

. r
γ(d−δ) p−2

p
⋆ r̃

1
2 (d−β)
⋆ r

1
2 ((d−δ)

p−2
p +β)

⋆ ,

which yields (6.20) for χ := Cr
2(γ+1)(d−δ) p−2

p +β
⋆ (for some constant C > 0 depending on d, p, |ξ| and

‖A‖C0,α(Rd)). The claimed moment bounds on χ follow from Theorem 4.9 (for a suitable γ > 0).

The main result of this section is the following control of r̃⋆, which implies Proposition 6.2 in combination
with Lemma 6.3.

Proposition 6.4. For all K ≥ 1 there exists an exponent γ > 0 such that for all ξ ∈ R
d with |ξ| ≤ K and

all q ≥ 1, EL[r̃
q
⋆]

1
q .K qγ (where r̃⋆ is associated with ξ).
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Proof. We split the proof into three steps. In the first step, we control the level set {r̃⋆ = R} for all dyadic
R using averages of the corrector gradient. In Step 2, we use Proposition 6.1 to reformulate the right-hand
side using moments of r̃⋆ itself, and then buckle in Step 3 by exploiting the gain of integrability provided by
the hole-filling exponent β > 0.

Step 1. Control of level sets of r̃⋆.
We claim that there exists a constant c > 0 (depending on ξ, d, p) such that for all dyadic R ∈ [1, L], and all
0 < κ, ε < 1 and q ≥ 1

PL[r̃⋆ = R] ≤ cqR−(d−β+2(1−κ)−ε)q
EL

[

Cq⋆,Rr̃
(d−β)q
⋆

]

+ cqRεqEL

[

Cq⋆,R
( 

BR

∣
∣

 

BRκ (x)

∇φ̃
∣
∣
2
dx
)q]

, (6.27)

where C⋆,R := R−ε‖µξ‖2L∞(B4R). By the defining property (6.19) of r̃⋆ (with a constant C to be chosen

below), we have

 

B2R

|∇φ̃|2µξ ≤ C

 

B4R

µξ, (6.28)

 

BR/2

|∇φ̃|2µξ ≥ C

 

BR

µξ. (6.29)

By the Caccioppoli inequality of Lemma A.4, (6.29) yields

inf
c∈Rd

1

R2

 

BR

|φ̃− c|2µξ +
 

BR

µξ & C

 

BR

µξ,

so that, provided C is chosen large enough in (6.19), we have

inf
c∈Rd

1

R2

 

BR

|φ̃− c|2µξ &
 

BR

µξ & 1.

Set cR :=
ffl

BR

ffl

BRκ (x)
φ̃(y)dy dx. By the triangle inequality, Poincaré’s inequality in L2(BR), and the defini-

tion of C⋆,R, the above turns into

1 . inf
c∈Rd

1

R2

 

BR

|φ̃− c|2µξ ≤
√

C⋆,RR
ε
2
1

R2

 

BR

|φ̃− cR|2

.
√

C⋆,RR
ε
2

( 1

R2

 

BR

∣
∣φ̃(x)−

 

BRκ (x)

φ̃
∣
∣
2
dx+

1

R2

 

BR

∣
∣

 

BRκ (x)

φ̃− cR
∣
∣
2
dx
)

.
√

C⋆,RR
ε
2

(

R2(κ−1)

 

B2R

|∇φ̃|2 +
 

BR

∣
∣

 

BRκ (x)

∇φ̃
∣
∣
2
dx
)

(6.28)

.
√

C⋆,RR
ε
2

(

R2(κ−1)
√

C⋆,RR
ε
2 +

 

BR

∣
∣

 

BRκ (x)

∇φ̃
∣
∣
2
dx

)

r̃⋆=R= C⋆,RRε
(

R2(κ−1)R−d+β r̃d−β⋆ +

 

BR

∣
∣

 

BRκ(x)

∇φ̃
∣
∣
2
dx

)

.

The claim now follows from Markov’ inequality.

Step 2. Control of the right-hand side of (6.27): For all 0 < ε, κ, θ < 1, and all dyadic R and exponents q ≥ 1

PL[r̃⋆ = R] ≤ cqqγ(R−(d−β+2(1−κ)−ε)q +R−(dκ−ε)q)EL
[

r̃
(d−β)(1+θ)3q
⋆

] 1
(1+θ)3

, (6.30)
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for some constant c > 0 depending on |ξ|, p, d, ε, κ, θ, but not on R and q.
Since r̃⋆ ≤ L, it suffices to establish the statement for dyadic R ≤ L. By Lemma B.5 and Theorem 4.9,

there exists γ > 0 such that for all q ≥ d
ε

and R ≥ 1, we have

EL[Cq⋆,R]
1
q . qγ , (6.31)

where the multiplicative constant does not depend on R and ε. By Hölder’s inequality with exponents
(1+θ
θ
, 1 + θ), we then get for the first right hand side term of (6.27)

EL

[

Cq⋆,Rr̃
(d−β)q
⋆

] 1
q ≤ EL

[

Cq
1+θ
θ

⋆,R

] θ
1+θ

EL

[

r̃
(d−β)(1+θ)q
⋆

] 1
q(1+θ)

.θ q
γ
EL

[

r̃
(d−β)(1+θ)q
⋆

] 1
q(1+θ)

. (6.32)

We turn to the second right hand side term of (6.27). By Hölder’s inequality with exponents (1+θ
θ
, 1 + θ),

stationarity of ∇φ̃, and (6.31), we first have

EL

[

Cq⋆,R
( 

BR

∣
∣

 

BRκ (x)

∇φ̃
∣
∣
2
dx
)q] 1

q ≤ EL

[

Cq
1+θ
θ

⋆,R

] θ
q(1+θ)

EL

[( 

BR

∣
∣

 

BRκ (x)

∇φ̃
∣
∣
2
dx
)q(1+θ)] 1

q(1+θ)

.θ qγEL

[∣
∣

 

BRκ

∇φ̃
∣
∣
2q(1+θ)

] 1
q(1+θ)

.

Then, by Proposition 6.1 applied to g = |BRκ |−1
1BRκ , followed by Lemma 6.3, by Hölder’s inequality with

exponent (1+θ
θ
, 1 + θ), and (6.21), we have

EL

[∣
∣

 

BRκ

∇φ̃
∣
∣
2q(1+θ)

] 1
q(1+θ)

.|ξ|,θ qγEL

[(

sup
B

|∇φ̃ξ,e + e|2µξ
)q(1+θ)2] 1

q(1+θ)2
(ˆ

QL

|g|2
)

. qγEL

[

χq(1+θ)
2

r̃
(d−β)q(1+θ)2
⋆

] 1
q(1+θ)2

R−dκ

. qγR−dκ
EL

[

r̃
(d−β)q(1+θ)3
⋆

] 1
q(1+θ)3

(where we changed the value of γ from one line to the other). Combined with (6.32), this entails (6.30) by
redefining γ once more.

Step 3. Buckling argument.
Recall that all the quantities we consider are finite since r̃⋆ ≤ L. We now express moments of r̃⋆ using its
level sets and obtain by (6.30) for some K > 1 to be fixed below and all q ≥ 1

EL

[

r̃
q(d− β

K )
⋆

]

≤ 1 +

∞∑

n=1

2nq(d−
β
K )

PL[r̃⋆ = 2n]

(6.30)

≤ 1 +

∞∑

n=1

2nq(d−
β
K )cqqγ(2−nq(d−β+2(1−κ)−ε) + 2−nq(dκ−ε))EL

[

r̃
q(d−β)(1+θ)3
⋆

] 1
(1+θ)3

≤ 1 + EL

[

r̃
q(d−β)(1+θ)3
⋆

] 1
(1+θ)3

cqqγ
∞∑

n=1

(2nq(−
β
K +β−2(1−κ)+ε) + 2nq(d(1−κ)+ε−

β
K )).

We now choose the exponents. We first fix 0 ≤ κ < 1 so that d(1 − κ) = β
2 , and then set ε := β

5d and
1
K

:= 1− 1
5d , to the effect that

1

2
(2nq(−

β
K +β−2(1−κ)+ε) + 2nq(d(1−κ)+ε−

β
K )) ≤ 2−nq

β
5d .
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With this choice, the series is summable and the above turns into

E

[

r̃
q(d− β

K )
⋆

]

≤ 1 + cqqγEL

[

r̃
q(d−β)(1+θ)3
⋆

] 1
(1+θ)3

for some redefined constant c. We may then absorb part of the right-hand side into the left-hand side by
Young’s inequality upon choosing 0 < θ < 1 so small that (d − β)(1 + θ)3 < d − β

K
(which is possible since

K > 1), and the claimed moment bound follows for some suitable choice of γ > 0.

7 Quantitative two-scale expansion: Proof of Theorem 2.2

We assume δ ≤ 1, and split the proof into four steps. In the first step, we show that the two-scale expansion
error satisfies a nonlinear PDE in conservative form (crucially using the flux corrector). In the second step
we give a bound for the H−1(Rd)-norm of the right-hand side, the moments of which we control in the third
step. We then conclude in the fourth step by using the monotonicity of the heterogeneous operator aε. In
the following, we use the short-hand notation ξk := (∇ū)k,δ.
Step 1. Equation for the two-scale expansion error:

−∇ · (a(x
ε
,∇ū2sε,δ(x))− a(x

ε
,∇uε(x))) = ∇ · Rε,δ(x), (7.1)

where

Rε,δ(x) =
( ∑

k∈δZd

ηk(x)(ā(ξk)− ā(∇ū(x))
)

−
( ∑

k∈δZd

εσξk(
x
ε
)∇ηk(x)

)

+
( ∑

k∈δZd

ηk(x)(a(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +∇φξk(xε ))− a(x

ε
, ξk +∇φξk(xε )))

)

+
(

a
(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +

∑

k∈δZd

∇φξk (xε )ηk(x)
)

−
∑

k∈δZd

ηk(x)a(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +∇φξk(xε ))

)

+
(

a
(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +

∑

k∈δZd

∇φξk (xε )ηk(x) + εφξk(
x
ε
)∇ηk(x)

)

− a
(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +

∑

k∈δZd

∇φξk(xε )ηk(x)
))

.

