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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 < 0o
in dimensions d < 3, we are able to consider genuinely nonlinear elliptic equations and systems such as
—V - A(x)Q + |Vu|P~?)Vu = 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 > 1) in form of

=V -a(Vu(z)) = g(),

for some map a : R? — R and function g (which we shall take in conservative form later on). In the language
of conductivity, such an equation is obtained by combining

e a conservation law: V - ¢+ g = 0, where —q is the heat flux! and g some exterior forcing,

e with a constitutive law: ¢ = a(Vu), where u is the temperature field.

Lalthough —g¢ is the physical heat flux, we shall rather call ¢ the flux in this contribution.
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For a(§) = £, we recover the Laplace equation (linear heat conduction), and for a(§) = |£[P~2¢ 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

V- a(e, Vu()) = g(a),

with a : RExRY, (2, &) = a(x, ). 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 < g9 < 1 the scale separation parameter
of the “actual” model, ¢ the map when heterogeneities vary at the unit scale, and embed the problem at
physical scale 0 < g9 < 1 into the family of equations with arbitrary parameter € > 0

—V-a(%,Vue(x)) = g(x). (1.1)

Homogenization aims at characterizing the asymptotic behavior of the temperature gradient Vu. and of the
heat flux ¢. = a(Z, Vu,) in the regime 0 < ¢ < 1. These fields obviously have strong oscillations at scale ¢,
and, if any, convergence can only take place in weak norms (or, in physical terms, after local averaging) when
£ 1 0. The typical output is the existence of map a : R? — R? such that Vu. converges to Vi, g. converges
to ¢ = a(Va), and @ solves

—V-a(Viu(z)) = g(x). (1.2)

In this case, a 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
Vu, apply,as q- = a(z, Vue) —-V.g=g
{ 4 {
@ "Rl @ q=a(Va) ~V-g=g

Figure 1: Homogenization as a commutative diagram

The main motivation of the homogenization theory is to replace Vu., and g, by some effective quantities.
The above answer amounts to taking the weak limit of Vu. and ¢. as € | 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 (Vue,,g:,) by (V@,q), and whether we can reconstruct a posteriori the oscillations of
(Vue,, qe,) given (Va,q) 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 (Vue,, ¢z, ) at scale €g, see Theorem 2.2. The second
aim of quantitative stochastic homogenization is to characterize the random fluctuations of observables of
(Vue,, g, ), 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 I'-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 Olemnik, 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 @ : R? — R? we shall consider in this contribution. We assume
that a satisfies the following three properties: a(0) = 0 and there exist p > 2 and C' > 0 such that for all

1,6 €RY,
la(6) —a(&)|] < COA+[alP7? + &P )4 — &), (1.3)
(@6) —ale)) (6 - &) 2 gla &l (14)

Estimate (1.3) is a continuity or boundedness property, whereas estimate (1.4) is a monotonicity or coercivity
property. With a map @ we associate the monotone differential operator C2(R%) — C°(R?),v = V - a(Vw).
In view of regularity theory (see below) we also consider two strengthenings of (1.4), which read for all

£1,6 €R?
((E) - @) (6 -&) > Fla-&P+1a-&P) = Sl - &l (15)
(@) - @) @ -&) > Fal?+lel ) - el (16)
Let us give two examples. The p-Laplacian, that is, a : £ — [£|P72¢, satisfies (1.3), (1.4), and (1.6). The
p-Laplacian regularized at 0, that is, a : & — (1 + [£|P72)€, satisfies (1.3), (1.4), (1.5), and (1.6).
In this contribution, we shall say that an operator a : R? — R? with a(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 a is C*, one usually state these assumptions in form of: for some s > 0 and
for all £, h € R?, we have

ja(€)] < C(s> + €)=, |Dea(€)] < C(* + 1) T,  Dea(€)h-h > e(s® + €127 |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 Carathéodory? map a : R? x R? — R?, (x, &)
a(x, &), which is stationary and ergodic in the space variable (see Section 2.2 for details), and is such that
a(z,-) satisfies (1.3) and (1.4) for all z € R? almost surely (with uniform exponent p > 2 and constant C).
We consider the family of solutions {u.}.>o of (1.1) for a suitable forcing term of the form g = V - f with
f € LP(R%)?, in which case the natural solution space is the homogeneous Sobolev space

WhP(RY) = {v € WLP(RY) | Vo € LP(RY)}/R.

loc

2that is, measurable with respect to = and continuous with respect to &.
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Then, Vu. and ¢ = a(<, Vu.) converge weakly in LP(R%)¢ almost surely to Vu and ¢ = a(Va), respectively,
where @ € W1?(R?) solves the homogenized monotone equation (1.2) on R%, where @ : R — R? 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 a if we make more assumptions on a. The
answer is more subtle than one would expect. In general, if for all z € R?, a(x, )

e is quadratic, then a is quadratic (linear equations homogenize to linear equations);

e is a p-Laplacian, that is, if a(x,€) is homogeneous of degree p — 1 in £ and satisfies (1.3) and (1.4),
then (1.6) also holds, and, by scaling, @ is also homogeneous of degree p — 1 and satisfies (1.3) and (1.6)
(for some constant C');

e satisfies (1.3) and (1.5), then a also satisfies (1.3) and (1.5) (for some constant C);

e satisfies (1.3), (1.5) and (1.6), then @ 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 V - a(V) might not possess Cl**-regularity even if the monotone operator
V -a(-, V) 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 V - 4(V)
depending on properties of a, which we then apply both to the random and the homogenized operators.
There are essentially two classes of results:

e Standard growth conditions: If £ — a(£) is smooth, and @ is strongly monotone (that is, it satisfies (1.3)
and (1.6)), then V-a(V) possesses C*“-regularity and nonlinear Calderén-Zygmund theory, cf. [61, 69];

e Non-standard growth conditions: If £ — a(&) is smooth, and & is monotone and non-degenerate (that

is, it satisfies (1.3) and (1.5)), then V-a(V) possesses C*“-regularity and nonlinear Calderén-Zygmund

Q(dd:gl) (only active for d > 4), cf. [14]3.

theory provided 2 < p <

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:

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

3The new feature in [14], which establishes C**®-regularity for local solutions of V - a(Vu) = 0, is the largest range of

exponents 2 < p < % compared to previous contributions — more general results with right-hand sides and nonlinear
Calder6on-Zygmund theory hold true as well.
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e We need local regularity theory for the random operator, which (provided = — a(z, £) is smooth enough)
is automatic for 2 < p < 26%_31)
assume (1.6);

in view of the assumption (1.5), and follows from any p > 2 if we further

e In the random setting, we also need the condition 2 < p < % 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 C® regularity. The same holds in the scalar periodic setting

2(d—1)

in the range of exponents p > ==~ under assumption (1.6). In the (periodic or stochastic) setting in the

range of exponents p < 2?—:31), the homogenized operator does possess C1® 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
-V -A(Z)Vu. = V- f, -V -AVu = V- f, (1.7)

where A is a stationary and ergodic field of (say, symmetric for simplicity) matrices, which satisfies the
uniform bound %Id < A < CId for some deterministic C' > 0. The first quantitative estimates for this
problem started with the early contributions [30] by Yurinskii 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 wu. of the heterogeneous equation enjoys the same
regularity properties as the solution @ of the homogenized equation, albeit on large scales (with respect to
the heterogeneities). Since the homogenized equation has constant coefficients A, one can derive large-scale
C*a_regularity for all k > 0,0 < a < 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, (]), 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(xz,¢) = A(z, )¢ and a(€) = A(E)E,
~V-a(2,Vu) =V-f, -V-a(Va) = V-,

with the boundedness property éld < A(x,€) < CId for all z,¢ € RY, and the assumption that a(-,&) =
DeW (-, €) for some convex function & — W (-, ) (which, in the linear case, takes the form 1£- A£). A crucial
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feature of this model is that A 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 @ 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:

e 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 z € R? such that Vee(z) + & = 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]);

e 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 ﬁ (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),
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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 (z, &) — a(z,£) is a stationary and ergodic random monotone
operator of growth p > 2 such that a(-,0) = 0 and £ — a(-,§) satisfies (1.3) and (1.5) for a deterministic
constant C > 0, then there exists a monotone operator a of growth p satisfying a(0) = 0, (1.3), and (1.5),
such that for all f € LP(R%)¢, the unique weak solution u. € WP(RY) of

=V -a(%,Vuc(z)) = V- f(z) (2.1)
weakly converges almost surely to the unique weak solution u € Wl’p(Rd) of
—V-a(Vi(z)) =V - f(z) (2.2)

(that is, Vu. — Vi weakly in LP(R?)?), where the operator a is characterized in direction & € R? by
a(§) = E[a(0, Ve (0) +&)] (where E[-] denotes the expectation), and ¢¢ is the corrector, defined as the unique

almost sure distributional solution in VVli’f(Rd) of

—V-a(z,Vee(x) +§) =0, (2.3)
anchored at the origin via | g %c = 0, and whose gradient V¢ is stationary, has vanishing ezpectation
E[V¢e] =0, and satisfies

E[IVoe[*7] < I¢/247 = |¢f + ¢l (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(z,€) = A(z)(1 + [E[P72)E, (2.5)

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

Ve, € €RT: €0 A2)E 2 NP and |A()E] < [€]-

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 A, 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
Q= {A:R? - My()\)}, 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 — Y (A4). We say
that the measure P is ergodic if we have the implication: Y (A(- + 2)) = Y(A) for all z € R? = Y = E[Y]
almost surely. We say that a random field X : R? x Q — R¥ (for k € N) is stationary if for all z € R? and
almost all z € R? we have X (z + 2z, A) = X(z, A(- + 2)), where A(- + 2) : z — A(z + 2). (Note that the
expectation E[X (z)] of a stationary random field X does not depend on x € R? and we simply write E[X].)
We use the notation L9(dP) for the space of ¢g-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) = x * B(G(y)), (2.6)

where B : R — My is a Lipschitz map, G is a stationary centered random Gaussian field on R (that is,

E[G] = 0) characterized by its covariance function C : R — R,z + C(z) := E[G(2)G(0)], which we assume

to be integrable on R? (in the precise form of (B.1) and (B.2) in Appendiz B), and x : R? — [0,1] is a

smooth compactly supported convolution kernel (the convolution is taken componentwise). In particular, A is
2(d—1)

smooth (uniformly wrt to the randomness). We further require 2 < p < 5=~ in dimensions d > 44

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 § > 0 (which we should think of as
being ¢ in the upcoming result), set Ks := 6Z¢ and for all k € K5, we define the cube Qs(k) = k 4[4, )%
centered at k and of sidelength 26. We also consider a partition (1 )rex; of unity on R? with the following
properties: 0 < n, < 1,7, =1 on Q%(k), Me = con Qq_ Lys, Suppe C Qa2s(k), and |Vng| < €61 (for
some suitable ¢, C' > 0 independent of ¢). Given the solution @ of (2.2), we introduce local averages associated
with the partition of unity in form for all k € K5 of

fRd T]le_L
fRd ne

and define the two-scale expansion 2% associated with @ via

(Vﬁ)k75 =

W i=tte Y medvay,., (), (2.7)
kEKs

where ¢¢ denotes the corrector in direction ¢ € R? (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 + @(x) +edva(a)(£),
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(R?)?. Let the weight pg : R¥ — Ry (for k =1 and
d) be given by
d=1 : 14./]7

pa(z) = ¢ d=2 : log(2+|z|)2, (2.8)
d>2 : 1.

For all € > 0 we denote by u. € WHP(R?) the unique weak solution of (2.1), by @ € W'P(R?) the unique weak
solution of the homogenized equation (2.2), and by u2* the two-scale expansion (2.7) for the choice § = . If
the homogenized solution u satisfies Vu € L>°(R?)? and pgV>?u € L2(RY)4?, then we have

||V’U,€ - vﬂgsl|L2(Rd) < C&a Eud(%), (29)
where Cy 5 denotes a random variable that satisfies
E[exp(ccgﬁ)} <2, (2.10)

for some exponent a > 0 depending on d, p, A, and ||V oo (ray, and some constant c further depending on
|1a V2| p2(ray, but not on e.

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

e In the periodic setting, Theorem 2.2 holds without restrictions on p > 2 and with gy = 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 a 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 ).

e 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).

e 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 a in
Theorem 2.2 depends on || V|| Lo (ray 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).

e This result makes the a priori assumption that Vu € L>(R9)¢ and pgV>2u € L2(R4)4x*4:

— In the scalar setting, under Hypothesis 2.2, since a € C’ll’cl (ct. Corollary 3.2 below), the conditions
Vi € L®(R%)? and 11qV?u € L2(R?)?*4 are not restrictive and hold under suitable assumptions
on the right-hand side f, capitalizing on the results [14] by Bella and Schéffner.

— Since the above result is local in nature, this estimate holds on domains of R? on which @ has
the required regularity. In any case, if Vu develops some singularity somewhere, one does not
expect the two-scale expansion to be accurate in that region. This remark applies in particular to

2(d—1) (

d—3

systems, and to the periodic setting in the regime of exponents p > which does not imply

regularity of solutions of the homogenized problem).

e The restriction 2 < p < 26%_31) 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 a¢ := Da(-, £+ V) of the operator a linearized
at £+ Vg scales like 14|+ Ve [P~2 and therefore only satisfies E[|ag]| 7°2] < 0o 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 < oo is not
straightforward — see Sections 3 and 4).

2.3 Remarks on the strong monotonicity of a

Since the quantitative two-scale expansion of Theorem 2.2 is conditional to the regularity of u, it is worth

further investigating under which additional assumptions one could prove that a possesses good regularity

properties. In the range of exponents 2 < p < 2?:31), this is fine as already emphasized.

2(d—1)

Let us now discuss the case p > and assume that a satisfies (1.6) next to (1.4) and (1.5). If @ 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 D; the derivative with
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respect to the i-th entry of the vector £ € R? (so that D;a(x, &) := V¢, a(x,€)). Informal computations (that
are made rigorous in this paper) suggest that Da(§) = ae, where a¢ is the homogenized matrix associated
with the random coeflicient field

(£ +Voe) @ (E+ Vo)
€ 4+ Ve |?

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

ag = Da(,§ + Vo) = (1+ |6+ Ve /) A+ (p - 2)4 €+ Ve~ (211)

de > E{a?}il > )\]E[(l FE+ V¢E|P*2)*1} -

and amounts to controlling the harmonic average of 1 + |€ + V¢¢|P~2 from below (and therefore to have
information on the critical set of the harmonic coordinate x — & -z + ¢¢(z)). A second attempt is to consider
the specific direction - G¢£. Starting point is the (informal) minimization problem

g-a = _inf _ E[(€+ V) ag(€+ V)|

suitable Vi

= suitaillallz vwE{(g +VY) AL+ [§+ Ve ) (6 + VU))} :

Call V¢* a minimizer. By minimality of V*, the definition (2.5) of the monotone map a, and the corrector
equation (2.3), we then have

E-ace = E[(€+Ve')- A+ [E+ Ve ) (€ + Vy)]
= E[(€+Vée) - AL+ | + Voel ) (€ + V)]
= E[(¢+Ve") - al¢+Voo)|
D E[(€+ Voe) - AL+ 6+ Vo) + Voo)| 2 1.

In dimension d = 1, one directly has Da(¢) 2 1 + |£|P~2, which yields (1.6). For d > 1 this is different since
from the a priori estimate & - Da(€)¢ 2 |€2(1 + [£]P~2) we cannot deduce e - Da(€)e = |e|?(1 + |£[P~2) for
general e € R%, 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 @ satisfies (1.6) provided we have a quantita-
tive version of unique continuation, at least for periodic coeflicients (as essentially noticed by Cherednichenko
and Smyshlyaev in [22]).

Theorem 2.3. Let A be a Q-periodic Lipschitz matriz field. For all £ € R?, denote by e € WS;(Q) the
unique weak solution of

=V A(z)| Ve + €73 (Vipe + €) = 0.

Assume that for all € € R?, there exists r > 0 such that the r-tubular neighborhood T,.(€) = {z+ B, |z € C(£)}
of the critical set C(§) = {z € RY|& + Vpe(x) = 0} is such that R\ T.(€) is a connected set. Then there
exists C' > 0 such that @ 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(§) N @ is indeed a finite union of points) — but, in this setting, regularity for the
homogenized operator also holds because @ 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 a 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

~ o~

some universal constant C' depending on A, d, p (and possibly on further quantities displayed as subscripts).
We use <« and > for < % x and > C'x in the case when C' needs to be chosen large enough. Recall that for
all t > 0 and p > 2, we set t24P = ¢2 4¢P,

Throughout the paper, we use the short-hand notation <, 2 and ~ for < Cx, > Cx, and % x <. < (Ox for

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¢

~ V- A(Z)Vu(z) = V- f(2), (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 £ € R?, there erists a unique skew-symmetric random matriz field (0¢,ij)1<i,j<d;
which solves almost surely in the distributional sense in R the flux corrector equation

= Dogyj = 0i(al,§+ Ve) - e5) — 95(al-, € + Ve) - €i), (3.2)

which is anchored at the origin via [ 5 0¢ = 0, and whose gradient Vog is stationary, has vanishing expectation
E[Voe] =0, and is bounded in the sense

E[IVoel 7| < le***.
In addition we have
Vo =al(-,§+ Vee) —alf), (3:3)
where the divergence of a matriz field o is understood as (V - o¢); = 2?21 0;0¢ ij.

The proof of existence and uniqueness of o¢ 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 (¢, 04e) = t(de,0¢) (in the nonlinear
setting, the homogeneities of ¢¢ and of o¢ with respect to { 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 v, takes the simpler form
02 =0+ e¢i (1), (3.4)

€

where 7 solves the homogenized equation —V - AVs = V - f, ¢; denotes the corrector in the canonical
direction e;, and where we use implicit summation on the repeated index i. Since ¢;(£)0;v(z) = Pvs(2)(Z),
(3.4) corresponds to (2.7) in the limit 6 | 0. In this case, one can prove (making a crucial use of the
skew-symmetry of o — see the proof of Theorem 2.2 in our nonlinear setting) that v. — 92° satisfies the
equation

VARV — %) = £V - (A — 0)(2)VO0) (3.5)
(the factor & 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 (¢,c). In the nonlinear setting, we rather
expect a term of the form aspe — ¢ in the right-hand side of (3.5) (see the proof of Theorem 2.2 for the

precise statement). Note that agde (with az = Da(-, & + V), cf. (2.11)) and o, both scale like (|§|2&p)%1
(which has to be compared to the difference of scalings of ¢¢ and o¢ themselves, cf. Definition 3.1).

The main result on the extended nonlinear corrector (¢¢, o¢) is as follows. (Despite the above discussion,
we do not make a difference in the scalings of ¢¢ and o¢ wrt . 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 a > 0 depending on A, p, and d such that for
all K > 1 and & € R with |¢| < K the stationary extended corrector gradient V(¢¢,0¢) satisfies for some
constant cx > 0 (additionally depending on K )

E[ exp(ex |V (9e,0¢)|)| < 2. (3.6)

For all g € L?*(RY), averages of (Vee,Vog ;) display the CLT scaling® in the form

| [ oo vaa)| < ceo( [ 107)" 57)

where Cg¢ 4 is a random variable with finite stretched exponential moment
E{exp(cKOgg)} <2,

for some exponent a > 0 depending on p, A\, and d, and some constant cx > 0 further depending on K (but
all independent of g). This directly implies the following bounds on the growth of (¢¢,0¢): For all x € R¢,

[(¢¢,0¢) ()] < Cy gpral), (3.8)

where pq is defined in (2.8) and Cy ¢ is a random variable with the same stochastic integrability as Cg 4.

Remark 2. Under Hypothesis 2.1, for Q-periodic matrix fields A, the nonlinear correctors are bounded in
C12(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 V@ in the right-hand side of (3.5) (at the origin of the factor €) indeed comes for local differences

PV(e) — PVi(as) = 171 — T2|P T Vo),
[x]—z2]

5Indeed, for g = |Br| 115, , the right-gand side of (3.7) scales like ng.
R
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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 ¢¢ (and even less for o¢ 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
&1, & € RY with |&1], |&2| < K, we have for all z € RY,

|V(¢51 - ¢527051 - U&)(l‘” < CI751,52|§1 _§2|7 |(¢51 - ¢527051 - U&)(l‘” < CI751,52|§1 —§2|Md($),

where Cy ¢, ¢, satisfies for some exponent ax > 0 and some constant cx > 0 depending on A, p, d, and K,

E exp(cKnggl)&)} <2.

In particular, & — a(§) is locally C'I{.’é.

Remark 3. Under Hypothesis 2.1, for @-periodic matrix fields A, corrector differences are controlled by
&1 — & in CH*(Q) (no restriction on p > 2), and @ is CL! as well.
To prove such a result, we have to analyze the dependence of correctors with respect to the direction

&, 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 ¢ € RY set ag := Da(-, &+ V) (cf. (2.11)). For all e € R? there

exists a unique random field (;35,6 that solves almost surely in the distributional sense in R the linearized
corrector equation ~
~V-agle + Vaeo) = 0, (3.9)

anchored at the origin via fB &578 = 0, and whose gradient Vg?)gye is stationary, has vanishing expectation

E[Vée,] = 0, and is bounded in the sense of
E[IVae.el2(1+1€ + Vo)’ ™2] S (1+ P 2)lef

In addition, there exists a skew-symmetric random matriz field (0¢ c ij)1<i,j<d, which solves almost surely in
the distributional sense in R the linearized flux corrector equation

— Négeij = Oi(acle + Ve - e;) — djlag(e + Ve - ei), (3.10)

which is anchored via fB 0¢.e = 0 almost surely, whose gradient V¢ . is stationary and is bounded in the
sense ) ) )
E[I956 7] < (1+ Ig2) e,

and which satisfies the property ~
V- &E,e = ag(e + v¢£,e) — age,

where age = E[ag(e + V&&,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, §,e € R? with le] = 1 and |£| < K, the stationary
extended linearized corrector gradient V(¢¢ .c,0¢ ) satisfies for some exponent ax > 0 and some constant
cx > 0 depending on A\, p, d, and K,

B[ exp(cx|V(@g.e, 5.0)|")] <2 (3.11)

For all g € L?(R?), averages of (V¢Z57e, Vée.e) display the CLT scaling in the form

< Cea( [ 108)" (3.12)

where C¢ 4 s a random variable with stretched exponential moments E[exp(cKCg‘g)} < 2, for some exponent

‘ /g(vég,e, Vée.e)

ag >0 and some constant cx > 0 depending on p, A, d, and K. This directly implies that for all x € R?, we
have |(P¢e, 0¢,e)(x)] < Cpepalx), where Cy ¢ is a random variable with the same moment bounds as Cg 4.

Remark 4. Under Hypothesis 2.1, for Q-periodic matrix fields A, the linearized correctors exist and are
bounded in C1%(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 —V - a¢V (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 a¢ from above and below. In our genuinely nonlinear setting, these estimates are
difficult to establish since a¢ may be degenerate and unbounded (recall that the original proof of Meyers’

estimates argues by perturbation and requires that :;E‘Zi > 0, whereas we have :Eé?fs = 0 almost surely).
There are two reasons why :E;‘;i = 0: the degeneracy of a; and the unboundedness of a;. 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(z,-) 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[|a§|ﬁ} S 1+ [€)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 fBT(z) ag
sup JCBT(z) ag
(yet sufficient) Meyers’ estimate at scale r > 0 in form of: For u, g related via —V - a¢Vu = V - g, we have
for some Meyers’ exponent m > 2

/]Rd (]{gr(z) |Vu|2)%dx = (/]Rd (][Br(z) |Vu|2) dx)% + /]Rd (][Br(ar:) |g|2)%d$€. (3.13)

inf ag

> 0 into the milder requirement > 0 for some r > 0, which, in turn, would yield the weaker

sup ag
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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 B,.(z) in (3.13) be random and depend on the point * € R? We thus introduce
in Definition 4.1 the Meyers minimal radius r,, a random field on R? which essentially ensures that, with

nt.
the notation B, (z) = B, (4 (), S‘;mffi%)‘z

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 B,(z) replaced
by B,.(z)), we rely on the standard proof of Meyers’ estimates going through a reverse Holder inequality
and Gehring’s lemma. For uniformly elliptic equations, the reverse Holder inequality is a consequence of
Caccioppoli’s inequality and of the Sobolev embedding. Caccioppoli’s inequality for a¢;-harmonic functions u
(say, =V - agVu = 0 in the ball Byg centered at 0) typically takes the form

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

1
Vu-aeVu < ﬁ/ |u|2|a5|.
BR BZR

Assuming that [ 5., U = 0, the next step is to appeal to the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality fBZR lul? <
di2

R2(fBQR |Vu|d%) . The random coefficient lag| ~ 14 |[Ve + £[P~2 is however unbounded (and not

of the Muckenhoupt class), and the estimate (2.4) only yields fBQR |ag|72 ~ fBQR 14+ |Vee +&P S 14 (€7
provided 2R > r,(0) (as a consequence of the definition of r.). We thus need to first appeal to Holder’s
inequality with exponents (=£5, £) to upgrade the Caccioppoli inequality into

7203
1 g
Vu-aeVu < —2( |u|p) .
Br R Bar
2d

Then, assuming that p < 55, the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality yields the desired reverse Holder’s inequality

2
fBR Vu - aeVu < (fBQR |Vu|1’*) "™ with exponent p, = ddipp < 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
Schéffner [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 7y 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 coeflicients: the statistics
of a¢ (which drives the moments of ) are not given a priori (as opposed to the percolation cluster in [2], or to
the moment bounds on a¢ in [13]) but part of the problem — estimate (3.6), which is essentially equivalent to
the control of 7, in Theorem 4.9, is the very output of the analysis. Indeed, the coeflicients a¢ are a function
of Ve, 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 V¢ 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 V¢g¢. The desired control of the moments of 7, 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 P, supported
on Qg = [—é, é)d—periodic functions. The associated maps x — a(x, ) are therefore @ -periodic Py -almost
surely, and the corrector equations are posed on the bounded domain (7. The coupling between P and Py,
given in Lemma B.1 then allows us to infer results on P from corresponding results on Py, 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):

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

e Large-scale regularity for the operator —V - A(Z)V (both for solutions and for differences of solutions);

e Control of the fluctuations of observables of the form [ g-Vu. and [ g- A(£)Vuc (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
2(d—1)

homogenization kicks in (characterized by the size of the corrector). In our range 2 < p < ==~ 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 Schéffner (combined with the Cllo’cl regularity of & — a(¢)) ensures that —V - a(V)
does possess nice regularity theory (both in terms C1'® regularity and nonlinear Calderén-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 L?(R¢) to any L9(R?) with 1 < ¢ < oo (with the same convergence rate in €),
and in particular cover the natural L?(R?)-norm.
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Next to the large-scale regularity for the nonlinear operator —V - a(-, V), one may wish to establish large-
scale regularity for the linearized operator —V - a¢V. 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 < ¢ < oo by adapting the arguments of [50] to mildly unbounded coefficients (a¢ 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 Z. := (A(<) — A)Vuc, 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 Z. can be post-processed
into observables of the field and flux (the two corner-stones of homogenization), that is, [ g - Vu. and
[g- A(Z)Vu. — see below for the argument in the nonlinear setting. The theory splits into two parts. On the
one hand, fluctuations of the homogenization commutator =, can be accurately described by the fluctuations
of its two-scale expansion based on the standard commutator = := (A — A)(V¢ + Id), cf. [39, 38, 40]. On
the other hand, the standard commutator = 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 naive guess would be to define the nonlinear commutator as a.(Vu.) —a(Vue). This quantity
however does not weakly converge to zero since a 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 @ is differentiable): Since a.(0) = a(0) = 0, we have for all £ € R?

(2.6 =a(z. ) —a(z0) = ([ Dz, 90t)e, ale) = a(e)  al0) = ( / * Da(tgy).

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

Gradient field Constitutive law Minus flux Conservation law
multiply by [} Da(=,tVuc)d
Vi, tiply ij_> (£,tVue)dt qu(folDa(;,tVug)dt)Vua —V-q.=V-f
4 4 {
multiply by [! Da(tViu)d
Va Hiply by_Jo, DAVt 7= (J, Da(tva)dt)Va -V-q=V-f

Figure 2: Reformulation of the commutative diagram

In this way, homogenization can be concisely reduced to the single condition ( fol Da(z,tVue)dt)Vue —

( fol Da(tVau)dt)Vu. — 0, and we define the nonlinear homogenization commutator of u. as

Z.(f) = (/OlDa(é,tVus)dt)Vus - (/OlDEL(tVﬂ)dt)Vus. (3.14)

Let us argue that, as in the linear setting, the homogenization commutator contains both the fluctuations
of the field Vu. and of the flux a(Z, Vu.). We start with Vu. and consider fluctuations of the observable
f g - Vu.. We introduce the auxiliary map v solution of the linear equation

v. (/1 Da(tw)dt)*w —V.g, (3.15)
0
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(which we assume to be well-posed in this discussion — the notation * is used for the transposition). Then

we have
1 *
/ g-vu, 2 _ / ( / Da(tVa)dt) Vo - Vau,
0

31 _/v@ C(Ee(f) — a2, V)

(2D _/v@~55(f)—/V17-f,

so that the fluctuations of [ g-Vu. are given by those of — [ Vo -Z.(f) (since the additional term — [V - f
is deterministic). Likewise, for the flux we introduce the solution @ of

v (/01 Da(tw)dt)*vua -v. (/01 Dd(tVﬁ)dt)*g, (3.16)
and obtain
[oazvu) 2 [g-va) oz Vu) - [vos
1Y /(g—V@)-EE(f)—l-/(g—Vﬁ)) . (/01 Da(tVﬁ)dt)Vus —/Vm-f
L - ve)-zan - [va- s,

so that the fluctuations of [ g-a(<, Vu.) are given by those of — [(g— V@) - Z(f) (since the additional term
— [V - f is deterministic).