To start with, we expand ∇ū2sε,δ as

∇ · a(x
ε
,∇ū2sε,δ) = ∇ · a

(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +

∑

k∈δZd

εφξk(
x
ε
)∇ηk(x) +∇φξk (xε )ηk(x)

)

,

which we rewrite in the form of the telescopic sum (using that
∑

k∈δZd ηk ≡ 1)

∇ · a(x
ε
,∇ū2sε,δ(x))−∇ · ā(∇ū(x))

= ∇ ·
( ∑

k∈δZd

ηk(x)(ā(ξk)− ā(∇ū(x))
)

+∇ ·
( ∑

k∈δZd

ηk(x)(a(
x
ε
, ξk +∇φξk(xε ))− ā(ξk))

)

+∇ ·
( ∑

k∈δZd

ηk(x)(a(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +∇φξk(xε ))− a(x

ε
, ξk +∇φξk (xε )))

)

+∇ ·
(

a
(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +

∑

k∈δZd

∇φξk(xε )ηk(x)
)

−
∑

k∈δZd

ηk(x)a(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +∇φξk(xε ))

)

+∇ ·
(

a
(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +

∑

k∈δZd

∇φξk(xε )ηk(x) + εφξk(
x
ε
)∇ηk(x)

)

− a
(
x
ε
,∇ū(x) +

∑

k∈δZd

∇φξk(xε )ηk(x)
))

.
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First, using (2.1) and (2.2) we may replace −∇ · ā(∇ū(x)) by −∇ · a(x
ε
,∇uε(x)) in the left-hand side. In

the right-hand side, all the terms obviously converge strongly to zero in H−1(Rd) (and are present in the
definition of Rε,δ) except the second term, which we need to reformulate. More precisely, using the flux
corrector σ (see Definition 3.1) in form of the property (3.3), we have for all k ∈ δZd (implicitly summing on
the repeated indices ij)

∇ · ηk(x)(a(xε , ξk +∇φξk(xε ))− ā(ξk)) = ∇ · (ηk(x)∇ · σξk(xε )) = ∂j(ηk(x)∂iσξk,ji)

= ε∂i(∂jηk(x)σξk ,ji(
x
ε
))− ∂i∂j(ηk(x))σξk ,ji(

x
ε
), (7.2)

where the last term vanishes thanks to the skew-symmetry of (σξk,ji)j,i and the symmetry of (∂i∂jηk)j,i. By
the skew-symmetry of σξ, one has ε∂i(∂jηk(x)σξk ,ji(

x
ε
)) = −ε∇ · (σξk(xε )∇ηk(x)), and we thus deduce

∇ ·
∑

k∈δZd

ηk(x)(a(
x
ε
, ξk +∇φξk (xε ))− ā(ξk)) = −ε∇ ·

( ∑

k∈δZd

σξk(
x
ε
)∇ηk(x)

)

.

This yields (7.1).

Step 2. Control by continuity of the operators: The remainder Rε,δ satisfies

ˆ

Rd

|Rε,δ|2 .
∑

k

ˆ

Rd

ηk|ξk −∇ū|2(1 + |ξk|+ |∇ū|+ |∇φξk( ·
ε
)|)2(p−2)

+

ˆ

Rd

∑

k

ηk

∣
∣
∣

∑

k′

ε(φξ′
k
− φξk , σξ′k − σξk)(

·
ε
)∇ηk′

∣
∣
∣

2(

1 + |∇ū|+
∣
∣
∣

∑

k′′

∇φξk′′ (
·
ε
)ηk′′

∣
∣
∣

)2(p−2)

+

ˆ

Rd

∑

k

ηk

∣
∣
∣

∑

k′

ε(φξ′
k
− φξk)(

·
ε
)∇ηk′

∣
∣
∣

2(p−1)

+
∑

k

ˆ

Rd

ηk

∣
∣
∣

∑

k′

∇(φξk − φξk′ )(
·
ε
)ηk′

∣
∣
∣

2

(1 + |∇ū|)2(p−2)

+
∑

k∈δZd

ˆ

Rd

ηk

∣
∣
∣

∑

k′∈δZd

∇(φξk − φξk′ )(
·
ε
)ηk′

∣
∣
∣

2(p−1)

. (7.3)

This estimate directly follows from the definition of Rε,δ together with the continuity of the operator in form
of

|ã(ξ1)− ã(ξ2)| . C|ξ1 − ξ2|(1 + |ξ1|+ |ξ1 − ξ2|)p−2

for ã = aε and ã = ā, and with the observation that
∑

k′ ∇ηk′ = 0 so that for all maps (ζk)k one has

∑

k′

ζk′∇ηk′ =
∑

k′

(ζk′ − ζk)∇ηk′ ,

which we applied to ζk = ε(φξk , σξk)(
·
ε
).

Step 3. Control of moments of
´

Rd |Rε,δ|2: For all q ≥ 1,

E

[( ˆ

Rd

|Rε,δ|2
) q

2
] 1

q ≤ C qγ(ε+ δ)µd(
1
ε
)‖µd∇2ū‖L2(Rd), (7.4)

for some constant C and an exponent γ > 0 depending on ‖∇u‖L∞(Rd). We treat the second right-hand side

term of (7.3) (that we denote by R̃ε,δ) – the other terms are easier and can be treated similarly. Since for all
k′, |∇ηk′ | . δ−1

1Qδ(k′), we have

∑

k

ηk

∣
∣
∣

∑

k′

ε(φξ′
k
− φξk , σξ′k − σξk)(

·
ε
)∇ηk′

∣
∣
∣

2

. ( ε
δ
)2
∑

k

ηk
∑

k′

1Qδ(k′)|(φξ′k − φξk , σξ′k − σξk)(
·
ε
)|2.
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Inserting this estimate in R̃ε,δ, and using the assumption ∇ū ∈ L∞(Rd), we obtain for all q ≥ 1 by Cauchy-
Schwarz’ inequality followed by Minkowski’s inequality in probability, the support condition Qδ(k)∩Qδ(k′) 6=
∅ ⇒ |k − k′| < 2δ, and the stationarity of ∇φk′′ ,

E

[( ˆ

Rd

|R̃ε,δ|2
) q

2
] 1

q

.
ε

δ

(∑

k

∑

k′∈Q2δ(k)

ˆ

Qδ(k)

E[|(φξ′k−φξk , σξ′k−σξk)(
·
ε
)|2q] 1q

(

1+‖∇ū‖2(p−2)

L∞(Rd)
+

∑

k′′∈Q2δ(k)

E[|∇φξk′′ |2q(p−2)]
1
q

)) 1
2

.

By Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2, and using that µd satisfies µd(t1t2) . µd(t1)µd(t2) and supQ4δ(k)
µd .

infQ4δ(k) µd, this turns into

E

[(ˆ

Rd

|R̃ε,δ|2
) q

2
] 1

q ≤ Cqγ( ε
δ
)µd(

1
ε
)
(∑

k

( inf
Q4δ(k)

µd)
∑

k′∈Q2δ(k)

|ξk′ − ξk|2|Qδ|
) 1

2

, (7.5)

for some constant C and an exponent γ > 0 depending on ‖∇u‖L∞(Rd). It remains to reformulate the
right-hand side sum. By Poincaré’s inequality on Q4δ(k), we have

∑

k′∈Q2δ(k)

|ξk − ξk′ |2|Qδ| . δ2
ˆ

Q4δ(k)

|∇2ū|2,

so that (7.4) follows from (7.5).

Step 4. Conclusion by monotonicity.
We test (7.1) with uε − ū2sε,δ, and deduce by monotonicity of aε that

ˆ

Rd

|∇(uε − ū2sε,δ)|2 + |∇(uε − ū2sε,δ)|p .
ˆ

Rd

Rε,δ · ∇(uε − ū2sε,δ).

By Young’s inequality, we may absorb part of the right-hand side into the left-hand side, and obtain after
taking the q-th moment of this inequality

E

[(ˆ

Rd

|∇(uε − ū2sε,δ)|2 + |∇(uε − ū2sε,δ)|p
)q] 1

q

. E

[( ˆ

Rd

|Rε,δ|2
)q] 1

q

.

This entails the claim in combination with (7.4) and the choice δ = ε.

A Deterministic PDE estimates and consequences

In this appendix, we recall mostly standard inequalities for nonlinear operators −∇ · a(·,∇) and linear
operators −∇·a∇ (with unbounded coefficients) needed in the proofs of the paper. We assume the conditions
(1.3), (1.5), and (1.6). Based on these results we also prove the qualitative differentiability of correctors
(with respect to ξ) when the equation is posed on a bounded domain, and we prove part of Theorem 2.4 for
statistically isotropic operators.

A.1 Nonlinear systems: Caccioppoli, hole-filling, and Schauder

We start with Caccioppoli’s inequality for nonlinear elliptic systems. Recall the notation t2&p = t2 + tp for
all t ≥ 0.
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Lemma A.1 (Caccioppoli’s inequality). Let r > 0, c2 > 0, x ∈ R
d and u ∈ W 1,p

loc (R
d) be a weak solution of

−∇ · a(·,∇u) = 0 in Bc2r(x). (A.1)

Then for all 0 < c1 < c2,
 

Bc1r(x)

|∇u|2&p .c1,c2 inf
c∈Rd

 

Bc2r(x)\Bc1r(x)

( |u− c|
r

)2&p

. (A.2)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that x = 0. Let η ∈ C∞
c (Rd) be a standard cut-off

for Bc1r in Bc2r and set ζ2 = ηp to the effect that 2ζ∇ζ = pηp−1∇η. By testing the equation (A.1)
with ζ2(u − c) and by making use of the monotonicity (1.5) of a and the property a(·, 0) = 0 in form of
´

ζ2∇u · a(·,∇u) &
´

ζ2|∇u|2(1 + |∇u|p−2), we have

ˆ

ζ2|∇u|2(1 + |∇u|p−2) .

ˆ

|ζ||∇ζ||u − c||∇u|+
ˆ

|ζ||∇ζ||u − c||∇u|p−1.