Next to the homogenization commutator of the solution, we introduce the standard homogenization
commutator, associated with the corrector. For all £ € R¢, we define

5 = (/01 Da(-, (€ + Voe))dt) (€ + Vi) - (/01 Da(t)dt) (€ + Voe). (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, 410] 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:
e The underlying probability law is Gaussian with integrable correlations;

e The monotone map a(x,¢) is a multiple of (1 + |£[P=2)¢, the randomness is multiplicative (in form of
a random matrix field), and the admissible range of p depends on dj

e The spatial dependence z — a(x,¢) is smooth on a deterministic level;

e 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,€) — a(z,&) = A(x)(1 + [£[P72)¢. 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=% of spatial averages fBT V¢ of the corrector gradient, which
essentially follows from the same property for a(z,£) — Ela(z,£)]. 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 [, |c(z)|(1 + |2|)~Pdz < co provided
0 < B < 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 < % for

2(d—1
)

Another setting would ensure that spatial averages of a(x, &) —E[a(x, £)] 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 coeflicients 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 C'*“-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.

scalar equations (but not for systems or for periodic operators in the range of exponents p >

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 &£, and multiplicative character of the randomness. To start with, we must
assume that £ — a(z, ) is twice-differentiable (for all z) 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(z, &) = p(A(x),&)¢ provided M — p(M,-) satisfies
|IDyp(M,E)] S 1+ [P~ and [Dpdep(M, €)| < 1+ [£[P~2. This holds for instance for

a(x,€) = x(x)ar(§) + (1 — x(x))az(§), (3.18)

where y : R? — [0, 1] is a smooth random field (with a sensitivity calculus and a suitable functional inequality)
and a; and az 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 < %). This is forced upon us to rule out the degeneracy of the linearized
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operator (cf. the critical set of V¢¢). 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 < %. 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:

e Only a local C“-control of the spatial dependence of a is needed for some « > 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 ¢ of the covariance function satisfies é(k) < (1 + |k|)~972" (for
some o' > «). Then x +— [|Al|ce(p(s)) 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.

e 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 C*-norm. Such a
control would also follow from a local broken C“-norm, so that one could in principle be able to deal
with some A (or x 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, (2]
and for monotone operators and p = 2 in [74]. The case p > 2 constitutes an interesting independent
problem.

e The state of the art of local regularity is as follows. For scalar equations, the structure can be quite

general, and only requires the Holder continuity of the map x — a(z,-) in the sense (see [61, Theo-
rem 13])
2
" »d
sup/ wip)» dp < 00, (3.19)
r>0J0 Pa 14
where

w:r € (0,+00) — ( sup ]{97‘(1) (a(yi) - (U«)m,r(g))Qdy)%7

€ER?, B, (z)CRE (|¢]+1)p—t

for some a > 0 and (a),,(§) == f5 @) a(y,&)dy. For systems however, we are restricted to quasi-

diagonal structures of the form a(z, &) = p(z, |£])€, for some p : R x R? — 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 Miiller [70], see also [12]), and may cause loss of ellipticity upon linearization (see [45] at the
nonlinear level, and [57, 19, 42, 50] 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 ay distributed according to the law Py given in
Definition B.1. In particular, for all L > 1, ar, is almost surely ) -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 ¢¢ and o¢ are necessarily @r-periodic fields almost surely, so that the
equations (2.3) and (3.2) can be posed on @ rather than R? — and likewise for the linearized correctors.
For all L > 1 we use the notation H}. (Qr) (resp. WLE(QL)) for Qp-periodic fields of H} (R?) (resp.

loc
V[/lif (R?)) 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 £ € R, L > 1 and ¢ > 0. If it ewists, the (Qr-periodic)
minimal radius v, ¢ 1.(-, ¢) is defined for all z € R via

. d ;
reer(0) iz eR — ylean (£*757L(y, ¢) + Llx — y|)7 (4.1)
where £ = 901\/3 A 15 (with C defined in Lemma C.2) and for all y € RY
— i P p
reern(y,0) = T:2§V§§V€N {VR >, ]iR(w |VelP < c(1+ ¢ )}' (4.2)

Remark 5. By Jensen’s inequality on the left-hand side and the inequality |£|? < 1+ |€[P on the right-hand
side, one can replace the condition in (4.2) by

f Vel < e(1+ [6P<).
Br(y)

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, ¢ (-, c) is a well-defined bounded random field if ¢ is chosen large enough.

Lemma 4.1 (Well posedness of 7, ¢ 1.). Let (z,£) € RExR? and L > 1. There exist two constants c1,cz > 0
depending on p and d such that, Pr-almost surely, r. ¢ 1 satisfies

f*,g,L(xv 02) < T‘*757L(.’L', Cl) < f*,g,L(xv Cl)v (4'3)
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and
£*7£7L(:17, 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 ¢ denote a constant depending only on d, A, and p, that may change from
line to line.

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

=V - (a(,£+Voe) —a(,§)) = V-al,§) in Qr,

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

][ Ve (@) (1 + €772 + [€ + Ve (2)[P~?)da < c][ €11+ [6[77) Ve

L QL

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

][ Ve (@) P(L+ [EP72 + € + Ve (2)[P~2)da < cl¢[*P.

L

By the triangle inequality in form of | + Ve (z)[P72 2 |V (x)|P~2 — [£]P72, and using the above twice, we
obtain

F IVoc)Prds < gk
QL

Assume that L is dyadic. Given now R > L, we cover Br by Np p < cd( )4 translations of Q (where cg
only depends on dimension), which we denote by QJL for 1 < j < Npg . This yields

][ Ve >P
Br(y)

1d Nr,L

[Brl | 27[ Vel

IN

1+ [57) = a1+ [€]7)

Cipa |BR| 3

for the choice ¢1 := ¢4|B| ™!, which only depends on d and . This yields (4.4). If L is not dyadic, we cover Bg
by cubes of sidelength 2! with I such that 2! < L < 2!*1 and obtain the result at the price of increasing c;.

Step 2. Proof of (4.3).

By definition (4.1) of r, ¢ 1, we have 7, ¢ (0) < r, ¢ 1(0) by testing the infimum problem with y = 0. Let
us now prove that there exists ¢z such that for all R > 1 we have the implication r, ¢ 7(0,¢1) < R =
7,e.0(0,c2) < R, from which we deduce (4.3). By definition (4.1) of ry ¢ 1, if 74 ¢ 1(0,¢1) < R, there exists
y € R? such that |y| < & and ey, c1) < R. This implies that Br C Bg(y) with R := (3 + 1)R so that

F Ve < B f Vo < (e
Br Bg

Hence, with ¢; := (4 4 1)%¢y, this yields r, ¢ 1 (y,¢2) < R, and therefore (4.3). O
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In the rest of the paper, the notation r, ¢ 1, refers to the minimal scales r, ¢ (-, ¢1) for which Lemma 4.1
holds. When no confusion occurs, we simply write r, for r, ¢ r, and use the short-hand notation B,(x) for

BT*,g,L(ﬂc)(I)'
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 < 6§ < d depending on d, p, and X such that for all (z,£) € R? x R, we have for all r > 0

Foles Vo Sanp (i) (45)
B,(z) r

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that x = 0. We use the short-hand notation p := r,Vr > r,.
By the hole-filling estimate (A.3) applied to the defining equation (2.3) for ¢¢, there exists 6 > 0 depending
on d and A such that

£ lerved < (2)7 f e vadr 5 ()7 f e ve

r

Using then (4.3) in form of p > 7,(0) > 1, ¢ 1 (0, c2), the definition (4.2), and Jensen’s inequality, this yields
the reformulation of (4.5)

d—§
f lee Vo < (8) @ +ien)

4.2 Quenched perturbative regularity in the large
4.2.1 Quenched Meyers’ estimate in the large

Recall that a¢ := Da(-, £ + V¢¢). The elliptic operator —V - a¢V has unbounded coefficients, whose growth
depends on the nonlinear corrector V¢: There exists (¢,C) € Ry x Ry, depending on A and p, such that
for all h € R?

c|hPpe < h-agh < Clhf e, (4.6)

where
frg =14 [+ Ve P2, (4.7)

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

ﬁ < d P
”MfHLﬁ(Br) Saxp r(1+€F). (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
m > 2 depending on d,p,\, and K such that for all ¢ € R? with |¢| < K, all exponents 2 < m < m, and all
Qr-periodic functions g and u related via

—V-aeVu= V- (9vR), (4.9)
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we have for all v > 0

]{Br (7{3*(90) |vu|2ﬂ5) %dx SK (]{32T (]fa*(z) |Vu|2u5) diﬂ) : + ]izr (]i*(z) |g|2) %dx. (4.10)
In particular, ) i
/L (7{3*@@ Wu'%)?dx K /L (7{3*@) |g|2)7dx' (4.11)

The same result holds with a¢ replaced by its pointwise transpose field ag.

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

Lemma 4.4 (Reverse Holder inequality). Let Hypothesis 2.2 hold. Set g = ﬁ. For all K > 1, all £ € RY
with |€] < K, all x € R, v > ry (), and all g and u related via

=V -aVu=V-(g/fig) in Bz, (2), (4.12)

1 B L X
(]{B%T(w)|VU|2N£)2 S (1+Kp)p2_P2(][Bl T(£)|Vu q*) + (][B - |g|2)27 (4.13)

17
12

we have

with 1 < g, < 2 given by

1_{1 for d =2, (4.14)
s

= 1 1 1
5—2—q+m fO’I’dZ?)

(The choice of g—g and % is convenient for the sequel, but obviously not essential.) The same result holds
with a¢ replaced by its pointwise transpose field ag.

Not surprisingly, this estimate follows from the Caccioppoli and the Poincaré-Sobolev inequalities. As
opposed to the case of uniformly bounded coefficients, the weight p¢ 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 < oo 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 g € [1,4+00), assume that ¢ > % if d > 3, and let q. be given by (4.14). For0 < p <o <
+00, v € WH(B,) and u € L} (RY), the quantity

loc
J(p,o,p,v) = inf{/ uv2|V77|2’77 €ClB,),0<n<1,n=11in Bp} (4.15)
Bs

satisfies
__2d _
J(p,0,p,0) S (0 —p)” 1 ||pllLas,\B,) (HVUH%Q*(BU\BP) +p 2||U|\%q*(30\3p)) : (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 z = 0 and | B, u = 0. We first apply
12

z-\Bar.

the Caccioppoli inequality (A.6) with p = pe and ¢ = % < % = ¢, and obtain with the notation (4.15)

/ VuPre < T(5r Tr, e, u) + / g2, (4.17)
BG Bl

s

<
~

s

&
[ed]
<



4.2 Quenched perturbative regularity in the large 26

We then apply Lemma 4.5 with exponent ¢ = ~£5 for d > 3 and ¢ = 1 for d = 2, to the effect that

ag "

_ 24
J(ig ,%r pe,u) S oA ||,UE||LQ(B% \Bgz, <|VU||Lq*(Bl7 \Baz, y |u|%q*(BHT\BﬂT))' (4.18)
12 48

Since 7 > 7,(0), (4.8) yields ||| £a( Biz \Baz,) S S (14+€1P) = r, whereas Poincaré’s inequality in L9 (Ba,\B;)

vields r=2[[ull 7. (5, \Bg, ) S HVUIILq*

6
=" 1"

(Byg \Bgg,)" Hence, (4.18) turns into

&
o0l

T (S, 3, e, u) S 77T LA+ EP)T [ VulFan 5y, \pep, )

6
=" 1"

Combined with (4.17), this entails

2
f, 1vukue s B Qe T (v e f
Bgr, Biz Bz,

12

»P‘m
o
<

which concludes the proof since, by definition (4.14) of g, —dz—fl + g —d+ i—f =0. O

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

Lemma 4.6 (Gehring’s lemma). Let s > 1, and let f and h be two non-negative measurable functions in
L (R?) such that there exists C > 0 for which for all v > 0 and x € R?

(]{w) fS)‘%‘ < O(]{BQT@)H (]{BW) h))

Then, there exists 5 > s depending on q and C such that for all v > 0 and x € R%, we have

(fBT(I) fg) g & ][BQT(I) U (][BQT(w) hg) k

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

]{BT (][B*(ac) |Vu|2,ug)dx N (]{32T (]é*(x) |Vu|2‘u5)q7*dx)ql* + ]{Bzr (]{3*@) |g|2)dx. (4.19)

If < 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 = |Vul?ue to the effect of

[, VuPue)assf 9uPue (4.20)
BT *(:E) BG?’V‘

N
ol

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

(4.13) , 2 )
£, Ve s el (f ) +f 4
B Biz Bz,

12 127

(%7) (1+ 7)== (]{32 (]é(z

r

A‘m
ol

]é% ][*m C@21)
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We then slightly reformulate the first right-hand side term using Jensen’s inequality in the inner integral
(since g+ < 2) and the lower bound pe > 1, so that

2 2

(f, £, o) < (f, (f, we)*an)*
= (7{92 (]é*m |Vu|2ug)%dx)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 i 0
fxl—>(][ |Vu|2,u§)2, h:xl—>(][ |g|2)27 s:q%>1.
B (z) B, (z)

This yields (4.10), whereas (4.11) follows by applying (4.10) for B, with r = @L, and using Lemma C.2, the
bound (4.4), the periodicity of the quantities involved together with the plain energy estimate [ or |Vul?ue <

Jo, 19l O

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 3 > 0 depending only on K and d such that for all € € R? with |¢] < K andr >0, all2 < m < m
(cf. Theorem 4.3), 0 < 2e < f and all Q-periodic fields g and u related via (4.9), we have

m
2

| wer@(f Value) o si [ wnnte)(f 1) da, (.23
L By () QL B ()

where for all x € Q,
€
we () = (1 n M) . (4.24)
r
The same result holds with a¢ replaced by its pointwise transpose field ag.

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 B > 0, depending only on d, p and K, and a constant cq > 1 with the following properties. Let
¢ € R with [¢] < K, and let u be a Qp-periodic function which is ag-harmonic in Qg(x) for some x € RY
and L > R > cqry(z), that is

-V - a:Vu =0 in Qr(z).

Then for all ro(z) <r <R,
[ el sk [ 19uPue (4.25)
Qr(z) Qr(2)

The same result holds with a¢ replaced by its pointwise transpose field ag.

Proof of Corollary 4.8 . Without loss of generality, we may assume that x = 0, r > r,(0), and that 2cr < %

with ¢ =3V @. By (C.6), (C.7), the Holder inequality with exponents (1, =) (with 7 as in Theorem
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4.3) and the unweighted Meyers estimate (4.10), we have with 8 :=d(1 — 1)

[ 1vutue < [ (vula
QT BC'I‘
©n

S 7 ][ (][ IVUIQ%) dz

BQCT B*(I)

m L

< Td( (][ |Vu|2u5) dx)m

Baer B, (x)

a1

P ( ]i A ]fg B Vultue) " ar)

(C.6)
Fo(f, vue)ae 5 G [ VaPee< G0 [ (VuPpe
B% B*(x) BE Qr

<
(4.10)
S

<
s
—~
3|
~—
3

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 Qr, the solution gradient decays algebraically fast away from the source in L2,
based on hole-filling. We then upgrade this L? estimate into an L™ 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. L? algebraic decay rate.
We prove that for all L > R > r > ¢4r.(0) and all g compactly supported in @, we have

/ VulPux < (3)° / 1912, (4.26)
QL\Qr Q

r

where 8 > 0 is defined in Corollary 4.8.
We proceed by duality, and write

/ VulP e = (sup/ h-uns)
QrL\Qr h JQL\Qr

where the supremum runs over functions h € L?(QL\Qr)? with ||h||z2(g,\n)s = 1. Consider such a test
function h (implicitly extended by zero on Qr) and denote by v the unique weak solution in Hg)er(Q 1) of

=V -a;Vu =V (hy/1zg), (4.28)

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

2
)

(4.27)

1

[ nevuvme =] [ aevoum] < ([ 102) ([ weine) (1.29)
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Since h vanishes on Qg, v is ag-harmonic in Q g, and the hole filling estimate (4.25) with exponent 8 yields
in combination with the plain energy estimate fQL IVolPue < fQL |h|?> and the assumption fQL |h)> =1

/ Ve < (2)° /Q Vo2 < (5)° /Q W = (2)°. (4.30)

r

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

Step 2. L™ algebraic decay rate for 2 < m < m.
In this step, we prove that, with Cy = 4C' V ¢4V 16 (and C' > 1 as in (C.8)), for all L > R > 2r > 2Cyr,(0),
and all g compactly supported in Q,, we may upgrade (4.26) to

m
2

/QL\QR (]{3*(1) |W|2“5) de S RITHE)(3)°% (/ Iglz) (4.31)

r

for all 2 < m < m, where m is the Meyers exponent of Theorem 4.3.
Let J € N be such that 2/R < L < 2/*'R. By writing Qr \ Qr = (Qr \ Q275) U U'jjzl(QQjR \ Qai-1R)
(with the convention that the second union is empty if J = 0), it is enough to prove that forall 1 < j < J+1,

we have " .
/ (£ IValue) "o g @R (75 ([ 1oP) " (432
Q27 myar \Q2i-1p B, (») Qr

Indeed, for all m > 2, d(1 — F) — 3% < —f, 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 B, and Ba, by @, and Q¢,,, respectively (for some C; depending only
ond). Let 1 < j < J be fixed (the case j = J+1 can be treated similarly). We partition Qq; \ Q21 into
the union of cubes {Q*}r—1 . n of side- length & L 23R for some C5 to be fixed later (the number N of such
cubes then depends on d and Cs, but not on j or R) to the effect that for all m > 2 we have

/ (][ |Vu|2,u§ Tz = Z/ ][ |Vu|2u£) ? da. (4.33)
QQ]‘R\QQJ'*IR B*(;E)

By Theorem 4.3, forall 2<m <mand 1 <k <N,

fk (7@*@) |W|2M5>%dx s (][k (7@*@) Vulpe) dx)% + ]ék (7@*@) |9|2)%d$, (4.34)

where Q¥ O QF denotes the cube of side- length & €127 R centered at the center xj, € Qo \ Qai—1 5 of QF. We
now control the two right-hand side terms of (4. 34) On the one hand, by the ¢-Lipschitz property of r, and

the assumption R > 2Cyr,(0), for all z € QF, we have |z| < |xx| + @g—;WR < @(14— g—;)WR, and therefore
re(z) <me(0) + 2] < R(zg + 042271+ &)). (4.35)

Recall the constant C' in (C.8) and that C7 only depends on dimension. We now choose Cs := 8C4. For our

choice Cy = 4C V ¢q V 16 and R > 2Cyr,(0), and since 0 < £ = 901\/3 A %6, we have g—;WR = 2973R and
1 1 1 1 4
C(— Ndoig —)<C— —_9i(1 < 943
20, T2 U g)) s CGe e gl s

which, by (4.35), entails C—;QjR > Cry(z), condition under which (C.8) yields

/ (][ |Vu|2u5)dx§/ |Vu|2u5,
k B, (x) QF
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where Qk denotes the cube of side-length %2j+1R = 2072R centered at z, so that Qk mod LZ?* C
Qai+1rar \Q2i-25. Hence, by (4.26),

[ (F  wupue)ars [ Value S ()" [ ol (4.30
Q B*(;E) QQJ‘JrlR/\L\QQj*?R Q

s

On the other hand, the same argument implies

L} 1)z | o2 =0, (.37
Q B.(z) Qaj+1par\Rai—2p

where we used that g is supported in @, and r < £. The claim (4.32) then follows from (4.33), (4.34), (4.36),
and (4.37), and the identity |Q*| = (273 R)%.

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 > 2Cyr,(0) and
all2 <m < m,

1

m 1 . K
(/QL\QR (][B*(I) |VU|2‘uE) 2 dx) h s (/QL\Q% (][B*(z) |g|2) 2 dx) "
' (/QR(%*(O))BTWL (]{3*(1) |9|2) 7dfzr) T(438)

Let N € N be such that 2¥Cyr,(0) < R < 2N¥*1Cyr,(0) (note that N > 1 since R > 2Cyr.(0)). We
decompose g as g = Zfio g; with gg := ILQc 0> 9i 1= gllQZicd“(U)\inflcd”(o) forall1 <i< N —1, and

gN = g]IQL\Qszlcdr*m)' By linearity (and uniqueness of the solution) of the equation, we have u = Z?LO Uj;

where u; denotes the (unique) weak solution in H}. (Qr) of

-V a5Vui =V- (gi,/ug).
By the triangle inequality, we then have for 2 < m < m,
RN 3\
([ (f wepw) an)" < ([ (f DuPu) an)" @)
Qr\Qr B, (x) i—0 QrL\Qr B, (z)
We start by estimating the term for ¢ = N, for which we use the Meyers estimate (4.11) to the effect that
1 (4.11)

(/@(Ji*@)'V“N'?“f)%dx)m S (/QL(]é*(m)mNP)%dx)ﬁ

We then reformulate the right-hand side using the support condition on gny. For € Qan-2¢,,, (0), since

zzgcl—ﬂAllG,021,N20,and0d216,wehave

r(@) < 70 (0) + L] < r(0)(1 + 022V =20y) < 2V 20y, (0)(2 + 1) < 2V 3Cur,(0),
so that we have the implication

Yy € Bi(z) = ye Qv 20,1, (0) (r) = ye Qan-10,r, (0) (0) = gn(y) =0.
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Since R < 2V 10y, (0) = 4 x 2N =1Cyr,(0), Qg C Qan-1¢,r, (0); and the above implies

(/QL (7@*@ ACUDKORE (/QL\Q% (7[34@ o) " de) ™ (4.40)

We then turn to the contributions for 0 < i < N — 1, for which we appeal to (4.31) with r = 2¢Cyr,(0) >
Cyr,(0) and R > 2N Cyr,(0) > 2r, and obtain

m (4.31) ™ ™
Lo mubu) @ s RGP 6p)
Qr\Qr B, (x) Qr\Qr/2

—_m m T x g
S ROTDGPT( [ (RO Rey)
Q7‘\Qr/2

m
2

=l

m
2

=l

We then appeal to (C.9) (which holds for r since r = 2¢Cyr,(0) > 2¢/Cr,(0) by definition of Cy), to Jensen’s
inequality, and to the Lipschitz regularity of r, in form of r.(x) < r4(0) + |z, and get

m 1
o (o o) "00)”

(C.9)

2om 8 o (0)1 &
s rE@U[ R )’
27 B*(I)

m 1
2—m B 1_1 . B 2 m
i (2r)" 5’(/ (][ (M) F g (y)Pay)  da)
2r B, (x)

m

e ([ e (f ) )"
" * T

m 1
Bgm=2.;_ z|+7, Bm 2 m
@i+t ([ (RO (L g2) Tdr) " (4.41)
Qr B, (x)

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

Step 4. Proof of (4.23).

If L < 2Cyr.(0) < 2C4L, then the weight is essentially constant: for all x € Qp, wre(z) ~ (1 + %)8, and
the conclusion (4.23) is obviously satisfied. In the rest of this step we thus assume that L > 2Cyr.(0). Let
2Cyr«(0) < r < L (the case 0 < r < 2Cyr,(0) reduces to the case r = 2Cyr.(0) by homogeneity). Let N € N
be such that 2V Cyr, (0) < L < 2V*+1Cyr,(0) and let Ny < N be such that 2N0Cyr, (0) < 7 < 2N+ Cyr, (0).
We then have

1

AN
=y)
L
|
3
=l

A

IN

m
2

we () ][ |Vu|? e *dw :/ we () ][ |Vulue )~ de
/L : ( B.(@) ) Q ’ ( B.(2) )

2N0 Cyry (0)

N-1 m
2

2i+1C 7, (0) \in Cyrx(0)

+/ w%T(:v)(][ |Vu|2u5)?dx. (4.42)
Qr\QyN ¢y, (0) B (z)

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

sr Swi(0) Swgp(x) Voedy,
Q2N0Cd7‘*(0)
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so that by Theorem 4.3

/Q wg,r(:c)(]i*(w) |Vu|2ug)%d:v we »(0) /QL (]i*(w) |9|2) da

2No ¢ g7y (0)
[ esn@(f 1oP)*an (1.3
QL B (x)

We now estimate the right-hand side sum of (4.42). For all Ny < ¢ < N — 1, we combine the bound
~ 250=No) with (4.38) to the effect that (using that 2 < j3)

SE

N

N

We . .
5T | Qpit1 Cyrx(0) \Qyi Cyrs(0)

(f wsn@(f,  ulue)as)”

2i+1Cyry (0) \Qai Cgrx(0)

m 1
< zﬁuﬁvo)(/
Q

(f,.,wne) )’
B, (z)
(4.38),2¢<8

m L
QL\in*QCdT*(O) B, (x)

m 1
£ (j— x|+7y em 2 m
om0 g (f we)Te)T e

20C s (0)

L \Q2i Cgrx(0)

For the first right-hand side term of (4.44), we use that for all x € Qr \ Qai-2¢,r, (o) We have 25(i=No) <
2-5(=No)y_ (z), so that

m L m L
2%@—%)(/ (][ |g|2) 2dx)m < 2—%1'—%)(/ w(][ |g|2) i dw)m. (4.45)
QL\Qgi-20,r, (0) B (x) Qr B, (x)

For the second right-hand side term of (4.44), we rather use that for all € Qic,,, () We have by definition
of Ny and since m > 2

RONN(FEF 5 2N (G
< 2§(i—N0)2—8(i—N0)(|CE|+TT*(0))a < 2_%(i_N0)wa7r($),
so that
m L m L
2 ([ (plmy# (f eP) ) s 2w ([ w (f 0 loP) )
incdm(o) B.(») QL B, (x)

(4.46)
Summing (4.44)—(4.46) over i form Ny to N — 1 we then obtain

N-1

>/ cr(f, watn)far s [ w(f o) Tan

1=Np Q2¢+1 Cyr«(0) \in Cqr«(0)

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

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 v > 0 depending on d, A, and p, and for all
K > 1 there exists a constant cx > 0 depending additionally on K (and all independent of L > 1) such that
for all £ € R?,

Er|exp(exr, ¢ )| < 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 m > 2, 6 > 0, and 8 > 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 ¢ € R? with |¢| < K, and all 7 > 1 and 0 < 7 < 1, the random variable Fe = fBT Ve satisfies

SR

3 a=s
Er [|f5|2q} " Sk g B [rjfgﬂ ’ (4.49)
forallg>1+ %, where
d+1)(m— r(d—§
€ = (g) A (( +1)§ 2)) A (4((1773). (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, ¢ 1 (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 V¢,, which we combine with Proposition 4.10 and the bound r, < r, to buckle
on moments of r,, and therefore on 7, in the second step.

Step 1. We claim that there exist § € (0,1) and ¢ > 0, depending on p, d and X such that for all dyadic
R € [1,L] and all exponents g > 1,

Prlr, = R] < ¢’Eg H ]{3 Voe pq] (4.51)

Assume that r, = R. By the definition (4.2) of r,, we then have
a+1Er) = £ Ve, (4.52)
Bar

]i Voel? > eall+lel?). (4.53)

2

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

inf][ Lige() — 0 + = loe() —nPP 2 1+ [P, (4.54)
neR Jpo

which we shall use in the stronger form

inf 2= - > 1 P, 4.55
o, mr|0¢(@) = 0" 2 1+ ¢ (4.55)

Indeed, by Jensen’s inequality, with the short-hand notation a := inf,cr fBR 25| (z) — P, (4.54) yields

ar +a 2 1+ |£[P so that o 2 1, which implies o > ¥, whence the reformulation (4.55).
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Let € (0,1) (the value of which we shall choose below), and set cg := f fBeR(z) ¢¢(y)dy dz. By the
triangle inequality and Poincaré’s inequality in LP(Bpg), we obtain

de(z) — ]{%R(m) ¢5}pd$ + ]iR w

. p
i f gloc—il 5 f fo ve-eras
Br BeR(w)

neR Br
< o ][ Ve () [Pdac +][ ][ V(bg’pdx. (4.56)
Bar Br ' JBor(z)
Combined with (4.56), (4.55) turns into
1+ ¢ 91”][ Ve |P +][ ][ vgbg}pda:. (4.57)
Bar Br '/ Bgr(x)

Using now (4.52), we may absorb the first right-hand side term into the left-hand side for # small enough
(independent of R), and therefore conclude that for some ¢ > 0 (depending only on d, p, A)
1

{r.=R}C {]{BR ]{%R(z) V¢5‘pdx = -1+ |§|”)},

which yields (4.51) by Markov’s inequality and the stationarity of Ve.

Step 2. Buckling argument.

Fixr::l—j__g:#ié>0, to the effect that
d—¢6 o T 0 A1) (2
=d-<, 1-—-=1——_ = (Dn=2)y A (8
-7 2 2 2ea—sy -0 2 NE

For all dyadic 1 < R < L, by (4.51) and by Proposition 4.10 with this choice of 7 and » = §R, we obtain for
all ¢ with ¢& > 1+ L

5
1- 2(2d—3)

— & _
]1 ot (2 A qBIRBIE, {L(d*%)%ﬂ . (4.58)

_sye
Prlr, = R] < ckq? "R 39K, [Tid 2)54

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

—+oo

Eofr, D8] < 14 Y@ Diepp, =27
n=1
(4.58) b d-3)2q] LTI XN o (- 8)qEno—dg?
< L g R [r, D] PRl
—_—
n=1

— 9~ fan
5
1- 2(2d—3)

< 1+c‘}(qq%EL {Z*(dfg)%q}

. P . . . . PR . . d+1
Since both terms of this inequality are finite, this gives by Young’s inequality provided ¢§ > 14 I
1
Er {L(d’%)%q} TS erg” T,
from which the stretched exponential moment bound (4.48) follows with ~ := g (cf. Lemma B.4), which is

not expected to be sharp. O
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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 F¢ (this will be further used in the proof of Theorem 3.1),
which we define, for some given g € L2(Qr)? (extended by periodicity on R%), by

Fe = / Ve - g.
Qr
We then argue that for all z € Qp,
OuFe = / |ao(§ + Vo) ® Vul, (4.59)
B(z)

with the short-hand notation ao(¢) := (1 + |[¢|P~2)¢ and where u is the unique weak Qr-periodic solution
(with zero average) of

-V-aiVu=V-g (4.60)

(recall that a; 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 0 A a coefficient field supported in B(x)
(and extended by Qp-periodicity) such that [0 Al ge) < 1. We let h be small enough so that A + hdA is
uniformly elliptic, and define

Fe(A+ hoA) — Fe(A)

oM Fe o ;
shge = LA ha;?) — A (4.61)
1
al = /0 Da(-, € + tVoe(A + hdA) + (1 — t)Vee(A))dt. (4.62)

By the definition of F¢, we have 6" F; = fQL V" ¢e - g, and we need to characterize §"¢¢. By the defining
equation (2.3), we obtain

= V- (@l € + Vo + hV8"0) — al & + Voe) ) = hV - 64ao(¢ + Vo (A + hiA)), (4.63)
which we rewrite, by the fundamental theorem of calculus and the definition of a’g, as
— V- afV' e = V- 5Aac(€ + Ve (A+ héA)). (4.64)
Assume that 0" ¢, converges weakly in HL,.(Qr) to the solution d¢¢ € HL,.(QL) of
— V- aeVipe =V - 0Aas(§ + V). (4.65)

Then limp, o 8" F¢ = 0F¢ = [ g Vépe, which we now rewrite by duality. Testing (4.60) with d¢¢ and then
(4.65) with u, we obtain

5 Fe :/Vu-&Aao(§+v¢£)v
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and the claim (4.59) follows by taking the supremum over § A. It remains to argue in favor of the convergence
of §"¢¢ to d¢¢, which actually holds in C1*(Qr). First, recall that {¢¢(A + hdA)}, is a bounded set in

Ch*(Qr) by Lemma A.3. By testing (4.63) with hé"¢¢, we obtain by monotonicity

/ Ve (A + hoA) — Ve (A) + [V (A + h6A) — V(AP < b2,
Qr

so that Vgg(A + hdA) — Vge(A) in LP(Qr), and therefore ¢¢(A + hdA) — ¢¢(A) in C1*(Qr) by Arzela-

Ascoli’s theorem as claimed.