This implies the desired estimate (A.2) by Young’s inequality, with exponents (2, 2) and (p, p
p−1 ) for the first

and second right-hand side terms, respectively, together with the identity 2ζ∇ζ = pηp−1∇η, and absorbing
part of the right-hand side into the left-hand side.

The Widman hole-filling estimate for nonlinear systems follows from Lemma A.1 by simple iteration (see
e.g. [46, Section 4.4]).

Lemma A.2 (Hole-filling estimate). There exists 0 < δ ≤ d such that if u ∈W 1,p
loc (BR) is a weak solution of

−∇ · a(·,∇u) = 0 in the ball BR for some R > 0, then for all 0 < r ≤ R we have
 

Br

|∇u|2&p .
(R

r

)d−δ  

BR

|∇u|2&p. (A.3)

We finally state regularity results for nonlinear equations, which are direct consequences of [79] and [60,
Theorem 4] (for the uniform bound on the gradient).

Lemma A.3. Let a be a monotone operator which has the form (2.5) and assume that A ∈ Cα(B4R), for
some R > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1). Let u ∈ W 1,p(B4R) be a distributional solution of

−∇ · a(·,∇u) = 0.

Then, u ∈ C1,α(BR) and there exists a constant c depending on R and ‖A‖Cα(B4R) such that

‖∇u‖Cα(BR) ≤ c
( 

B4R

|∇u|p
) 1

p

,

where we recall that ‖X‖Cα = ‖X‖L∞ + ‖X‖C0,α.

A.2 Linear elliptic systems: Caccioppoli and Lemma 4.5

We state and prove Caccioppoli’s inequality for linear elliptic systems with unbounded coefficients, from
which we deduce Lemma 4.5 by optimizing the cut-off.
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Lemma A.4 (Caccioppoli’s inequality for linear elliptic systems with unbounded coefficients). Let R > 0,
a : BR 7→ R

d×d, and µ ∈ L1(BR) be such that there exists a constant κ > 0 for which we have for all x ∈ BR
and all h ∈ R

d

h · a(x)h ≤ |h|2µ(x) ≤ κh · a(x)h. (A.4)

For all functions g and u related (in the weak sense) in BR via

−∇ · a∇u = ∇ · (g√µ), (A.5)

we have for all 0 < ρ < σ ≤ R,
ˆ

Bρ

|∇u|2µ .κ J (ρ, σ, µ, u) +

ˆ

Bσ

|g|2, (A.6)

where

J (ρ, σ, µ, u, g) := inf
{ ˆ

Bσ

µ
∣
∣
∣u−

 

Bσ

u
∣
∣
∣

2

|∇η|2
∣
∣
∣ η ∈ C1

c (Bσ), 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η ≡ 1 in Bρ

}

. (A.7)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that
ffl

Bσ
u = 0. Let η ∈ C1

c (Bσ) be such that η ≡ 1 in Bρ
and 0 ≤ η ≤ 1. Testing the equation (A.5) with η2u and using the condition (A.4) yield

ˆ

η2|∇u|2µ .κ
ˆ

η2|∇u|√µ|g|+
ˆ

|η||∇η||u||∇u|µ+

ˆ

|η||∇η||u|√µ|g|. (A.8)

By Young’s inequality with exponents (2, 2), after absorbing part of the right-hand side into the left-hand
side, and using in addition the support condition on η, (A.8) turns into

ˆ

Bρ

|∇u|2µ .κ
ˆ

Bσ

µ|u|2|∇η|2 +
ˆ

Bσ

|g|2,

which yields (A.6) by optimizing over η.

We then turn to the proof of Lemma 4.5.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. We split the proof into two steps.

Step 1. Proof that for all γ > 0

J (ρ, σ, µ, v) ≤ (σ − ρ)−1− 1
γ

(
ˆ σ

ρ

(
ˆ

Sr

µ|v|2
)γ

dr

) 1
γ

, (A.9)

where Sr := ∂Br. By scaling we may assume without loss of generality that ρ = 1 and σ = 2. Estimate (A.9)
essentially follows by minimizing among radially symmetric cut-off functions. Indeed, for all ε > 0 we have

J (1, 2, µ, v) ≤ inf
{ˆ 2

1

η′(r)2
( ˆ

Sr

µ|v|2 + ε
)

dr
∣
∣
∣η ∈ C1(1, 2), 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η(1) = 1, η(2) = 0

}

.

This one-dimensional minimization problem can be solved explicitly. Set f(r) :=
´

Sr
µ|v|2 + ε. Using the

competitor η(r) := 1−
´ r
1
f−1

´ 2
1
f−1

yields a control of this minimum by the harmonic average of f ,

J (1, 2, µ, v) ≤
(ˆ 2

1

( ˆ

Sr

µ|v|2 + ε
)−1

dr
)−1

.
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By standard relations between quasi-arithmetic means, since γ > −1,

(ˆ 2

1

( ˆ

Sr

µ|v|2 + ε
)−1

dr
)−1

≤
(ˆ 2

1

( ˆ

Sr

µ|v|2 + ε
)γ

dr
) 1

γ

,

and the claim (A.9) follows by letting ε ↓ 0.

Step 2. Proof of (4.16).
Let us first assume d ≥ 3 and note that q > d−1

2 implies q∗ ∈ [1, 2). Recall that for all s ∈ [1, d − 1), r > 0

and φ ∈ W 1,s(Sr), Poincaré-Sobolev’ inequality yields for s∗ = (d−1)s
d−1−s

(  

Sr

|φ|s∗
) 1

s∗
. r
(  

Sr

|∇φ|s
) 1

s

+
( 

Sr

|φ|s
) 1

s

. (A.10)

By Hölder’s inequality with exponents (q, q
q−1 ), followed by (A.10) with s = q∗ and s∗ = 2q

q−1 , (A.9) turns
into

J (ρ, σ, µ, v) ≤ 1

(σ − ρ)1+
1
γ

( ˆ σ

ρ

( ˆ

Sr

µq
) γ

q
( ˆ

Sr

|v| 2q
q−1

) (q−1)γ
q

dr
) 1

γ

(A.10)

.q
1

(σ − ρ)1+
1
γ

(ˆ σ

ρ

(ˆ

Sr

µq
) γ

q
(( ˆ

Sr

|∇v|q∗
) 2γ

q∗
+ r−2γ

( ˆ

Sr

|v|q∗
) 2γ

q∗
)

dr
) 1

γ

.

We then choose γ = d−1
d+1 to the effect that γ

q
+ 2γ

q∗
= 1, so that by Hölder’s inequality with exponents (γ

q
, 2γ
q∗
)

we obtain

J (ρ, σ, µ, v) .q
1

(σ − ρ)
2d

d−1

(ˆ

Bσ\Bρ

µq
) 1

q
(( ˆ

Bσ\Bρ

|∇v|q∗
) 1

q∗
+

1

ρ2

(ˆ

Bσ\Bρ

|v|q∗
) 2

q∗
)

,

which is the desired estimate (4.16). For d = 2, in which case q∗ = 1, we use the one-dimensional Sobolev
inequality ‖φ‖L∞(Sr) . r

ffl

Sr
|∇φ| +

ffl

Sr
|φ| instead of (A.10), and (4.16) follows from (A.9). The case d = 1

is similar.

A.3 Qualitative differentiability of correctors on bounded domains

In this section, we consider the approximation of correctors on bounded domains, both with Dirichlet and
periodic boundary conditions. More precisely, let D be a smooth bounded domain of R

d (resp. a cube
QL, L > 0), let A : D → Md(λ) be of class Cα (resp. Cαper(QL)), and set a : D × R

d → R
d, (x, ξ) 7→

A(x)(1 + |ξ|p−2)ξ for some p ≥ 2. We show that the corrector gradients ξ 7→ (∇φξ,∇σξ), where (φξ, σξ) are
solutions of (2.3) and (3.2) on D with homogeneous boundary conditions (resp. QL-periodic with vanishing
average), are Fréchet-differentiable and that their derivatives are given by the linearized corrector gradients.
More precisely:

Lemma A.5 (Differentiability of correctors). The corrector gradients ξ 7→ (∇σξ,∇φξ) are Fréchet-differentiable
in C0(D) (resp. in C0

per(QL)) and for all directions e ∈ R
d we have

(∂ξ∇φξ · e, ∂ξ∇σξ · e) = (∇φ̃ξ,e,∇σ̃ξ,e),

where (φ̃ξ,e, σ̃ξ,e) solve (3.9) and (3.10) with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions (resp. QL-periodic
with vanishing average).
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Proof. We only give the arguments for ξ 7→ ∇φξ. The differentiability of ξ 7→ ∇σξ can be proved similarly.

Let ξ, e ∈ R
d, h ⊂ (0, 1) be a sequence that goes to 0, and set δhφξ :=

φξ+he−φξ

h
. We first show that we can

extract a converging subsequence of (∇δhφξ) by local regularity and Arzela-Ascoli’s theorem. Then, we show

that this limit coincides with ∇φ̃ξ,e. The starting point is the corrector equation (2.3) in the form

−∇ · (a(x, ξ +∇φξ+he)− a(x, ξ +∇φξ)) = ∇ · (a(x, ξ +∇φξ+he)− a(x, ξ + he+∇φξ+he)), (A.11)

that we rewrite, using the smoothness of ξ 7→ a(·, ξ), as

−∇ · a(1)h ∇δhφξ = ∇ · a(2)h e, (A.12)

where

a
(1)
h :=

ˆ 1

0

Da(·, ξ +∇φξ + t(∇φξ+he −∇φξ))dt and a
(2)
h :=

ˆ 1

0

Da(·, ξ +∇φξ+he + (1 − t)he)dt.