Step 2. Application of the logarithmic-Sobolev inequality: For all ¢ > 1,

1 .
B[] < at+ K7L ( [ n@t ([ 9uPue)ae) ]
7] (@ ([, [Tulne) i) |
Since E[V¢¢] =0, by (B.9) and (4.59), we have for all ¢ > 1

Er [f?qf S qEL[(/QL (/B(z) |ao(§+V¢5)||Vu|)2d:r)q}é.

By Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality, the definition (4.7) of p¢, and (4.5), we have for all x € Qp,

([, loete s voolivul)’

< / € Vgel2(1 4 € + Vo P2) / IVl e
B(x) B(x)

(4.5) deé 5

< [P () /B | [Vule

The claim (4.66) then follows in combination with (4.67).
Step 3. Proof of (4.49).

For 0 < 7 < 1 given, we define ¢ as in (4.50), and set m := 2+ 2= to the effect that m < m and

at1
Since r, is %—Lipschitz and r, > 1, we have

[ or@ (9P < [ (f Ve d,
Qr B() QL “B@)

m—2

(4.66)

(4.67)

d+1.

so that by (C.9) combined with the estimate r, < L, with periodicity, and using again the Lipschitz-continuity

of r,, we obtain

[ @ (£ Walne)ar s [ r@ (£ vuPae)a.
Qr B(z) QL B, (z)

||

Inserting the weight (1+ @)% (1+ 21)=%  and using Holder’s inequality in space with exponents (

T

followed by Hélder’s inequality in probability with exponents (== %), (4.66) turns into

-7

e ]
=) s (= T L= ) a3z
SEL[(/QL(HIT_I) a0 da) mz(/?LT(1+ ITI)E(]@AMWI%) Taz) "]

<mu[(f, 0o o an) T TR (f asBr(f, i) )]

m
9

2

mnEZ)

(4.68)
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By the change of variables T ~» x, Jensen’s inequality in space provided ¢ > =5 = 1+ %, and the
stationarity of r,, we control the first right-hand side term of (4.68) by
P T d—s- 1=
EL[(/ (1+ I:—I)_d_lr*(x)vﬁz(d_‘s) dx) m(liT)} < rd%EL {riﬁ} ‘. (4.69)
QL

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 \/% g+/fte) with weight we , since

B.
ESE

maf(f o (f ) o)) s m]([ s (f,wek) )T

Using that #ig < 1, Jensen’s inequality for the local integrals, the Lipschitz continuity of r, in the form of
SUPg, (¢) W2e,r S INf B, () W2e,r, and (C.10), we have

[ wwr@(f 1) s [ gt = [l st [
QL B*(m) QL *(LE) QL B,

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

.

m 2 4. . z
EL[(/ (1+@)8(][ |Vu|2u£)2dx)n”q}q <k r_2d+%dEL[r;%q]q. (4.70)
QL B (x)

e T a—s 451(117')
By (4.50) and our choice m = 2 + dzfl, % < %, we have Ej, [r;’”q] ' <Ep [TEI’T} ) by Holder’s

inequality. Using (4.50) again, this time in form of ig;:g; < %, and the lower bound r, > 1, (4.70) finally
turns into
|| 2 \% \mri]a 2d+2d ¢f=2] 2
E. {(/ (1+ 7)5(][ |Vl Mg) d:v) } Sy v R, [7‘*1’7] . (4.71)
QL B*(z)
The claim (4.49) then follows from (4.68), (4.69) and (4.71). O

4.4 Annealed Meyers’ estimate

The annealed Meyers (or perturbative Calderén-Zygmund) estimates introduced by Duerinckx and Otto in
[10] (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 k := w >0
(where m is the Meyers exponent of Theorem 4.3 depends on d,p,\, and K ). For all ¢ € R? with |¢| < K,
and for all Qr-periodic random fields g and u related via (4.9), we have for all exponents 2—k < g,m < 2+k
and 0 < 6 < %,

/QL EL{(][B(JC)|VU|2M5)%}%CZI <x 5—%|1og6|%/QL ELK]i(m) 9°) Q(T)}“l—%dz. (4.72)

The same result holds with ag¢ replaced by its pointwise transpose field ag.

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 Calderén-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 < g < m < oo, let F,G € L1N L™(Q) be nonnegative Q-periodic
functions and let Cy,Cy > 1. Assume that for all balls D (of radius < L) there exist measurable functions
Fpy and Fpa such that F < Fp1+ Fpa and Fpo < F 4+ Fp 1 on D, and such that

(][DFEIM)% < Ol(][c()DGq)%v (][&)DFBE)% < 01(][E)F1q),2)%-

Then, for all ¢ < s <m,

1 1
(/ FS) s Sco7cl)q)s7m (/ Gs) s )
QL QL

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(z) using [10, Lemma 6.7] in the (slightly more general) form of

Lemma 4.13. Let r, be a stationary random field satisfying Er, | exp(crs)| < 2 for some a > 0 and ¢ ~ 1.
Set By(x) := By, (2)(x) for all x € Q. For all f € C3g,(Qr; L>(dPL)) and 1 < q1 < g2 < 00, we have

(1) for allr > qu,

a2 1

(/QL ]ELK]{B*(I)IfP)q?]mdx)E < (q_ll_%)(%%)%(q%_%)%é(/@ ]ELK]{B(I)VP)%]T)E;

(i1) for allr < qu,

a2

(/Q,_ ELK][B*(@VP)%}HCM)é > (%_(11_1) %éhc(%_ql_l)(ﬁé)(/QLELK]{B(I)Lﬂg)%}T)E;

where we have set ((t) := log(2 + %), and the multiplicative constants depend on q1,qs, .

The proof of this result is identical to that of [0, Lemma 6.7], noting that the assumption Er, [exp(%rﬁ)} <

2 can be weakened to Ef, [exp(%ro‘)} < 2 for any a > 0 at the price of adding a dependence on « in the

*

multiplicative factors in the estimates, and R? can be replaced by Qp.

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 < g < m < m, we have

/LELK]{B*@) |W|2u£)%ﬁdx e /LEL[(]{BS*M |g|2)%ﬁd“’ (4.73)

with the short hand notation Bs, () := Bs,, (2)(z).

Let 2 < ¢ < m; < m. Let D be a ball centered at z € @Qr and of radius 0 < rp < L, we define
D, = B,,v(2r.(x))(z), and let N be the smallest integer so that D, C Qnz. We then decompose u as
u=up,1 +up,2, where up ; is the Qnr-periodic solution of -V -a¢Vup 1 =V - 9/lelp, . Note that up 2

is ag-harmonic on D,. We start with the control of up ; and claim that

el momsts) Yozl [ (o) el
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Assume first that rp > 2r.(x), so that D, = D. By taking the expectation in Theorem 4.3, we have

a a1
[d(f, oot v <l [ (f, o)
D B (y) NL B.(y)
(4.11) 4
S E [/ (][ |9|2]1D) dy}.
QNL B (y)
By the 11—6-Lipschitz property of r,, we have the implication for all z € B,(y)
ly—z[22rp = |z—a| 2|y -zl —1u(y) 2 ly — 2| = (re(2) + 55ly — 2])
15 151
2 1—6|y—$| —r(@) 2 (¥ — 3

so that (4.74) follows for rp > 2r,(z) in the stronger form

/D]EL[(]{B*@) |VUD’1|2”§)%}dy S EL[/QD (]{B*(m |g|2)%dy]'

If rp < 27, (z), then supp re S infp re, Di = By, (2)(7) =: Ba,(7), and a plain energy estimate yields

[l o) Jon sl ([, wuniin)”

NL

s [phe ([ 0F) ] s mfol(f W)

and it remains to turn the right-hand side into an integral over D. For all y € D, we have r,(y) >
ro(z) — %TD > Tr,(x), and therefore for all z € Boy(2), |2 —y| < |z — 2| + |z — y| < 4r.(z) < 57.(y),

8
to the effect that Ba,(z) C Bss(y). Recalling that supp, 7y < infp ry, this implies the following stronger form

of (4.74)
/D B [(]{Ez*(y) |VUD’1|2N£) T}dy S Er [/D (][Bs*(y) |g|2) Tdy]

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

m‘,ﬁ

2*(1

(f, B l(f, , Foan) ] Fa)™ < (£ l(f,  iwomsri) ).y

The starting point is the Minkowski inequality: Since % >1,

1 1 my a1

(f l(f, vt TRa)™ < mil(f (£, moals) *a) ¥]F

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

][éD (]{B*(w |VUD’2|2N£)%dy s (][@ (]fs*@) WUD’me) dy)% i ][@ (][B*(y) o0t - ﬂD*))%dy'

1

Since for all y € 1D, one has r.(y) < r(z) + =370 < 3(rp V (2r.(2))), B«(y) C D, and the second
.7

right hand side term vanishes identically. Combined with (4.76) and Jensen’s inequality in space (using that
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4 > 1), this entails

mi1 1 1

(][épEL[(]{g*(y)|VUD’2|2“f)qg}qldy)m < ELK][@(7{3*(@,)|qu’2|2”5)®)?]%

1

Er {][in (]iuy) |qu’2|2M5)% dy} ",

A

IN

from which (4.75) follows.
a1 a1
We are in the position to conclude. Setting F': x — Er, [(fB*(x) |Vu|2u£) 2 } T Gix—EL Kst*(z) |g|2) 2 ] W

a1 a
Fpi:z—=Ep [(fB*(w) |VuD71|2u£) 2 } a ,and Fpo:x — Ep, [(fB*(m) |VuD)2|2M£) 2 ] ql’ 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: Forall2<g<m<mand 0 <r < %,

atr m

/L Er K]i(z) |Vu|2,u§)%} %dx <k r’g—f|logr|2(?ﬁw /L E; [(]i(z) |g|2)7} . (4.77)

Step 3. Proof of (4.72).
First, we show that for all m' <m <¢g<2and 0 <7r < 1,

/LEL[(]{M) |vu|2u§)%ﬁdx <wx r~ | logr| “F /LEL[(]{B@) |g|2) ? }‘“‘dx. (4.78)

Indeed, by duality we have

m

(, Bl(f,, 1w o) = sl [ vt

where the supremum runs over maps h € Cpe(Qr, L(dPr))? such that [, Er [(fB(I) |h|2) 7} 7z = 1.

For such h, denote by vj, the unique @ r-periodic solution of —V - azVuv, = V- (hy/pig). Testing this equation
with u and the defining equation (4.9) for u by vy, we obtain (using periodicity in the last equality)

/Lvu-h\/u—g_/QLwh-g\/u—g_ /QL(][ I)Vvh~g\/u_£)d:17.

B(

q—Tr

By Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality on B(z), followed by Holder’s inequality with exponents (¢ — r, ﬁ) on

Q1 and with exponent (m,m’) in probability, this yields
m 1 (Q*"‘)/ m’ 1

o] < ([, wel(f, 2) )T o) () wel(f, o) ) )

we may apply (4.77) to Vuy, to the effect that

Since (q — 'I")/ — q/ = ((1_1)(27_1_7‘),

[, 9o

m/— L = o #
s S ()T ) (], B, )
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from which (4.78) follows by the arbitrariness of h and the identities "5;7:/2 = 22_—mm and 2(7;;?,) = 2(‘(11;;”).

Replacing r by gr in (4.77) and (4.78), and using the bounds ’g—;f < % and % < % for2<qg<m<3
and 22_—mm < % and 2la—m) < % for % < m < ¢q < 2, we have thus proved that (4.72) holds for all 2 < ¢ < m <

qm
m A 3 and for all m’ Vv % <m < q < 2. By choosing k = (m782)A1, the validity of (4.72) in the full range of
exponents 2 — k < m,q < 2 + K then follows by real interpolation. O

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

Theorem 4.14. Let L > 1. For all Qp-periodic random fields g and u related via
-Au=V-g,

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

q 1

(/QL EL[(]{B@) |V“|2)%ﬁdx)# S (/QL EL[(]{M) |g|2)§}%dx);. (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+ ¢’ (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 v > 0 such that for all K > 1, all ¢ € R? with |¢| < K,
all L > 1, and all g € L*(R?) compactly supported in Qr, the random field F := fQL g(Voe,Voe) satisfies
forallqg>1

1
B |77 S [ ol (51)

QL

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 < § < d the nonlinear hole-filling exponent of Lemma 4.2, we
have for all ¢ € R? and z € R?

1€+ Vel cm sy S (1+ 1)) 7. (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

1
1€+ Voellco (Ba)) Shiallcoe g, (]{9 o €+ V¢£|p) ’
2T

(4.5) is
< Al go.a e, (LH1ED(re(2)) 7

Before we turn to the proof of Corollary 5.1, let us quickly argue that it yields Theorem 3.1.



42

Proof of Theorem 8.1. By (5.2) and Theorem 4.9, assumption (B.13) in Proposition B.6 is satisfied for V.
Let us show that this also yields assumption (B.13) for Vog. Indeed, by maximal regularity for the Laplacian

1 1
applied to equation (3.2) we have for all ¢ > 1, (fQL |Vag|q) < q(fQL |€ + V¢§|‘1) *, so that assump-
tion (B.13) for Vo follows from taking the expectation of the ¢-th power of this estimate and using the
stationarity of the extended corrector gradient together with the moment bound on V¢e. By (B.14), we can
then pass to the limit L T +o00 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 1 oo using (B.14). The result for general g € L2(R?) 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). O

It remains to prove Corollary 5.1.

Proof of Corollary 5.1. We split the proof into two steps, first treat averages of V¢ and then turn to averages
of VO’&.

Step 1. Averages of V.
In this step we set F := fQL g - V¢ for some g € L?(R%)4 compactly supported in Q. The starting point
is the estimate (4.66) in the proof of Proposition 4.10, which takes the form for all ¢ > 1 of

1

Ep [l}—|2q} % S ¢KTEp [( /QL r*(x)dié ( ]i’(x) |VU|2M£)dx) q} 57

where u is the unique weak @ p-periodic solution (with zero average) of (4.60), that is, —V - a;Vu =V -g.
By duality, we may reformulate the right-hand side as

([ r@(f, Vulu)dr) ]’
= sup EL {Y/Q r*(a:)d_é(]{g(m) |Vu|2,u§)dx}

Er[ly]e]=1

= sup Er [Y/ 7o ()70 (][ |Vu|2u5)dx}
Y>0,EL[Y? =1 L B(x)

= sup Ep {/ T*({E)d_(s(][ |VXu|2,u§)dx} ,
Er[X]|2¢]=1 QL B(x)

where the supremum runs over random variables X € L (dP,) which are independent of the space variable
(which allows us to put X inside the gradient). Let 0 < n < 1 be some exponent (to be ﬁxed later) small

enough so that 7— > 1. We then appeal to Hélder’s inequality with exponents ( ) and to the

stationarity of r* to the effect that

! 1*77’ 1+n

n 147

EL[/LT*(x)dJ(Jé(x)wxuﬁug)dx] < B[ i 5)}_’_/LELK]{3(I)|VXu|2,ug)%}de.

Provided 2¢' < 2 + k, 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 E.[|X[2¢] = 1, and that pe > 1)
147

/QL B K]i(w) |VXu|2u5) 1171} .

_ 1 1
N 4|10g(77)|2/

QL

/o1
o’

’ q _1 1
e[l (f,1ori)" ] < st flor
1

The choice n = 1(¢' — 1) = 3(¢—1) 18 legitimate provided ¢ >> 1, in which case the above combined with the

moment bound on r, of Theorem 4.9 yields
1
B [l7P)" < a7 [ 1ol
for some exponent v > 0 independent of ¢. This entails (5.1) for V¢, for a suitable exponent v > 0 (depending

only on v).

Step 2. Averages of Voy.

Fix 1 < 4,7 < d. We proceed as for V¢.: We first derive a representation formula for the sensitivity of
F := [, g-Voe;; 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 7, to conclude.

Substep 2.1. Sensitivity calculus.
Recall the defining equation for o¢ ;;

—Aogj = 0i(a(-,§ + Ve) - ej) — 9(a(- €+ V) - e;).

As in Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 4.10, we proceed by duality. This time we introduce two auxiliary
functions w1 and us as @Qp-periodic solutions of

_Aul — v‘g7 _v.a/zVU2 = v-a/z(ai’(llej _6julei)7
and claim that

OpF = / |ao(§ + V(bg) X (VUQ + &-ulej — 8julei)|. (53)
B(z)

Let us quickly argue in favor of (5.3). With the notation of Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 4.10, and § A
an increment of A localized in B(z), we have by the defining equations for o¢ ;; and us

A+ héA) - F(A
(Sh]: = ]:( + h h) ]:( ) = /(81'11,16]' — ajulei) . 5h (a(é + V(bg)),

where

5 (ale + Vo)) — (A +hdA)ao (€ + Vébg(Afj- héA)) = Aas (€ + Vo)

= 0Aas(+ Ve(A+hdA)) + al V" pe.

Passing to the limit & | 0, and testing the equation for us with d¢¢ and equation (4.65) with us, we obtain

OF = lhlirOl (5h]: = /(Biulej - Bjulei) . (514@0(5 + V¢5) + CLgV(S(bg)

/(VUQ + &-ulej — Bjulei) . 5Aao(§ + V¢5),
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and the claim follows by taking the supremum over § A.

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

Ep [|f|2q}% S qEL[(/Q (]é( )|ao(§+V¢5)||Vu2 + djurej — 8julei|)2dx>q}
L x

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

B, [|}_|2q}% <k qEL[(/Q T*(x)d6(/B(I)|Vu2|2'u£)dx)q};
(]

1
q

1

: |Vu1|2)d:17) q} ‘)

() 55 /B (

L x

As in Step 1, this entails
1
IEL{|.7-'|2‘1} " <gq sup IEL[/ r*(x)d_‘s(/ |VXuQ|2u5)dx}
QL B(x)

EL[IX|]=1
+q sup E, |:/ 'r*(;p) 2(;;1) (d—96) (/ |VX’U,1|2)d:17] )
EL[|X|27']=1 QL B(x)

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 Hélder’s inequality with exponents

(W, (1-3#) for some 0 < 7 < 1 (that satisfies ¢ > (1 +n)?) to be chosen below to the effect that

IEL{/ T*(I)d_é(/ |VXu2|2uE)d:17}
Qr B(z)
(+m)?

g (4=0) TG 2\
< E[rg a+m } / EL[(][ VX | ug) } da.
L B(z)

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

’

2 < (11%)2 < 2+ K, and obtain
q’2 (1+/n)2 . . 1q+’ Ltn
[ oEf(f wxuttue) ] e g tpognl? [ B[(F evxuPd) ] do
QL B(z) QL B(x)

2=2(d—§
since under the assumption 0 < n < %, we have (14 n)? —1 < 7. Bounding e by ry” (6=0) (cf. Lemma 4.2)
and using Holder’s inequality with exponents (HT", 14 ), the integral in the right-hand side is controlled by

/QL IEL[(]Q@ |M£VXU1|2#_1E)F#7}T <E, [T%Lf(d_g)ﬁ /QL EL[(]é(w)IVXmI?)ql]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 < ¢’ < 2)
1

Lo(f, 1wxmB) )" s mafixpd] [ 1of = [

The conclusion follows by choosing 1 = %(q’ — 1) and ¢ > 1, and using the moment bound on r, of
Theorem 4.9. O
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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 Vé&e, whereas Proposition 6.2
provides the latter.

Proposition 6.1. Under Hypothesis 2.2, for all K > 1 and all 0 < 6 < 1, there exists v > 0 (depending on
K and 6) such that for all L > 1, all ¢ € R? with |¢| < K, all g € L*(R?) compactly supported in Qr,, and all
unit vectors e € RY, the random field F := fQL g- (V¢Z57e, Vée,e) satisfies for all ¢ > 1 such that 2¢' <2+ K
(where Kk > 0 is as in Theorem 4.11)

o [|]_—|2q} 2 <xo¢"EL ngp Ve.o + e|2M£>q(1+9)} fleea) (/ |g|2) (6.1)

L

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 v > 0 (depending
on K ) such that for all L > 1, all £ € R? with |¢| < K, and all unit vectors e € R% we have

EL{(Slép|vq~55)e+€|2ug)q}% < q¢". (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 Vg . themselves. Instead, as we did for 7, ¢ 1, we have to go
through the super levelsets of some minimal radius controlling the growth of averages of |V¢~)§78|2 fhe -

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 ¢e.

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

-

E[[V(6e —¢¢)|] " = Jim Er[[V(0 —d0)l7]",

it suffices to prove the statement for the periodized ensemble. By Lemma A.5, Py -almost surely, £ — Vg is
differentiable and we have by the fundamental theorem of calculus (with implicit sum on the repeated index

i) .
Ve — Ve = /0 Vert(er—er.er (€ — )it (6.3)

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

1

1 1 1
Ep[[Voe — Voolt]* < le-¢I> /0 Ep[[Vocsie-o.el’] dt S alE =€, (6.4)
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which yields the claim by taking the limit L 1 oc.

Step 2. Statement for corrector differences.
By (B.15), since [ ¢¢ =0, for all z € R? we have for all ¢ > 1

EK/B@ 6 —oe ) "] = m By [(/Bm o —dc — f 6= IR (6.5)

To control the right-hand side, we shall bound moments of periodic random fields ( by moments of averages
of their gradients V(. Indeed, by Poincaré’s inequality on B(z) for 2 € Qr, we have for ¢ = f, ¢ (recall that
B denotes the unit ball centered at the origin)

ELK/B(I)(C—CV)%F < EL[IWIQF +ELH][B(1)<—C‘(I]%, (6.6)

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

][B(I)c—ch—/me,

where h, denotes the unique weak periodic solution in Qp of —Ah, = ﬁ(ﬂB(w) — 15). We apply this to
¢ = ¢¢ — ¢¢ and rewrite the gradient as V{ = fol Voeitier—e),e (€ — & )idt, to the effect that

1, v~ 6o =~ K || Ve Vo)t

Using Propositions 6.1 and 6.2, this yields

ELH ]{3(1)(% —¢g) — ]{B(Gﬁ& — ¢¢r)

A direct computation with Green’s kernel gives ||Vhz | r2(q,) < pa(x), and thus

1

D |§—s'|q7(/Q wh )

L

B | ]{g@”’f — 00— f (¢ - sl <t~ €lamato)

a1
Combined with (6.6), (6.5), and (6.4), this entails E[(fB(I) |pe — ¢5/|2) 2} " < €= €q" palx), from which

the claim follows using local regularity in form of Lemma A.3 and (6.4) in the limit L 1 4oc.

Step 3. Regularity of £ — a(€).
The starting point is the definition a(¢) := E [a({—l— V(bg)} =E [A(O)ao &+ V(bg(()))} and of its approximation

by periodization ar(§) :=Ep [A(O)ao(g—l-V(bE(O))} for all L > 1. Since ar(§) — a(§) as L 1 +oo, it is enough
to prove that Day, is Lipschitz-continuous uniformly with respect to L and given for all £,e € R? by

Dap(§)e i=ar.ee = E | A(0)Dao(§ + Ve (0)) (€ + Ve .(0))].

The differentiability of £ — @y, (§) and the formula for Day,(§) follow from (6.3), the continuity of & — Vgi;gye,
and the moment bounds on V¢¢ .. It remains to argue that £ — Dar(§) is Lipschitz-continuous. Since
& — V¢ is continuously differentiable with stretched exponential moment bounds, it is enough to prove that
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&= V¢Z57e is itself Lipschitz-continuous in L?(dlPy,). This is a direct consequence of the defining equation (3.9)
in the form for all £,¢ € R? of

—V  Da(-, £+ Ve )V(dee — bere) = V- (Da(-, &+ Voe) — Dal-,& + Voer)) (e + Ve )

combined with the differentiability of { — V¢¢, uniform moment bounds on V(;nge and V¢¢, and an energy
estimate. o

6.2 CLT-scaling: Proof of Proposition 6.1
In this paragraph, we fix e and &, and use the short-hand notation 7, for r, ¢ 1, ¢ for ¢¢, p for pe, é for

@¢e, 0 for ¢ .. We split the proof into three steps. In the first two steps, we derive sensitivity estimates for
averages of V¢ and of V&, respectively, and then conclude in the third step using Theorems 4.11 and 4.14.

Step 1. Sensivity formula for Vgi;: The random variable F; := f 0. 9" Vd; (where g abusively denotes ge’ for

some unit vector ¢’ € R?) satisfies for all z € Qy,
62 F1 = / |Dao (€ + Vo)(e + V) @ Vus + ao(§ + Vo) ® Vuy|, (6.7)
B(x)

where we recall that a, : £ € R — (1+[£[P2)¢, and where uy, up € H,(QL) are the unique weak solutions
of
~V-a;Vu; =V g (6.8)

and (with an implicit sum over the repeated index k)
— V- afVus = 0,(D%a(§ + Vo) (e + Ve - Vuy). (6.9)
(These equations are well-posed since the @ -periodic maps V¢ and ag are bounded almost surely.)

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

H(A+hA) — $(A)
h 9

5h]_—1:_]:1(A+h521)_]:1(A)_/ g V"G, oG =
QL

1
by = A/O D?a0 (€ +tV (A + hSA) + (1 — 1)V (A))dt,

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

—V - aeV"p =V - §ADao (€ + VP(A + hdA))(e + VH(A + hdA))
1 ~
+ 5V A(Dao(€ + V(A + h6 A)) — Dao(§ + V(A))(e + Vo(A + hiA)),
which we rewrite, by the fundamental theorem of calculus and the definition of b’g, as
—V - agV"$ =V - §ADao (€ + V(A + hdA))(e + V(A + hdA)) + V - bV d(e + V(A + hiA)).

As in Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 4.10, we can pass to the limit as ~ | 0 and obtain that 6" ¢ converges
in CY*(QL) to the solution d¢ € H}. (Qr) of

—V -agVp =V -6ADao (£ + Vo) (e + VP) + V- beVip(e + Vo), (6.10)
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with be := D%a(€ + V).
We now proceed by duality. First, we test (6.10) with u; and (6.8) with d¢ to obtain

6F) = lim "Fi= | Vui-06ADac(E+Ve)(e+ V) + | Vuy - b:Vid(e+ V). (6.11)
QL QL
Second, we test (4.65) with ug and (6.9) with d¢ to get
/ Vuy - be V(e + Vo) = / Vug - 0Aas (£ + Vo). (6.12)
QL Qr
The combination of (6.11) and (6.12) then entails the claim (6.7) by taking the supremum over dA.
Step 2. Sensitivity formula for V&, (for 7, fixed): The random variable F, := [ 0.9 V&;; satisfies for all
r€QL

5o Fs = / Dao(€ + Vo) (e + V) @ (Van + dyve; — dyves) + as(é + V) © Vs, (6.13)
B(x)

where the functions v, wy,ws € H;er(Q 1) solve (with an implicit sum over the repeated index k)

—-Av = V.yg, (6.14)
=V-a;Vwr = V-ag(9ve; — djve;), (6.15)
=V-aiVwy = 0 (D*a(& + Vo)(e + Vo)er - (Vwy + dve; — d;ve;)). (6.16)

We only display the algebra of the argument (passing already to the limit A | 0, which entails that § =
limy, o 6" satisfies the Leibniz rule). Recall the defining equation for &;; with the notation ag = Da (¢ + V@)

~AGij = Oi(ag(e+ V) - e;) — i(ac(e + V) - e).
First, by (6.14),
§Fs = / (Byve; — Djve;) - 5(Da(§ + Vo) (e + vgz?)).
Since § satisfies the Leibniz rule, we have
§(Da(€ + Vo) (e + V@) = §ADao(€ + V¢)(e + V) + Da(& + Vo)Vid(e + V) + agVig.

The first right-hand term directly gives the right-hand side contribution of (6.13) involving Vv. For the second
term, we introduce the solutions w1 and wa 2 of =V -afVws 1 = (D2a(§+V¢) (e+Vo)ey-(0;ve; — (?jvej))
and —V - a;Vws o = Ok (D2a(§ +Vo)le+ ng)ek . le) to the effect that we = wa 1 +wa 2. By using (4.65),
we obtain

/ (D;uej — djue;) - D*a(€ 4+ V) Vig(e + Vo) = / Vws, 1 - §Aao (€ + V).

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

/(&-uej — djue;) - agVop = —/le - gV,
and therefore using (6.10)

/ (Dsue; — Djue;) - agVip = / YV - (5ADao(§ +Vo)(e + V@) + D%a(€ + Vo) Vid(e + vgs)).
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The first right-hand side term yields the right-hand side contribution of (6.13) involving Vw;. For the second
term, we use wsq 2, and conclude using (4.65) that

/Vw1 - D%a(€ + Vo)Vip(e + Vo) = /un -0Aas(E+ Vo).