Next, for all ξ̃ ∈ R
d, using local regularity (this time up to the boundary) in form of Lemma A.3 (applied to

the equation (2.3)) and an energy estimate on D, we have

‖ξ̃ +∇φξ̃‖Cα(D) .D,‖A‖Cα(D)

( ˆ

D

|ξ̃ +∇φξ̃|p
) 1

p

.D 1 + |ξ̃|p. (A.13)

Therefore, a
(1)
h ∈ Cα(D) and by using (A.13) for both ξ̃ = ξ and ξ̃ = ξ + he and arguing as in (6.25), there

exists a finite constant c1 depending on |ξ|, D , ‖A‖Cα(D) such that

‖a(1)h ‖Cα(D) + ‖a(2)h ‖Cα(D) ≤ c1. (A.14)

On the one hand, by testing the equation (A.12) with δhφξ and using that a
(1)
h is uniformly elliptic, we deduce

ˆ

D

|∇δhφξ|2 .
ˆ

D

|a(2)h |2
(A.14)

. c1. (A.15)

On the other hand, by the Schauder estimate [46, Theorem 5.19] applied to (A.12), and the bounds (A.14)
and (A.15), there exists some γ > 0 (depending on α and d) such that

‖∇δhφξ‖Cα(D) . ‖a(1)h ‖γ
Cα(D)

((ˆ

D

|∇δhφξ|2
) 1

2

+ ‖a(2)h ‖Cα(D)

) (A.14),(A.15)

≤ c2, (A.16)

for a finite constant c2 depending on c1, d and D. By (A.16) and Arzela-Ascoli’s theorem, there exists
ψ̃ ∈ C1,α

0 (D) (resp. C1,α
per (QL)) such that (up to a subsequence that we do not relabel)

∇δhφξ h↓0→ ∇ψ̃ in C0(D). (A.17)

It remains to show that ∇ψ̃ = ∇φ̃ξ,e, which directly follows from the weak formulation of (A.12). For all
w ∈ H1

0 (D) (resp. H1
per(QL))

ˆ

D

∇w · a(1)h ∇δhφξ = −
ˆ

D

∇w · a(2)h e. (A.18)

Using the convergence of the gradient (A.17), we can pass to the limit as h ↓ 0 in (A.18), which implies that
ψ̃ solves (3.9). By uniqueness, ψ̃ = φ̃ξ,e, and (A.17) holds without extracting a subsequence.
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A.4 Periodic setting: Proof of Theorem 2.3

In this paragraph, we show that if we have a good control of the critical set of the corrector of the leading
order operator (an anisotropic p-Laplacian), then the homogenized operator ā satisfies (1.6) on top of (1.5).
In what follows we set b : (x, ξ) 7→ A(x)|ξ|p−2ξ and c : (x, ξ) 7→ A(x)ξ. We first introduce b̄ : Rd → R

d, ξ 7→
ffl

Q
b(x, ξ +∇ψξ(x))dx, where ψξ ∈W 1,p

per(Q) solves the corrector equation

−∇ · b(x, ξ +∇ψξ(x)) = 0.

By homogeneity, for all t > 0 and all ξ ∈ R
d we have b̄(tξ) = tp−1b̄(ξ).

Step 1. Proof of (1.6) for |ξ1|, |ξ2| ≫ 1.

Substep 1.1. Reformulation.
By Lemma A.5, correctors are differentiable and we thus have for all ξ, e ∈ R

d

e ·Dā(ξ)e =

 

Q

(e +∇φ̃ξ,e) · aξ(e +∇φ̃ξ,e),

where φ̃ξ,e ∈ H1
per(Q) solves −∇·aξ(e+∇φ̃ξ,e) = 0 and aξ : x 7→ Da(x, ξ+∇φξ(x)). Hence, for all ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R

d

we have

(ā(ξ1)− ā(ξ2)) · (ξ1 − ξ2) =

ˆ 1

0

(ξ1 − ξ2) ·Dā(ξ1 + t(ξ2 − ξ1)) · (ξ1 − ξ2)dt. (A.19)

Since Dā is non-negative, the claim (1.6) follows for |ξ1|, |ξ2| ≫ 1 provided we prove that e ·Dā(ξ)e ≥ c|ξ|p−2

for all |ξ| ≫ 1 and all e ∈ R
d with |e| = 1.

Fix such a direction e. For all s > 0 let ξs ∈ R
d be such that |ξs| = 1 and e ·Dā(sξs)e = inf |ξ|=1 e ·Dā(sξ)e,

which exists since ξ 7→ Dā(ξ) is continuous. In the following two substeps we prove the needed estimate in
form of

lim inf
s↑∞

e · 1
sp−2Dā(sξs)e > 0. (A.20)

Substep 1.2. Proof of
lim
s↑∞

‖ 1
sp−2 asξs − bξs‖Cα(Q) = 0, (A.21)

where bξ : x 7→ Db(x, ξ +∇ψξ(x)).
On the one hand, by the corrector equations for φξ and ψξ we have

−∇ · (a(ξ +∇φξ)− a(ξ +∇ψξ)) = ∇ · c(x, ξ +∇ψξ),

so that, testing with ψξ − φξ and using the monotonicity of a, we obtain

ˆ

Q

|∇(ψξ − φξ)|2(1 + |ξ +∇ψξ|p−2 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2) .

ˆ

Q

|∇(ψξ − φξ)||ξ +∇ψξ|

.

ˆ

Q

|∇(ψξ − φξ)|(1 + |ξ +∇ψξ|)
p−2
2 (1 + |ξ +∇ψξ|)2−

p
2

and therefore
ˆ

Q

|∇(ψξ − φξ)|2(1 + |ξ +∇ψξ|p−2 + |ξ +∇φξ|p−2) .

ˆ

Q

(1 + |ξ +∇ψξ|)4−p.
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Applied to ξ = sξs this yields using that ψsξs = sψξs

ˆ

Q

|∇(1
s
φsξs − ψξs)|p . s2(2−p)

ˆ

Q

(1 + |ξs +∇ψξs |p)
|ξs|=1

. s2(2−p). (A.22)

Next we argue that { 1
s
φsξs}s≥1 is a bounded sequence in Cα(Q), in which case (A.21) follows from (A.22)

by Arzela-Ascoli’s theorem. To this end we rewrite the corrector equation for χs :=
1
s
φsξs as

−∇ · ãs(x, ξs +∇χs) = 0

with ãs(x, ξ) := b(x, ξ) + 1
sp−1 c(x, sξ). Since by assumption, ãs satisfies (3.19) for some ω independent of

s ≥ 1, {χs}s≥1 is indeed bounded in C1,α(Q) by [61, Theorem 13]. The conclusion then follows using that
1

sp−2 asξs = Dãs(x, ξs +∇χs) and that ξ 7→ Dãs(x, ξ) is continuous (uniformly wrt s, x).

Substep 1.3. Proof of (A.20).
We assume without loss of generality that ξs → ξ∞. Since ξ 7→ ∇ψξ is Lipschitz from R

d to Cα(Q), (A.21)
can be upgraded to (along the subsequence giving the liminf)

lim
s↑+∞

‖ 1
sp−2 asξs − bξ∞‖Cα(Q) = 0. (A.23)

By definition we have

e · 1
sp−2Dā(sξs)e =

 

Q

(e+∇φ̃sξs,e) · 1
sp−2 a

sym
sξs

(e+∇φ̃sξs ,e),

where asymsξs is the symmetric part of asξs . By assumption, there exists r > 0 such that Rd\Tr(ξ∞) is connected

(where Tr(ξ∞) := {x+Br |x ∈ R
d, |ξ∞ +∇ψξ∞(x)| = 0}). Since [0, 1]d ∩ R

d \ Tr(ξ∞) is closed and ∇ψξ∞ is
continuous, there exists κ > 0 such that the symmetric part bsymξ∞ of bξ∞ satisfies bsymξ∞ |Q\Tr(ξ∞) ≥ κId. Hence,

by (A.23), there exists s⋆ <∞ such that, for all s ≥ s⋆, a
sym
sξs

|Q\Tr(ξ∞) ≥ 1
2κId. For all s ≥ s⋆ we thus have

e · 1
sp−2Dā(sξs)e ≥ κ

2

ˆ

Q\Tr(ξ∞)

|e +∇φ̃sξs,e|2 ≥ κ

2
inf

φ̃∈H1
per(Q)

ˆ

Q\Tr(ξ∞)

|e +∇φ̃|2,

which is positive since R
d \ Tr(ξ∞) is connected in R

d. This proves (A.20).

Step 2. Proof of (1.6) in the remaining range: |ξ1|, |ξ2| . 1 and |ξ2| ≫ 1, |ξ1| . 1.
On the one hand, since c(x, ξ)ξ ≥ 1

C
|ξ|2, we have for all ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R

d

(ā(ξ1)− ā(ξ2), ξ1 − ξ2) ≥ c|ξ1 − ξ2|2,

from which (1.6) follows for |ξ1|, |ξ2| . 1. On the other hand, (1.4) implies (1.6) for |ξ2| ≫ 1, |ξ1| . 1 using
|ξ1 − ξ2|p & |ξ1 − ξ2|2(|ξ2|p−2 − |ξ1|p−2) & |ξ1 − ξ2|2(1 + |ξ2|p−2 + |ξ1|p−2).

Remark 6. The strong assumption on the critical set of ψξ is solely used to ensure that

lim inf
s↑+∞

ˆ

Q

(e +∇φ̃sξs,e) · 1
sp−2 a

sym
sξs

(e+∇φ̃sξs,e) ≥ inf
φ̃∈H1

per(Q)

ˆ

Q

(e+∇φ̃) · bsymξ∞ (e+∇φ̃),

which might not hold true in general due to the Lavrentieff phenomenon – see e.g. [81] in a similar context.
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A.5 Statistically isotropic random setting: Proof of Theorem 2.4

In this subsection, we exhibit a class of random monotone operators a whose homogenized operator ā satisfies
(1.6) next to (1.5). If a is a p-Laplacian then ā is homogeneous of degree p−1. The upcoming result relies on
a perturbation of this property. To define this class we make both structural assumptions on (x, ξ) 7→ a(x, ξ)
and on the probability law P. We emphasize that our arguments are purely qualitative and do not require
Hypothesis 2.2. We start with the structural assumption on the operator (which quantifies what we mean
by perturbation of a p-Laplacian)

Definition A.1. We define a class A of nonlinear maps â : [λ, 1]× R
d → R

d with quasi-diagonal structure,
that is, such that for all (α, ξ) ∈ [λ, 1]× R

d

â(α, ξ) = ρ(α, |ξ|)ξ, (A.24)

where ρ : [λ, 1]×R+ → R+ is continuously differentiable, and such that the map ξ 7→ â(α, ξ) is asymptotically
of p-Laplacian type. More precisely, we assume that infα ρ(α, t) ≥ λ(1 + tp−2) and that there exist two
differentiable functions ρ1 : [λ, 1] → R+ and ρ2 : [λ, 1]× R+ → R such that for all (α, t) ∈ [λ, 1]× R+

ρ(α, t) = ρ1(α)t
p−2 + ρ2(α, t),

and that there exist a constant C and an exponent 0 ≤ β < p− 2 such that

|ρ2(α, t)|+ t|∂tρ2(α, t)| ≤ C(1 + tβ).