This gives the second part of the right-hand side contribution of (6.13) involving Vws, recalling that Vwy =
Vw271 + Vw272.

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,

Q=

L

EL[mﬂ% < qEL[(/ (/B(z) |Dao(§+v¢)||e+v(5|(|vu1|+|W|+|Vw1|))2dx)q}

=1
+qEr [(/ (/Bm a0 6 + V6)|([Vua] +[Vua])) )]

L

Q=

== _[2

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, v denotes finite positive
exponents independent of ¢, the precise value of which we are not interested in.)

Substep 3.1. Proof of
- q(140)7 =5
nsee( [ lervapu) T [ o (6.17)
B(x) Q

L

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

1

IEL[(/QL (/B(w) IDao(§+v¢)||e+vé||vwl|)2dx)qr

< E( /Q N / e 9 ( /| Ve

By duality (in probability), this entails

1

EL[(/QL (/B(z)|Dao(§+v¢>)||e+w3||vw1|)2dx)q]q

: Sl)l{pEL [/QL (/B(m) et Vé|2u£) (/B(m) |VXw1|2u£)dx} ,

where the supremum runs over random variables X (independent of the space variable) such that E {|X |2‘1,} =

1. To obtain the claimed dependence on the moments of fB(m) le + V(5|2,u§, we set 1, = W, to the

effect that ¢’ > 1+, and #;%) = ¢(146), and use Holder’s inequality with exponents (#:mo), NZW)’
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so that the above turns into

EL[(/QL (/B@) |Dao(§+v¢)||e+v¢3||w1|)2dx)qf

. EL[(/B(I)|e+Vé|2M5)q(1+9)}MS;p/LELK/B(z)|VXU11|2M5)%} " da.

For convenience, we rewrite 1 + 17, as (1 + 1)2, and apply Theorem 4.11 to (6.15), which yields provided
2¢' <2+,

a+m? ' 14n

/ EL[(/ |VXU)1|2,UE) (1+77)2:| q” dx 5 C(T]o)/ ]EL[(/ |VX'U|2,UE)mj| q’ dx,
QL B(z) QL B(z)
(d—06)232

where ¢ : ¢ — t73|logt|2 (since for 0 < 7, < 2.¢(n) = ¢(VTFn.—1) < ¢(no)). By the bound pe < 7yl
and Holder’s inequality with exponents (HT", 1+n), followed by Theorem 4.14 applied to (6.14) (with exponent
q¢' < 1) we further have

’ 1
o’

e, o g2 B ’
/ IEL[(/ VXU )] A S By 0% / IEL[(/ vxu2)" " do
QL B(x) - - QL B(z)
n

[ L (d—8)2=2 N
EL 7 p |9 EL {|X|2q}q / |g|2
- - QL

’ n
[ L (d—8)2=27 7 9
= Ep|n/ ’ lg1°,
- - L

A

*

A

*

where we used that g is deterministic and E {|X |2q/] = 1. We have thus proved that

EL[(/QL (/B(m) |Dao(§+V¢)||6+V$||Vw1|)2dx)qf

- a(1+0)7 =iey L p=2(g_g)7 Vet
SEf( [ e valtng)" T g [ T
B(x

Since 1, = Wo(q_l), by definition of ¢ and by the moment bounds on r, of Theorem 4.9,
=2 (g—s)) L
a¢(no)EL [7‘*“ Tt } Yosa

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

Substep 3.2. Proof of
1
5 O [suplle + o )T [ gl (6.15)
L

We only display the argument for the term involving Vws, 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 ue,

1

EL[(/QL (/B(I) |ao(§+V¢)||Vw2|)2dw)qF S EL[(/ (/B(x) Mz)(/B(x) M£|Vw2|2)d$)qr~

L
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. (d-8) 252
By duality and the bound pe < 7y r

EL[(/Q (/B(m)|ao(§+V¢)||Vw2|)2dx)qF < S;p]EL[/Q Tid—ww(/B(w) eV X))

L

, we have

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

E{|X|2q/} = 1. We now introduce exponents: 1y := qfllﬁ and 71 = WM which are chosen

so that (H_r‘;ﬁ =¢q(1 +6) and (H_n?)%w > 1. Let us quickly check the second property:
(1+n)3(1+n):(1+n)3+i 1+ (7+ )2 + : <l+——=¢
’ 1 RERCE () (¢-DA+6)"" " (@-D+0)  Tg-1

With these exponents at hands, we first use Holder’s inequality with exponents (
together with the stationarity of r,, and obtain

_5)2=2)
]EL|:/ ’]"id ) D (/ Mf'VX’U}QP)d(E]
L B(x)
(1+772)3/(1+n1)

q (d—36) pP—2 ql*(1+772/)3(1+771) q3’
7 3
5 EL {Tf (14+m2)°(1+n1) P } a / E{(][ ,u§|VXw2|2) (1+n2) (1+n1)} q de.
QL B(z)

Provided 2¢' < 2 4 &, Theorem 4.11 applied to (6.16) yields

/ E[(][ M£|VXw2|2) (an)%(lﬂl)}
L B(x)
! (1+n2)2/(1+n1)

S C(nz)/ Er K]{B( )Hg1|D2a(€+ Vo)Ple + VoI (VX w [* + |VXv|2)) “*"2)2“*"”} g de.
L x

q q )
g’ —(1+m2)3(1+m)° (1+n2)3(1+m)

(1+n2)3(1+n1)
q/

dx

Since pe > 1 and |D%a(€ + V)| < pe, this yields

/ E[(][ M£|VXw2|2) (an)%(lﬂl)}
QL B(z)

S C(nz)/ EL[]S;(lp)ﬂe—Fvg)Pﬂg}m(][
L x

(1+n2)3(1+n1)
q/

dx

(1+n2)2/(1+n1)

q/
(IVXwr |2 + IVXv|2)) “*"2)2“*"“} ‘ dz.
)

(z

We only treat the term involving wy, which is the most subtle of the two. We then apply Holder’s inequality
with exponents (1+1"1 ,14m1), and use the stationarity of  — supp,){|e + Vé|*1e} and the definition of 1,

and 792 to the effect that

B 7 qz’ (1+n2)2,(1+m)
/ EL{SUP{|6+V¢|2M£}W(][ (|VXUJ1|2+|VXU|2)) (+n2) (1+m)} q da
QL B(z) B(x)

(1+7m2)?

1 q/
S EL [Sup{|e + V&|2uE}Q(1+9):| a(1+9) / EL [(][ |VXU)1|2) (I+n2)2 :| a de.
B L B

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

()

(1+n2)> ! 14ms

/LEL[(];I)WXWP)W] ’ dxsanz)/ EL[(]; )udmﬁ)”q_”} " de.

L T
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1+72

We finally bound ¢ using r., use Holder’s inequality with exponents ( et

to equation (6.14)

1+n2) and we apply Theorem 4.14

q 14n9

/QLEL[(]{B(I)MIVXUP) 1*?12} o

n 1
7

a (g_syp=27 1 /
< E, {r;’z(d V% } / JELK][ |VXv|2)q}q de
L B(z)

12 a p—2, 12

7 ’ n—(d*J)T 7

e [lXP] [ 1ol B[ A
Q QL

L

< B[]

As in Substep 3.1, the above estimates combine to (6.18) using Theorem 4.9 and our choice of 7;.

6.3 Control of level sets: Proof of Proposition 6.2

As mentioned above, we do not buckle on moments of V¢ . but rather on a minimal scale that controls the
growth of R £, |V oe.c|? e by the growth of fa,, He-

Definition 6.1 (Linear minimal scale). Let £ € R, L > 1, |e| =1 and C > 0. For all x € Qr, we define
the linear minimal scale Ty ¢ o 1(z,C) via

Fegern(z,C) = TIZ%V?%GN {VR > ]{BR Ve o) e < C . ug} . (6.19)

As for the Meyers minimal radius, 7. ¢ ¢ 1.(-,C) is bounded by L as soon as C is large enough, due to
periodicity and to the plain energy estimates for ¢¢ . in form of [ oL IVée.el?ue < J. o, Me- In what follows
we fix such a constant C, fix e and £, and use the short-hand notation 7, for 7, ¢ e 1.(-,C), r« for re ¢, ¢ for
¢¢, and ¢Z for é57e. The upcoming lemma uses local regularity and hole-filling to control supg |V¢Z +e|?ue by

7, and r,.

Lemma 6.3 (Quenched bounds on the linearized correctors). For all K > 1 there exist two exponents
0 < B < d (the linear hole-filling exponent of Lemma 4.2) and v > 0, and a non-negative stationary random
field x (depending on 1y, ||A||co.a(ray and K ) with the following properties: For all € R? with |¢| < K and
all z € R? ~
sup le + VoI ue < x(x)(Fu(2))7, (6.20)
and all g > 1
1
EL[Xq]q SK qV' (621)

Proof. We split the proof into two steps. In the first step, we control the C“-norm of a¢ 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 z = 0.

Step 1. Proof that

—2
(d—08) 2=
*

llagllce(m) < Cr ; (6.22)

for some constant C' > 0 depending on d, p, ||Al|¢o,ag4), and [£], where 0 < § < d is the nonlinear hole-filling
exponent of Lemma 4.2. (We recall that || X||cep) = | X | () + [ X||coe(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

)

T (4. ) d
1€+ Volicos) Sialgo.a e (]i €+ V¢|p> < JAllgoaga, (LH1ED7 (6.23)

On the other hand, recall that ag = ADao (€ + V¢) with a, : ¢ € R — (14 [¢[P~2)¢, and thus for all ¢ € R?
[Dao(¢)] £ 1+¢IP* and [D?ao(¢)] £ 1+ [¢P7° (6.24)
Therefore, by (6.23) and (6.24),

IDas(€ + Vo)l o) < [[1Das(€ + Vo)l L=(m) + 1 D%ao(€ + V)| o5 1€ + Vol goa 5)

(6.24) (5.2) L, (d—8)r=2
S 1+ ||§+V¢||ca (B) S 1Al 60,0 et (L4 €))7 r i (6.25)

from which the claim (6.22) follows since ||a¢l|cop) < ||Allcea(m)l|Daoc(§ + Vo)|lco (s

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

222 (d—8)+8

/ e+ VolPue < 70, (6.26)

If 7, < 74, the claim follows from the defining property (6.19) in form of

~ 5 k=2
/ le + Ve < 2fd][ (1+|V¢|2)u5§2(0+1)ff][ pe < FlTVT < B IR

Bs, Bar,

If 7, > 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

~ ~ (4.25) ~
/ e+ VoPue < 1 f e+ VoPue < ff-ﬁrff e+ Val2u < ff-ﬂrf][ he < B8,
B B

T T T

We now argue that (6.26) entails (6.20). By the Schauder estimate [16, Theorem 5.19] applied to (3.9) (for
which the constant depends algebraically on the ellipticity ratio and the C%“-seminorm of the coefficients,
which we may encapsulate in the C*-norm since pe > 1), and the bound (6.22) on the coefficient and (6.26),
there is some v > 0 (depending on « and d) such that

(6.22),(6.26) y(d—6)2=2 %(d 5) 2((d 8= +ﬁ)
*

e+ Vllzmiay < laelingey(f, e+ 9a2)" 7% 02

_5)=2
which yields (6.20) for x := Cri(’yﬂ)(d Ve (for some constant C' > 0 depending on d, p, |¢| and

| Allco.a(ray). The claimed moment bounds on x follow from Theorem 4.9 (for a suitable v > 0). O

The main result of this section is the following control of 7., which implies Proposition 6.2 in combination
with Lemma 6.3.

Proposition 6.4. For all K > 1 there erists an exponent v > 0 such that for all ¢ € R? with |¢] < K and
allg>1,Ep [FZ]% <k q7 (where 7, is associated with £).
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Proof. We split the proof into three steps. In the first step, we control the level set {7, = 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 7, itself, and then buckle in Step 3 by exploiting the gain of integrability provided by
the hole-filling exponent 5 > 0.

Step 1. Control of level sets of 7.
We claim that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 (depending on &, d, p) such that for all dyadic R € [1, L], and all
O<k,e<landg>1

PL[F, = R] < AR~ (-A+20-r)=e)a [c;{ Rfid‘ﬂ)q} + ¢IRUE, [Cff, R( ][ | V&‘de)q}, (6.27)
Br J Bpgx(z)

x

where C, g = R*‘EH%H%W(&R). By the defining property (6.19) of 7. (with a constant C' to be chosen
below), we have

][ IVo|*ue < C He s (6.28)
B2R B4R

f ek = cf pe (6.29)
Br/2 Br

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

1 N
inf — —c? —I—][ e C][ ,
], | — | e . pe 2 . fhe

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

1 _
inf — —clPue > > 1.
nf &2 BR|¢ [“pe 2 ]{BR/% 2

Set cp = fBR fBRN(I) é(y)dy dz. By the triangle inequality, Poincaré’s inequality in L?(Bg), and the defini-
tion of C, g, the above turns into

1 ~ .1 -
1 < inf — —¢]? < C, Rf—][ — 2
S nf 2 ]{BR o —cl"e < \/Cur 7/, | — crl
1
2

£ ~ ~ 1 ~ 2
< C..rnR* —][ —][ “d +—][ —cg|’d
VO rR (% o) Bm@aﬂ st f, | e ? cn| dr)

S VomRE (RO Wi | vo[*ar)
BQR BR BRN(:E)
(6.28) . . s
S VCirR? RV [C, R R% +][ ‘ V¢’ dz
Br J Bgrk(x)
FER e, R <R2(”_1)R_d+ﬁff_5+ ][ | v«}]%u).
Br Bpgr (x)

The claim now follows from Markov’ inequality.

Step 2. Control of the right-hand side of (6.27): For all 0 < ¢, ,0 < 1, and all dyadic R and exponents g > 1

1
PLlF, = B] < et (R™O-P+200=000 4 oy, [i-9140°] T (6.30)
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for some constant ¢ > 0 depending on |¢], p, d, €, K, 6, but not on R and q.

Since 7, < L, it suffices to establish the statement for dyadic R < L. By Lemma B.5 and Theorem 4.9,
there exists v > 0 such that for all ¢ > g and R > 1, we have
< q”

EL[C! p)7 S ¢, (6.31)
where the multiplicative constant does not depend on R and . By Holder’s inequality with exponents

(%}9, 1+ 6), we then get for the first right hand side term of (6.27)

1
E, {CgﬁRfid—ﬁm] < E, {nge} g [ (- ﬁ)(1+9)q} T < quL{ (- 5><1+e>q} . (6.32)

We turn to the second right hand side term of (6.27). By Hélder’s inequality with exponents (3,1 + 6),
stationarity of V¢, and (6.31), we first have

-2 q11 1407 ci%ay ~9 q(1+60)7 ey
suleta(f,, 1, Vo) ] < mlelf]TTm(f, 1, vere)T)
Br J Bre () B Bpgr (z)

R

1
<, ¢Ep U vq;’2q(1+0)} T

Bpgrr
Then, by Proposition 6.1 applied to g = |Bg«|"'15,., followed by Lemma 6.3, by Holder’s inequality with
exponent (12,1 + 6), and (6.21), we have

~12¢(140)] TTF0) ) B IR .
vl ] Skele 4 EL{(S%p|V¢£,e+e| ug) ] ( 9] )

Brr L

ELD
< q'yEL[ (1+9)2( —B)q (1+9)2:|me®<
< QR "R [;gdfmq(ue)s] T

(where we changed the value of 7 from one line to the other). Combined with (6.32), this entails (6.30) by
redefining « once more.