As a consequence, â is variational in the sense that â(α, ξ) = DŴ (α, ξ), where Ŵ is given by Ŵ (α, ξ) :=
´ |ξ|
0
sρ(α, s)ds ≥ λ(12 |ξ|2 + 1

p
|ξ|p).

As the following examples show, A is not empty.

Example A.1. The following nonlinear maps belong to A:

1. The non-degenerate p-Laplacian operator â : [λ, 1]× R
d ∋ (α, ξ) 7→ α(1 + |ξ|p−2)ξ, with ρ1(α) = α and

ρ2(α, t) = α (and therefore C = 1
2 and β = 0).

2. The operator â : [λ, 1] × R
d ∋ (α, ξ) 7→

(
1+|ξ|p+q−2

1+α|ξ|q + 1
)

ξ, for any q ≥ 0, and with ρ1(α) := 1
α
,

ρ2(α, t) :=
α−tp−2

α(1+αtq) + 1, C = 1
α
max{1, q, p−2

α
} and β = (p− 2− q) ∨ 0.

We are in position to state the main result of this section.

Theorem A.6. Let â ∈ A and let A : Rd → [λ, 1] be a stationary and ergodic random field (locally Cα

– this is convenient but not necessary) which is statistically isotropic in the sense that for all rotations
R ∈ SO(d), A and A(R·) have the same (joint) distribution. Consider the random monotone operator
a : Rd × R

d ∋ (x, ξ) 7→ â(A(x), ξ). Then, the associated homogenized map ā satisfies (1.3), (1.5), and (1.6).

Note that the example of Theorem 2.4 satisfies the assumptions of Theorem A.6. The proof of Theorem A.6
relies on an approximation argument, an ODE argument, and the following property.

Lemma A.7. Let a◦ : Rd → R
d be such that for all ξ ∈ R

d

a◦(ξ) = ρ(|ξ|)ξ, (A.25)

where ρ : R+ → R+ is a differentiable function that satisfies for some constant c > 0 and for all t > 0

d

dt
(tρ(t)) ≥ c(1 + tp)

p−2
p . (A.26)

Then, there exists a constant c̃ > 0 depending on c and p such that for all ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R
d

(a(ξ1)− a(ξ2)) · (ξ1 − ξ2) ≥ c̃(1 + |ξ1|p−2 + |ξ2|p−2)|ξ1 − ξ2|2. (A.27)
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Proof. W.l.o.g we may assume that |ξ1| > |ξ2| > 0. We fix s > 0 and we define f : [s,+∞) → R as

f : t 7→ tρ(t)− sρ(s)− c̃(1 + tp + sp)
p−2
p (t− s),

where c̃ will be fixed later. Differentiating f and using the assumption (A.26), we obtain

f ′(t) =
d

dt
(tρ(t)) − c̃((p− 2)(1 + tp + sp)−

2
p tp−1(t− s) + (1 + tp + sp)

p−2
p )

≥ c(1 + tp)
p−2
p − c̃((p− 2)(1 + tp + sp)−

2
p tp−1(t− s) + (1 + tp + sp)

p−2
p ).

Since (t − s)tp−1 ≤ tp and 1 + tp + sp ≤ 2(1 + tp), this yields f ′(t) ≥ (c − 2c̃(p − 1))(1 + tp)
p−2
p . With the

choice c̃ = c
2(p−1) , this entails f ′(t) ≥ 0, and thus f(t) ≥ f(s), which takes the form

tρ(t)− sρ(s) ≥ c̃(1 + tp + sp)
p−2
p (t− s). (A.28)

Used with s = 0, this implies the lower bound for all t1 > 0

ρ(t1) ≥ c̃(1 + tp1)
p−2
p . (A.29)

By the definition (A.25) of a◦, we have with the notation t1 = |ξ1| > t2 = |ξ2|,

(a◦(ξ1)− a◦(ξ2)) · (ξ1 − ξ2) = t21ρ(t1) + t22ρ(t2)− (ξ1 · ξ2)(ρ(t1) + ρ(t2))

= (t1ρ(t1)− t2ρ(t2))(t1 − t2) + (t1t2 − ξ1 · ξ2)(ρ(t1) + ρ(t2))

(A.28),(A.29)

≥ c̃(1 + tp1)
p−2
p (t1 − t2)

2 + c̃(t1t2 − ξ1 · ξ2)(1 + tp1)
p−2
p

≥ c̃

2
(1 + tp1)

p−2
p |ξ1 − ξ2|2,

and the claim follows by redefining c̃.

We now prove Theorem A.6.

Proof of Theorem A.6. We focus on the proof of (A.27) for ā (which implies both (1.6) and (1.5)). We split
the proof into two steps. In the first step we argue that it suffices to prove a version of (A.27) obtained by
an approximation of the corrector on bounded domains, which we prove in the second step.

Step 1. Approximation.
By assumption there exists W : Rd×R

d → R such that a(x, ξ) = DW (x, ξ). Likewise, there exists W̄ : Rd →
R such that ā(ξ) = DW̄ (ξ). For all L ≥ 1, we denote by φLξ the unique weak solution in W 1,p

0 (BL) of (2.3),
and define

aL(ξ) :=

 

BL

a(x, ξ +∇φLξ (x))dx, WL(ξ) :=

 

BL

W (x, ξ +∇φLξ (x))dx,

which satisfy aL(ξ) = DWL(ξ). As a direct consequence of the homogenization result we have almost-surely

lim
L↑+∞

(aL(ξ),WL(ξ)) = (ā(ξ), W̄ (ξ)).

Set āL(ξ) := E[aL(ξ)] and W̄L(ξ) := E[WL(ξ)]. Since we have the uniform almost sure bound |aL(ξ)| +
|WL(ξ)| ≤ C(1 + |ξ|p), we obtain on the one hand that āL(ξ) = DW̄L(ξ) and on the other hand (by
dominated convergence) that

lim
L↑+∞

(āL(ξ), W̄L(ξ)) = (ā(ξ), W̄ (ξ)).
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Hence, (A.27) follows if we prove that there exists a constant C > 0 independent of L such that for all
ξ1, ξ2 ∈ R

d we have

(āL(ξ1)− āL(ξ2)) · (ξ1 − ξ2) ≥
1

C
(1 + |ξ1|+ |ξ2|)p−2|ξ1 − ξ2|2. (A.30)

The advantage of (A.30) over (A.27) is that it involves correctors on a bounded domain rather than on
the whole space, for which differentiability with respect to ξ can be easily established (cf. Lemma A.5).
The advantage of W̄L over WL (which motivates the choice of the ball BL for the domain) is that, as W̄ ,
ξ 7→ W̄L is isotropic in the sense that there exists ζL : R+ → R such that W̄L(ξ) = ζL(|ξ|). In particular,
we necessarily have āL(ξ) = (ζL)′(|ξ|) ξ|ξ| , so that, by Lemma A.7, (A.30) will follow provided we show that

t 7→ (ζL)′(t) is differentiable and satisfies for some c > 0 independent of L for all t > 0

(ζL)′′(t) ≥ c(1 + tp)
p−2
p . (A.31)

Fix a unit vector e ∈ R
d. By definition, we have

(ζL)′(t) = āL(te) · e = E

[ 

BL

a(x, te +∇φLte(x)) · edx
]

.

By Lemma A.5, correctors are differentiable, and differentiating the above yields using (3.9) (posed on BL
with Dirichlet boundary conditions)

(ζL)′′(t) = E

[ 

BL

Da(x, te+∇φLte(x))(e +∇φ̃Lte,e(x)) · edx
]

= E

[ 

BL

Da(x, te+∇φLte(x))(e +∇φ̃Lte,e(x)) · (e +∇φ̃Lte,e(x))dx
]

.

Since a(x, ξ) = â(A(x), ξ), ξ 7→ a(x, ξ) is differentiable and satisfies for some c > 0 and for all ξ, h ∈ R
d

Da(x, ξ) : h⊗ h ≥ c(1 + |ξ|p−2)|h|2.

Hence (using that
´

BL
∇φ̃Lte,e = 0), (ζL)′′(t) ≥ cE

[
ffl

BL
|e+∇φ̃Lte,e|2

]

≥ c, which yields (A.31) provided t . 1.

It remains to treat the case t≫ 1.

Step 2. Proof of (A.31).
If āL were the p-Laplacian, ζL would satisfy (ζL)′(t) = p

t
ζL(t). The idea is to derive a similar ODE in our

setting based on the identity āL(ξ) = DW̄L(ξ), from which we shall prove (A.31) by differentiating and using
our structural assumptions on a.

Substep 2.1. Formula for ζL via an ODE argument.
On the one hand, by the weak formulation of (2.3) tested with φLte, we have

(ζL)′(t) =
1

t
E

[ 

BL

a(x, te +∇φLte(x)) · (te+∇φLte(x))dx
]

,

which, in combination with the form of a, yields

t(ζL)′(t) = E

[  

BL

ρ(A(x), |te +∇φLte(x)|)|te +∇φLte(x)|2dx
]

= E

[ 

BL

ρ1(A(x))|te +∇φLte(x)|pdx
]

+ E

[ 

BL

ρ2(A(x), |te +∇φLte(x)|)|te +∇φLte(x)|2dx
]

. (A.32)
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On the other hand, using that W (x, ξ) =
´ |ξ|
0 sρ(A(x), s)ds and the decomposition of ρ, we also have

ζL(t) = W̄L(te) = E

[ 

BL

ˆ |te+∇φL
te(x)|

0

sρ(A(x), s)dsdx
]

=
1

p
E

[ 

BL

ρ1(A(x))|te +∇φLte(x)|pdx
]

+ E

[ 

BL

ˆ |te+∇φL
te(x)|

0

sρ2(A(x), s)dsdx
]

. (A.33)

From (A.32) and (A.33) we infer that ζL satisfies the differential relation

t(ζL)′(t)−pζL(t) = E

[  

BL

ρ2(A(x), |te+∇φLte(x)|)|te+∇φLte(x)|2dx−p
 

BL

ˆ |te+∇φL
te(x)|

0

sρ2(A(x), s)dsdx
]

,

which we rewrite as (ζL)′(t)− p
t
ζL(t) = 1

t
h(t) with

h(t) := E

[ 

BL

ρ2(A(x), |te +∇φLte(x)|)|te +∇φLte(x)|2dx − p

 

BL

ˆ |te+∇φL
te(x)|

0

sρ2(A(x), s)dsdx
]

.

Let t⋆ ≥ 1 to be fixed later. The solution of this ODE is explicitly given for all t ≥ t⋆ by ζL(t) = ζL(t⋆)
t
p
⋆

tp +

+tp
´ t

t⋆
s−1−ph(s)ds. Differentiating twice (which we can since t 7→ ∇φLte(x) is differentiable for all x ∈ BL),

this yields

(ζL)′′(t)

= p(p− 1)
(ζL(t⋆)

tp⋆
+

ˆ t

t⋆

s−1−ph(s)ds
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=: γL(t)

tp−2 +
d2

dt2

(

tp
ˆ t

t⋆

s−1−ph(s)ds
)

− p(p− 1)tp−2

ˆ t

t⋆

s−1−ph(s)ds
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=: RL(t)

.

(A.34)

In the following two substeps we provide a bound from below for γL(t) and a bound from above for RL(t).

Substep 2.2. Choice of t0⋆ and lower bound on γL(t).

On the one hand, recall that ζL(t) = W̄L(te) and that W (x, ξ) =
´ |ξ|
0
sρ(A(x), s)ds ≥ λ(12 |ξ|2 + 1

p
|ξ|p), so

that by Jensen’s inequality and
´

BL
∇φLξ = 0

ζL(t) = W̄L(te) = E

[ 

BL

W (x, te +∇φLte)dx
]

≥ λ

p
E

[  

BL

|te+∇φLte|p
]

=
λ

p
tp.

On the other hand, the assumption on ρ2 implies that there exists a constant c > 0 such that for all t ≥ 1
and α ∈ [λ, 1],

|ρ2(α, t)|+ t|∂tρ2(α, t)| ≤ c(1 + tβ). (A.35)

(The constant c will change from line to line, but remains independent of t and L.) Hence, by the (deter-
ministic) energy estimate

ffl

BL
|∇φLξ |p ≤ c(1 + |ξ|p), (A.35) yields for all t ≥ 1

|h(t)| ≤ ctβ+2, (A.36)

so that
∣
∣
∣

ˆ ∞

t

s−1−ph(s)ds
∣
∣
∣ ≤ ctβ−(p−2).
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Since β < p− 2, we deduce that for t0⋆ ∼ 1 large enough (and independent of L) we have for all t ≥ t⋆ ≥ t0⋆

γL(t) ≥ λ

2p
. (A.37)

Substep 2.3. Choice of t1⋆ and upper bound on RL(t).
Since RL(t) = (p− 1)t−2h(t) + t−1h′(t), it remains to estimate h′(t). By differentiating h, using (A.35), and
rearranging the terms, Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality yields

|h′(t)| ≤ cE
[ 

BL

(1 + |te+∇φLte|β)|te +∇φLte||e+∇φ̃Lte,e|
]

≤ cE
[ 

BL

(1 + |te+∇φLte|)β+1−p−2
2 (1 + |te+∇φLte|p−2)

1
2 |e +∇φ̃Lte,e|

]

≤ cE
[ 

BL

(1 + |te+∇φLte|p−2)|e+∇φ̃Lte,e|2
] 1

2

E

[ 

BL

(1 + |te+∇φLte|)p−2(p−2−β)
] 1

2

.

For the second right-hand side factor, we use the (deterministic) energy estimate on ∇φLξ , which yields for
t ≥ 1

EL

[ 

BL

(1 + |te+∇φLte|)p−2(p−2−β)
] 1

2 ≤ ct
p
2−(p−2−β),

whereas for the first right-hand side factor we use the (deterministic) energy estimate on ∇φLξ,e (in favor of
which we shall argue below), which yields for t ≥ 1

E

[ 

BL

(1 + |te+∇φLte|p−2)|e+∇φ̃Lte,e|2
] 1

2 ≤ ct
p−2
2 . (A.38)

These last three estimates then combine to |h′(t)| ≤ ctp−1−(p−2−β). With (A.36) and the formula for RL(t),
this entails for all t ≥ 1 the control |RL(t)| ≤ ctβ . In particular, since β < p − 2, there exists t1⋆ ≥ 1 such

that for all t ≥ t1⋆, we have |RL(t)| ≤ λ(p−1)
4 tp−2.

We conclude with the argument in favor of (A.38). By testing (3.9) with φ̃Lte,e ∈ H1
0 (BL) we obtain

ˆ

BL

∇φ̃Lte,e ·Da(x, te+∇φLte)∇φ̃Lte,edx =

ˆ

BL

∇φ̃Lte,e ·Da(x, te +∇φLte)edx,

which, by our assumptions on a, entails
ˆ

BL

|∇φ̃Lte,e|2(1 + |te+∇φLte|p−2) .

ˆ

BL

|∇φ̃Lte,e|(1 + |te +∇φLte|p−2),

and therefore (A.38) by Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality and the energy estimate on ∇φLte.
Substep 2.4. Definition of t⋆ and proof of (A.31).
Set t⋆ = t0⋆ ∨ t1⋆, which is independent of L. Step 1 yields (A.31) in the regime t ≤ t⋆, whereas in the regime
t ≥ t⋆, (A.31) follows from (A.34) in combination with Substeps 2.2 and 2.3.

B Periodization in law and functional inequalities

B.1 Periodization in law of a

We give the definition of the periodized ensemble PL. We generate the Gaussian field G via a model m ∈
L1(Rd) and a centred stationary white noise W in form of

G = m ⋆W, (B.1)
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where we assume that m satisfies for some α > 0 and for all x ∈ R
d

|m(x)| . (1 + |x|)−d−α. (B.2)

According to (B.1), the covariance function reads C = m⋆m. In the following, we denote by P the law of W
and E the expectation with respect to P.

Definition B.1. Let L ≥ 1 and QL := [L2 ,
L
2 )
d. The probability PL (with expectation EL) is the stationary

and centered Gaussian ensemble of scalar fields GL defined by the covariance function

CL : x ∈ R
d 7→

∑

k∈Zd

C(x+ Lk). (B.3)

Equivalently, we have
GL = (1QLmL) ⋆ W, (B.4)

where
mL : x ∈ R

d 7→
∑

k∈Zd

m(x+ kL). (B.5)

Clearly, the covariance function CL and thus the realizations GL are QL-periodic. We identify PL with its
push forward under the map G 7→ A := (x 7→ B(G(x))), where B is defined in Hypothesis 2.2.

The following lemma shows the qualitative convergence as L ↑ +∞ of the coefficient field generated by
GL towards the coefficient field generated by G.

Lemma B.1. The coefficient fields A := χ ⋆ B(G) and AL := χ ⋆ B(GL) satisfy for all L ≥ 1, q ≥ 1, and
x ∈ QL

E

[

|(A−AL)(x)|q
] 1

q

.q (1 + dist(x, ∂QL))
− d

2−α. (B.6)

Proof. Since B is bounded and globally Lipschitz and χ is compactly supported (where w.l.o.g we assume
supp χ ⊂ B), we have for all q ≥ 1 and x ∈ QL

|(A−AL)(x)|q .q,B,χ
( 

B(x)

|GL −G|
)q

.

By Gaussianity, cf. [16],

E
[
|G(z)−GL(z)|q

] 1
q .q ‖m(z − ·)− 1QLmL(z − ·)‖L2(Rd).

A direct computation yields
ˆ

Rd

(m(z − y)− 1QLmL(z − y))2dy

(B.5)
=

ˆ

Rd\QL

m(z − y)2dy +

ˆ

QL

(∑

k 6=0

m(z − y − kL)
)2

dy

(B.2)

.

ˆ

Rd\QL

(1 + |z − y|)−2(d+α)dy +

ˆ

QL

(∑

k 6=0

(1 + |z − y − kL|)−(d+α)
)2

dy

. (1 + dist(x, ∂QL))
−d−2α,

and the claim (B.6) follows.
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B.2 Functional calculus

The ensemble PL satisfies the following logarithmic-Sobolev inequality (see for instance [35, 26]).

Proposition B.2. There exists ρ > 0 such that for all functional F of A with EL[|F |2] < +∞

EL[F
2 log(F )]− EL[F

2]EL[log(F )] ≤
1

ρ
EL

[ˆ

QL

|∂xF |2dx
]

, (B.7)

where for all x ∈ QL

∂xF (A) := sup
δA

lim sup
h↓0

F (A+ hδA)− F (A)

h
, (B.8)

and where the supremum runs over coefficient fields δA that are supported in B(x) and bounded by 1 in
Cα(B(x)).6

The logarithmic Sobolev inequality (B.7) yields control of moments (see e.g. [36]).

Lemma B.3. For all q ≥ 1 and all random variables F we have

EL

[

|F − E[F ]|q
] 1

q

.
√
q EL

[( ˆ

QL

|∂xF |2dx
) q

2
] 1

q

. (B.9)

The following standard result gives the link between algebraic moments and stretched exponential mo-
ments for non-negative random variables.

Lemma B.4. Let X be a non-negative random variable. The following two statements are equivalent:

(i) There exists C1 > 0 such that
E
[
exp( 1

C1
X)
]
≤ 2.

(ii) There exists C2 > 0 such that
E[Xp]

1
p ≤ q C2 for any q ≥ 1.

The last result of this subsection allows us to exchange supremum and expectation.

Lemma B.5. Let X be a stationary random field. If there exists an exponent γ > 0 such that for all q ≥ 1

EL

[

‖X‖q
L∞(B)

] 1
q ≤ qγ , (B.10)

then we have for all ε > 0, R ≥ 1, and q ≥ 1

EL

[

(R−ε‖X‖L∞(BR))
q
] 1

q

.d,ε q
γ . (B.11)

Proof. Let R ≥ 1 and ε > 0. Consider N(R, d) . Rd points (xi)i∈J1,NK ⊂ BR such that BR ⊂ ⋃Ni=1 B(xi).
We then have

‖X‖L∞(BR) ≤ max
i∈J1,NK

‖X‖L∞(B(xi)). (B.12)

By the discrete ℓq − ℓ∞ estimate for all q ≥ 1, (B.12) turns into

‖X‖L∞(BR(x)) ≤
( N∑

i=1

‖X‖q
L∞(B(xi))

) 1
q

.

6The fact one can assume ‖δA‖Cα(B(x)) ≤ 1 comes from the convolution in (2.6).
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Therefore, by taking the q-th moment, the stationarity of X and the assumption (B.10), we get

EL

[

‖X‖q
L∞(BR)

] 1
q ≤ max

i∈J1,NK
EL

[

‖X‖q
L∞(B(xi))

] 1
q

N
1
q

(B.10)

. qγR
d
q ,

which yields the desired estimate (B.11) provided q ≥ d
ε

(and therefore in the whole range of exponents by
Hölder’s inequality).

B.3 Convergence of the periodization in law of the correctors

In this subsection (and here only), we denote by (∇φξ,∇σξ) (resp. (∇φ̃ξ,e,∇σ̃ξ,e)) the nonlinear corrector
gradients (resp. linearized corrector gradients) associated with the coefficient field A := χ ⋆ B(G), and by
(∇φLξ ,∇σLξ ) (resp. (∇φ̃Lξ,e,∇σ̃Lξ,e)) the nonlinear corrector gradients (resp. linearized corrector gradients)
associated with the periodized coefficient field AL := χ ⋆B(GL). Note that under the coupling (B.4) it holds

(∇φξ,∇σξ)#PL = (∇φLξ ,∇σLξ )#P.

Proposition B.6. For all L ≥ 1, if (∇φξ,∇σξ) satisfies for all q ≥ 1

EL

[

|(∇φξ,∇σξ)|q
] 1

q

.ξ,q 1 (B.13)

(where the multiplicative constant does not depend on L), then for all R ≥ 1 and q ≥ 1, we have

E

[ˆ

QR

|(∇φξ,∇σξ)− (∇φLξ ,∇σLξ )|q
] 1

q −→
L↑+∞

0. (B.14)

As a consequence, for all x ∈ R
d, we have

E

[(ˆ

B(x)

∣
∣
∣(φξ, σξ)− (φLξ , σ

L
ξ ) +

 

B

(φLξ , σ
L
ξ )
∣
∣
∣

2) q
2
] 1

q −→
L↑+∞

0. (B.15)

In addition, for all unit vectors e ∈ R
d, the linearized correctors (∇φ̃ξ,e,∇σ̃ξ,e) are well-defined, and if for

all q ≥ 1

EL

[

|(∇φ̃ξ,e,∇σ̃ξ,e)|q
] 1

q

.q 1 (B.16)

then we have for all R ≥ 1 and q ≥ 1,

E

[ ˆ

QR

|(∇φ̃ξ,e,∇σ̃ξ,e)− (∇φ̃Lξ,e,∇σ̃Lξ,e)|q
] 1

q −→
L↑+∞

0. (B.17)

Proof. We split the proof into three steps.

Step 1. Proof of (B.14).
By the assumption (B.13) it is enough to prove the following (purely qualitative) statement: For all R ≥ 1,

lim
L↑+∞

E

[ˆ

QR

|(∇φLξ ,∇σLξ )− (∇φξ ,∇σξ)|p
]

= 0. (B.18)

We start with the argument for ∇φLξ . For all R,L ≥ 1 we have the a priori estimate E

[
´

QR
|∇φLξ |p

]

.

Rd|ξ|2&p, so that ∇φLξ is bounded in Lp(dP, Lp(QR)). As such it converges along an extraction to some
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∇φ∞ξ weakly in Lp(dP, Lp(QR)) for all R ≥ 1. In addition, since E

[

|∇φLξ |p+ε
] p

p+ε

. |ξ|2&p (for some ε > 0

by Meyers’ estimate), we obtain by a standard equi-integrability argument (allowing to discard boundary
effects) that ∇φ∞ξ is a stationary random field. Hence we need to argue that ∇φ∞ξ = ∇φξ and that the

convergence is strong. Note that similarly, for all R ≥ 1, the flux aLξ := aL(·, ξ +∇φLξ ) converges (say, along

the same extraction) weakly in L
p+ε
p−1 (dP, L

p+ε
p−1 (QR)) towards some stationary random field a∞ξ .

We first recall the following consequence of qualitative homogenization (cf. Theorem 2.1): Almost surely
we have

ā(ξ) = lim
L↑+∞

 

QL

a(x, ξ +∇ζLξ (x))dx = lim
L↑+∞

E

[ 

QL

a(x, ξ +∇ζLξ (x))dx
]

, (B.19)

where ζLξ is the unique weak solution in W 1,p
per(QL) of the corrector equation −∇ · a(·, ξ +∇ζLξ ) = 0 on the

cube QL (note that we use a and not aL, so that ζLξ 6= φLξ ).

Then we argue that

lim
L↑+∞

E

[  

QL

(
a(x, ξ +∇ζLξ (x)) − aL(x, ξ +∇φLξ (x))

)
dx
]

= 0. (B.20)

We write aL(x, ξ +∇φLξ (x)) = a(x, ξ +∇φLξ (x)) + aL(x, ξ +∇φLξ (x)) − a(x, ξ +∇φLξ (x)), and control each

contribution to (B.20) separately. Testing the equation for φLξ (resp. ζLξ ) with ζLξ (resp. φLξ ), we obtain

ˆ

QL

∇(φLξ − ζLξ ) ·
(
a(ξ +∇φLξ )− a(ξ +∇ζLξ )

)
=

ˆ

QL

∇(φLξ − ζLξ ) ·
(
a(ξ +∇φLξ )− aL(ξ +∇φLξ )

)
.

Taking the expectation of this identity, using that for all ξ′ we have (a− aL)(ξ
′) = (A− AL)(1 + |ξ′|p−2)ξ′,

using monotonicity on the left-hand side, and Hölder’s inequality on the right-hand side, we obtain

E

[ 

QL

|∇(φLξ − ζLξ )|p
]

. E

[  

QL

|∇(φLξ − ζLξ )|p
] 1

p

E

[  

QL

|A−AL|q
′ p
p−1

] p−1

q′p
E

[ 

QL

1+ |ξ+∇φLξ |qp
] p−1

qp

,

for some q > 1 chosen such that qp < p + ε (the Meyers exponent). By our choice of q, the last right-hand
side factor is bounded uniformly wrt L whereas the second right-hand side factor goes to zero as L ↑ +∞ by
Lemma B.1. This entails by continuity of a that

∣
∣
∣E

[  

QL

(
a(x, ξ +∇ζLξ (x))− a(x, ξ +∇φLξ (x))

)
dx
]∣
∣
∣ .|ξ| E

[ 

QL

|∇ζLξ −∇φLξ |p
] 1

p L↑+∞−→ 0.

We now treat the second contribution to (B.20). By definition of a− aL, we have

E

[ 

QL

|a(ξ +∇φLξ )− aL(ξ +∇φLξ )|
]

. E

[  

QL

|A−AL|p
] 1

p

E

[ 

QL

1 + |ξ +∇φLξ |p
] 1

p

,

so that also the second contribution to (B.20) vanishes, and (B.20) is proved.

We are in the position to conclude. The combination of (B.19) & (B.20) with the periodization in law
and Lemma B.1 in form for all x ∈ QL of

ξ · E
[ 

QL

aL(ξ +∇φLξ )
]

(2.3)
= E

[  

QL

(ξ +∇φLξ ) · aL(ξ +∇φLξ )
]

= E

[

(ξ +∇φLξ ) · aL(ξ +∇φLξ )(x)
]

= E

[

(ξ +∇φLξ ) · a(ξ +∇φLξ )(x)
]

+O|ξ|((1 + dist(x, ∂QL))
− d

2−α)
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and

E

[

ξ ·
 

QL

aL(ξ +∇φLξ )
]

= E

[

ξ · a(ξ +∇φLξ )(x)
]

+O|ξ|((1 + dist(x, ∂QL))
− d

2−α)

yields

lim
L↑+∞

E

[

∇φLξ · a(ξ +∇φLξ )(x)
]

= E

[

∇φξ · a(ξ +∇φξ)(x)
]

= 0. (B.21)

Provided we establish that (B.21) can be post-processed into

lim
L↑+∞

E

[

(∇φξ −∇φLξ ) ·
(
a(ξ +∇φξ)− a(ξ +∇φLξ )

)
(x)
]

= 0, (B.22)

the desired statement (B.18) for ∇φLξ will follow from monotonicity and integration over QR. We now prove
(B.22). Since

(∇φξ −∇φLξ ) ·
(
a(ξ +∇φξ)− a(ξ +∇φLξ )

)
= ∇φξ · a(ξ +∇φξ) +∇φLξ · a(ξ +∇φLξ )

−∇φLξ · a(ξ +∇φξ)−∇φξ · a(ξ +∇φLξ ),

it remains to control the last two right-hand side terms using weak convergence. On the one hand,

lim
L↑+∞

E

[

∇φLξ · a(ξ +∇φξ)(x)
]

= E

[

∇φ∞ξ · a(ξ +∇φξ)
]

= 0

by the weak formulation of the corrector equation and the stationarity of ∇φ∞ξ . On the other hand,

lim
L↑+∞

E

[

∇φξ · a(ξ +∇φLξ )(x)
]

= E

[

∇φξ · a∞ξ
]

.

The latter also vanishes since for all compactly supported test functions χ and p-integrable random variables
X we have for all L ≥ 1

E

[

X

ˆ

Rd

∇χ · aLξ
]

= 0,

which entails at the limit E

[

X
´

Rd ∇χ · a∞ξ
]

= 0, and, by stationarity of a∞ξ , extends to stationary potential

fields such as ∇φξ in form of E
[

∇φξ · a∞ξ
]

= 0. Estimate (B.22) is proved.

We proceed the same way to prove the convergence (B.14) for (∇σLξ ), combining the equations (3.2) and
(3.3) with the strong convergence

E
[
|a(·, ξ +∇φLξ )(x) − a(·, ξ +∇φξ)(x)|

p(1+ε)
p−1

]
→

L↑+∞
0,

which follows from (B.14) for (∇φLξ ).
Step 2. Proof of (B.15).
First we claim that for all R ≥ 1 and all functions ζ on QR we have the Poincaré inequality

ˆ

QR

∣
∣
∣ζ −

 

B

ζ
∣
∣
∣

2

.







d = 1 : R2

d = 2 : R2 log2(R + 1)
d > 2 : Rd







ˆ

QR

|∇ζ|2. (B.23)
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This simply follows by summation over dyadic scales of the following standard estimates for all 0 ≤ i ≤ logR
ˆ

Q2i+1

∣
∣
∣ζ −

 

Q2i

ζ
∣
∣
∣

2

. (2i)2
ˆ

Q2i+1

|∇ζ|2,
∣
∣
∣

 

Q2i

ζ −
 

Q2i−1

ζ
∣
∣
∣

2

. (2i)2
 

Q2i

|∇ζ|2.

Applying (B.23) to ζ = (φξ, σξ)− (φLξ , σ
L
ξ ) and using the anchoring condition

ffl

B
(φξ, σξ) = 0, for all x ∈ R

d

we have with R = 2(|x|+ 1)

ˆ

B(x)

∣
∣
∣(φξ, σξ)− (φLξ , σ

L
ξ ) +

 

B

(φLξ , σ
L
ξ )
∣
∣
∣

2

.







d = 1 : R2

d = 2 : R2 log2(R+ 1)
d > 2 : Rd







ˆ

QR

|∇(φξ, σξ)−∇(φLξ , σ
L
ξ )|2,

so that (B.15) follows from (B.14).

Step 3. Proof of (B.17).
The argument is essentially the same as for (B.14), and we only argue for ∇φ̃ξ,e. First, by (B.14) and

Lemma 3.3, the linearized extended corrector (φ̃ξ,e, σ̃ξ,e) is well-defined. By the Schauder theory in form
of [46, Theorem 5.19] applied to the equation (3.9) (the Hölder norm of the coefficients is controlled by
Lemma A.3 and local regularity theory for φLξ ) and assumption (B.16), supL≥1 E[‖e+∇φ̃Lξ,e‖qCα(QR)

] .R,|ξ| 1

for all q ≥ 1. We then extract a converging subsequence as before and identify the limit using the weak
formulation of (3.9) together with the strong convergence DaL(·, ξ + ∇φLξ ) →

L↑+∞
Da(·, ξ + ∇φξ) (which

follows from (B.14) and Lemma B.1).

C Large-scale averages

We prove in this section estimates used to control large-scale averages, which are variations around [59]. We
fix L ≥ 1 and ξ ∈ R

d, and use the short-hand notation r⋆ for r⋆,ξ,L.

Lemma C.1. Let m ∈ (0, 1), r ≤ 3r⋆(0) and f : Rd → R+ a measurable function. We have
 

Br

( 

B⋆(x)

f
)

dx .
( 

B 3
2
r

(  

B⋆(x)

f
)m

dx
) 1

m

. (C.1)

Proof. The estimate (C.1) follows from

sup
x0∈Br

 

B⋆(x0)

f .
(  

B 3
2
r

( 

B⋆(x)

f
)m

dx
) 1

m

. (C.2)

Let x0 ∈ Br be fixed. Since r⋆,ξ,L is 1
16 -Lipschitz, we have for all x ∈ B r

8

B⋆(x0) ⊂ Br⋆(x0)+
9
8 r
(x). (C.3)

Indeed, if y ∈ B⋆(x0) and x ∈ B r
8
, we have

|y − x| ≤ |y − x0|+ |x0 − x| ≤ r⋆,ξ,L(x0) + r +
r

8
= r⋆(x0) +

9

8
r.

By the 1
16 -Lipschitz property of r⋆, we have r⋆(0)− 1

16r ≤ r⋆(x0) ≤ r⋆(0)+
1
16r. Together with the assumption

r ≤ 2r⋆(0), this entails 13
16r⋆(0) ≤ r⋆(x0) and r⋆(x0) +

9
8r ≤ 35

8 r⋆(0) so that for all x ∈ B r
8
,

|B⋆(x0)| ∼ |Br⋆(x0)+
9
8 r
(x)|.
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Combined with (C.3) this yields

( 

B⋆(x0)

f
)m

.

 

B r
8

( 

B
r⋆(x0)+ 9

8
r
(x)

f
)m

dx.

Now let N ∈ N depending only on d and (xi)i∈J1,NK ⊂ B 11
8 r

be such that

B 11
8 r

⊂
N⋃

i=1

B 1
16 r

(xi). (C.4)

We claim that

Br⋆(x0)+
9
8 r

⊂
N⋃

i=1

Br⋆(x0)− 3
16 r

(xi). (C.5)

Indeed, let y ∈ Br⋆(x0)+
9
8 r

and set z =
11
8 r

r⋆(x0)+
9
8 r
y. Since |z| ≤ 11

8 r, there exists i ∈ J1, NK such that

|z − xi| ≤ 1
16r. Thus by the triangle inequality

|y − xi| ≤ |y − z|+ |z − xi| ≤ |y|
∣
∣
∣
∣
1−

11
8 r

r⋆(x0) +
9
8r

∣
∣
∣
∣
+

1

16
r.

Since y ∈ Br⋆(x0)+
9
8 r

and since the 1
16 -Lipschitz property of r⋆ entails r⋆(x0) ≥ r⋆(0) − 1

16 |x0| ≥ r
3 − r

16 =
13
48r ≥ 1

4r, we have

|y|
∣
∣
∣
∣
1−

11
8 r

r⋆,ξ,L(x0) +
9
8r

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ r⋆(x0)−

1

4
r,

and consequently

|y − xi| ≤
1

16
r + r⋆(x0)−

1

4
r = r⋆(x0)−

3

16
r,

which concludes the proof of (C.5). We deduce from the sub-additive property of x ∈ R
+ 7→ xm and the fact

that for all i ∈ J1, NK, xi +B 1
8 r

⊂ B 3
2 r

 

B r
8

( 

B
r⋆(x0)+ 9

8
r
(x)

f
)m

dx .

N∑

i=1

 

B r
8

( 

B
r⋆(x0)− 3

16
r
(x+xi)

f
)m

dx .

 

B 3
2
r

( 

B
r⋆(x0)− 3

16
r
(x)

f
)m

dx,

which concludes the proof of (C.2) since the 1
16 -Lipschitz property of r⋆ entails for all x0 ∈ Br and x ∈ B 3

2 r

r⋆(x0)−
3

16
r ≤ r⋆(x) +

1

16
|x− x0| −

3

16
r ≤ r⋆(x) +

1

16
(
3

2
r + r)− 3

16
r ≤ r⋆(x).

Lemma C.2. Let x0 ∈ R
d and r ≥ 3r⋆(x0), f : Rd → R+ a measurable function. We have

ˆ

Br(x0)

( 

B⋆(x)

f
)

dx .

ˆ

B 67
48

r
(x0)

f, (C.6)

and
ˆ

B 17
12

r
(x0)

f .

ˆ

B2r(x0)

(  

B⋆(x)

f
)

dx. (C.7)
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By reverting from balls to cubes, this implies that there exists C ≥ 1 depending only on d such that for all
r ≥ Cr⋆(x0)

ˆ

Qr(x0)

(  

B⋆(x)

f
)

dx .

ˆ

Q2r(x0)

f, (C.8)

and
ˆ

Qr(x0)

f .

ˆ

Q2r(x0)

(  

B⋆(x)

f
)

dx. (C.9)

This constant C (which only depends on d and our upper bound 1
16 on the Lipschitz constant of r⋆) will be

used to define the best Lipschitz constant for r⋆ (cf. Definition 4.1).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that x0 = 0. Since r⋆ is 1
16 -Lipschitz, we have for all

integrable non-negative functions g
ˆ

Rd

( 

B⋆(x)

g
)

dx ∼
ˆ

Rd

g, (C.10)

cf. [50, (140)] (which relies on the construction of a Calderón-Zygmund partition of Rd based on r⋆). We
start with the proof of (C.6). Since r⋆ is 1

16 -Lipschitz and 3r⋆(0) ≤ r, for all x ∈ Br, r⋆(x) ≤ r⋆(0)+
r
16 ≤ 19

48r
so that B⋆(x) ⊂ B 67

48 r
. This yields (C.6) in form of

ˆ

Br

( 

B⋆(x)

f
)

dx =

ˆ
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(  
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f1B 67
48
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)
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(  

B⋆(x)

f1B 67
48
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(C.10)∼

ˆ

Rd

f1B 67
48

r
.

We now turn to (C.7). By (C.10),

ˆ

B 17
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r

f ∼
ˆ

Rd

(  

B⋆(x)

f1B 17
12

r

)

dx.

Since r⋆ is 1
16 -Lipschitz and 3r⋆(0) ≤ r, if |x| ≥ 2r, r⋆(x) ≤ r⋆(0) +

2
16r ≤ 11

24r ≤ 11
48 |x|, so that B⋆(x) ⊂

R
d \B 85

48 r
⊂ R

d \B 17
12 r

. Hence, exploiting the indicator function 1B 17
12

r
, the above turns into

ˆ

B 17
12

r

f ∼
ˆ

B2r

(  

B⋆(x)

f1B 17
12

r

)

dx ≤
ˆ

B2r

(  

B⋆(x)

f
)

dx,

that is, (C.7).
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