Step 3. Buckling argument.
Recall that all the quantities we consider are finite since 7, < L. We now express moments of 7, using its
level sets and obtain by (6.30) for some K > 1 to be fixed below and all ¢ > 1

_8 =
B [f7R] < 14D 2m R, = 27)

n=1

1
(6;0) 14 Z 2nq(d— K)Cq ( —nq(d—pB+2(1—k)—¢) + 2—nq(dn—€))EL [F;I(dfﬁ)(lJrﬁ)?’ (1+6)3

< 14+E, [~q<d 5><1+e>3} chqw i@nq(—gw—zuw)m 4 gradi—m)te= ).

n=1

We now choose the exponents. We first fix 0 < k < 1 so that d(1 — k) = 2, and then set ¢ := % and

2
1.
=1 5d, to the effect that

L gna(=f+6-20-r)+2) | gna(d1-r)te=£)) < g-nafs,
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With this choice, the series is summable and the above turns into
s B 47 —L
E[ff%)] < 14 B, [P0 T

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 < § < 1 so small that (d — 3)(1 + 6)® < d — % (which is possible since
K > 1), and the claimed moment bound follows for some suitable choice of v > 0. O

7 Quantitative two-scale expansion: Proof of Theorem 2.2

We assume ¢ < 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(R?)-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 a.. In
the following, we use the short-hand notation & := (V) s.

Step 1. Equation for the two-scale expansion error:
— V- (a(%,VaZis(2)) — a(%, Vue(2))) = V - Re 5(2), (7.1)

where

Res@) = (3 m@)a@) —aVa@) - (Y coq (£ V()

keszd keszd
(@) (a(Z, Vu(z) + Ve, (£)) — al, & + Vo, (%))))

kesza kedza

+(a(2,Val@) + Y Vo (Bym(@) = 3 m(@)a(2, Valz) + Ve, (2)))
(a2, V@) + Y- Voe, (2)m(@) + 66, (£) V(@) — a(£, Va@) + Y Voe, (2)m()) ).
keozd keozd
To start with, we expand Va2’ as
Va2, VaZy) = Vo, V@) + > e, (2)Vi(e) + Voe, (2)m()),
kedzd
which we rewrite in the form of the telescopic sum (using that } 7, 570 me = 1)
Va2, VaZy(a) - V- a(Va(x))
= V(X m@@@) - a(Va@)) + V- (D m@)a(2 g + Voe, (2) — al&))

keozd keozd
+V- (3 mile)(a(2, Val@) + Ve, (£)) - al2, & + Voe, (£))
kedzd
+V - (a(2.Va@) + 3 Voo (Em(@)) = Y mlea(z, Va(e) + Ve, (£))
keszd kedzd

+V- (a2, Va@) + Y- Voe, (£)m(a) + 06, (£) V(@) — a( £, Va() + Y Voe, (£)m(a)) ).

kedsza kedza
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First, using (2.1) and (2.2) we may replace —V - a(Va(z)) by =V - a(Z, Vu.(x)) in the left-hand side. In
the right-hand side, all the terms obviously converge strongly to zero in H~!(R?) (and are present in the
definition of R ;) except the second term, which we need to reformulate. More precisely, using the flux
corrector o (see Definition 3.1) in form of the property (3.3), we have for all k € §Z¢ (implicitly summing on
the repeated indices 75)

V() (a(E, 6 + Ve, (2) —a(ér)) = V- (mi(2)V - 0¢, (£)) = 9j(nk(2)Dioe, ji)
= €0;(05mr(w)oe, ji(£)) — 0:0;(me(x))oe,, ji(Z), (7.2)

where the last term vanishes thanks to the skew-symmetry of (o¢, ji);: and the symmetry of (9;0;m);:- By
the skew-symmetry of o¢, one has £0;(0;nx(x)o¢, ji(£)) = =€V - (0, (£)Vnr(z)), and we thus deduce

VoY m@)(a(Z 6+ Vee, (2) ~a(6) = —eV - (3 06, (2)9mie).
keozd kedzd
This yields (7.1).

Step 2. Control by continuity of the operators: The remainder R, s satisfies

/ [Resl” < Z/ nelén — Va2 (1 + |&| + |Va| + |v¢£k(é)|)2(p—2)
R4 k R4

(»-2)
+/Rd Z”k‘ > elde — bey 0 — 06 (2) Vi 2(1 +|Va| + ‘ S Ve, (2)me )2 P
k k/ k//
(1)
+/ S| Setog - e ) Vm| +Z/ m| 30 V06, — e, ) (| (14 vale-?
R4 k 1% & Rd o

’2(”71) (7.3)

=3 o] X vies - e

kedza k'€sz

This estimate directly follows from the definition of R, ;5 together with the continuity of the operator in form
of
la(&1) — a(&)] < Clér — &a| (1 + |&1] + 61 — &2l)P 2
for @ = a. and a = a, and with the observation that Zk, Vnr = 0 so that for all maps ((x)x one has
D Ve = (G = GV,
K K
which we applied to (; = (¢, , 0¢, )(2)-

Step 3. Control of moments of [;,|Rc,s|*: For all ¢ > 1,

E[( / NRs)7 " < Oq e+ (B 1a V2 2, (7.4)

for some constant C' and an exponent v > 0 depending on || V|| oo (gay. We treat the second right-hand side

term of (7.3) (that we denote by R. 5) — the other terms are easier and can be treated similarly. Since for all
K, Ve | <6 g, ), we have

2

2
an’ > e(bey — deroe, —0e) ()| S5 e > Loswn|(Se, — bers0e — 06, )(2)
k k! k k!
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Inserting this estimate in Rg,g, and using the assumption Vi € L>(R%), we obtain for all ¢ > 1 by Cauchy-
Schwarz’ inequality followed by Minkowski’s inequality in probability, the support condition Qs(k)NQs (k') #
0 = |k — k'| < 26, and the stationarity of Vg,

i / ot ']
HOIDY / 166 —de, 06 —06 )P (1+IVARZ 2+ Y EVa, Pro-274))

k k'€Qas(k k" €Qas (k)

By Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2, and using that g satisfies pa(t1t2) < pa(ti)pa(t2) and supg,; g pa S
infg,; (k) pa, this turns into

B( [ 1Rs?) ] < cr@ma) (S nt w Y e -alis)” 75)

k k' €Q2s (k)

for some constant C' and an exponent v > 0 depending on ||Vl Le=(rd)- It remains to reformulate the
right-hand side sum. By Poincaré’s inequality on Q4s(k), we have

S 6 — 6 PIQs] < 7 / v,

kleQ26(k) Q46(k)

so that (7.4) follows from (7.5).

Step 4. Conclusion by monotonicity.
We test (7.1) with u. — 425, and deduce by monotonicity of a. that

[V = @) + V(e = a2 S [ R Ve - a2,
R R4

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

B( [ 19t - a2+ v - azpr)'] < E[( [ 1))

This entails the claim in combination with (7.4) and the choice § = e.

A Deterministic PDE estimates and consequences

In this appendix, we recall mostly standard inequalities for nonlinear operators —V - a(-, V) and linear
operators —V-aV (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 £) 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%? = t? + t? for
allt > 0.
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Lemma A.1 (Caccioppoli’s inequality). Let r > 0,¢o > 0, € R? and u € WP (RY) be a weak solution of

loc
—V-a(,Vu) =0 in Beyr(x). (A1)
Then for all 0 < ¢ < ca,

lu—¢

2&
][ |Vu|2&p Serca inf][ (—) p. (A.2)
Bclr(x) ceR? BCQ"'(I)\BCIT(I) r

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that z = 0. Let n € C®(R%) be a standard cut-off
for B.,, in Be,, and set (2 = 7P to the effect that 2(V( = pnP~1Vn. By testing the equation (A.1)
with ¢?(u — ¢) and by making use of the monotonicity (1.5) of a and the property a(-,0) = 0 in form of
[ ¢Vu-a(,Vu) 2 [ ?|Vul?(1+ |Vul[P~2), we have

[ vl 9ur) < [ 1219 - dival + [ 196l cl[vul.

This implies the desired estimate (A.2) by Young’s inequality, with exponents (2,2) and (p, ﬁ) for the first
and second right-hand side terms, respectively, together with the identity 2(V¢ = pn?~1Vn, and absorbing
part of the right-hand side into the left-hand side. O

The Widman hole-filling estimate for nonlinear systems follows from Lemma A.1 by simple iteration (see
e.g. [16, Section 4.4]).

Lemma A.2 (Hole-filling estimate). There exists 0 < § < d such that if u € W'P(Bgr) is a weak solution of

loc

-V -a(-,Vu) =0 in the ball Bg for some R > 0, then for all 0 < r < R we have

d—o
]{BWUF&%(% ]€3|Vu|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 € C*(Byg), for
some R >0 and a € (0,1). Let u € WYP(Byg) be a distributional solution of

-V -a(-,Vu) =0.
Then, u € CY*(Bg) and there exists a constant ¢ depending on R and || Al co(p,,) such that

Vullcos < e( £, 1vup)7,

Bar

where we recall that || X ||co = | X ||z + || X ]| coa -

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: Brw— R and € LY(BRr) be such that there exists a constant k > 0 for which we have for all x € Bg
and all h € R¢

h-a(z)h < |h]*u(x) < kh - a(x)h. (A4)

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

~V-aVu="V-(9Vh), (A.5)
we have for all 0 < p < o < R,
/ [Vul*p S T (ps o,u,U)Jr/ l91*, (A.6)
B, Bs
where )
J(ps o, pt,u, g) = inf{/ u‘u —][ U‘ [Vn|? ‘n €Ci(B,),0<n<1,n=11in Bp}~ (A7)
B, B,

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that fB u=0. Let n € C}(B,) be such that n =1 in B,
and 0 < n < 1. Testing the equation (A.5) with n?u and using the condition (A.4) yield

/ PVl / 72|V uly/filg) + / Il [l [Vl + / 9|V nllulv/Algl. (A8)

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 7, (A.8) turns into

[ vt [ uaene+ [P
B B B

I3 o o
which yields (A.6) by optimizing over . O
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 v > 0

T <o - / (f T u|v|2)wclr)i , (4.9)

where S, := 0B,.. By scaling we may assume without loss of generality that p = 1 and o = 2. Estimate (A.9)
essentially follows by minimizing among radially symmetric cut-off functions. Indeed, for all € > 0 we have

2
J(1,2, u,v) < inf{/ n’(r)2(/ wlvl? +€)d7°‘77 €C'(1,2),0<n<1,n(1)=1,n(2) = O}'
1 S,

This one-dimensional minimization problem can be solved explicitly. Set f(r) := [ plv|? + e. Using the

J

T p—1
competitor n(r) :=1 — % yields a control of this minimum by the harmonic average of f,
1

T
(1,2, 1,0) < (/12 (/ u|v|2+5)71dr)71.

r
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By standard relations between quasi-arithmetic means, since v > —1,

(/12 (/Sru|v|2+€)‘1d,,)‘l < (/12 (/ST,LL|U|2+€)7dr)$,

and the claim (A.9) follows by letting € | 0.

Step 2. Proof of (4.16).
Let us first assume d > 3 and note that ¢ > % implies ¢, € [1,2). Recall that for all s € [1,d — 1), r >0

and ¢ € W15(S,.), Poincaré-Sobolev’ inequality yields for s, = %
1 1 1
(f 1o1=)" <o(f 190F) + (f 10F)" (A10)
S, 5. S,
By Holder’s inequality with exponents (g, q%)v followed by (A.10) with s = ¢, and s, = qz_—ql, (A.9) turns
into
1 o o 24 (g—1)~ 1
T (p,0,1,0) < 71(/ (/ u") ’ (/ Ivlqj) ’ d?‘)w
(c—p'ta Ny Ms, s,
ao g ; = By
e [ L ) ()
(0 —p)ta N, S, S, S,
We then choose v = % to the effect that % + Z—j =1, so that by Holder’s inequality with exponents (%, Z—j)
we obtain

oz b ) L )

which is the desired estimate (4.16). For d = 2, in which case ¢, = 1, we use the one-dimensional Sobolev
inequality ||¢]| Lo (s,) < TfST |Vo| + fST |¢| instead of (A.10), and (4.16) follows from (A.9). The case d =1
is similar. O

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? (resp. a cube
Qr, L > 0), let A: D — My(\) be of class C (resp. C%,.(Qr)), and set a : D x RY — R? (z,&) —
A(z)(1 + [£]P~2)¢ for some p > 2. We show that the corrector gradients £ — (Vee, Voe), where (¢¢,0¢) are
solutions of (2.3) and (3.2) on D with homogeneous boundary conditions (resp. @r-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 § — (Voe, V¢) are Fréchet-differentiable
in C°(D) (resp. in CY..(Qr)) and for all directions e € R? we have

(0:V e - e,0:Voe - €) = (Voeo, Ve,

where (G¢.c, 6¢.c) solve (3.9) and (3.10) with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions (resp. Qp-periodic
with vanishing average).
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Proof. We only give the arguments for £ — V¢,. The differentiability of £ — Vo¢ can be proved similarly.

Let &,e € RY h C (0,1) be a sequence that goes to 0, and set §"¢; := %‘3_% We first show that we can
extract a converging subsequence of (V5h¢5) by local regularity and Arzela-Ascoli’s theorem. Then, we show
that this limit coincides with V¢ .. The starting point is the corrector equation (2.3) in the form

— V- (a(x,€ + Voerne) —a(x,E +Ve)) = V- (a(x,€ + Verne) — a(x, € + he + Veine)), (A.11)

that we rewrite, using the smoothness of £ — a(-, ), as
—V-aVVhge =V - aVe, (A.12)

where
1 1
a) = /0 Da(-,& + Ve + t(Voerne — Vebe))dt and af? := /0 Da(-,€ + Véerne + (1 — t)he)dt.

Next, for all € € R?, 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

1€ + Vel co(p) So.galcec, (/D €+ Voel”)" Sp 1+ IEP. (A.13)

Therefore, ag) € C*(D) and by using (A.13) for both & = ¢ and € = £ + he and arguing as in (6.25), there
exists a finite constant ¢; depending on |{|, D , [|Al|¢e(p) such that

1 2
ot llow oy + llaf? llce o) < 1. (A.14)

On the one hand, by testing the equation (A.12) with §"¢¢ and using that ag) is uniformly elliptic, we deduce

2y (A19)
[wstop s [P S e (A.15)
D D
On the other hand, by the Schauder estimate [16, Theorem 5.19] applied to (A.12), and the bounds (A.14)
and (A.15), there exists some v > 0 (depending on « and d) such that
(A.14),(A.15)

V8 bcllcmior < 11 ([ 1987662)" + o2 lcm) = eo (A.16)

for a finite constant c; depending on ¢;, d and D. By (A.16) and Arzela-Ascoli’s theorem, there exists
b € Cy“(D) (resp. C2(QL)) such that (up to a subsequence that we do not relabel)

Vo' g "5 Vi in CO(D). (A.17)

It remains to show that Vi) = V(;;g,e, which directly follows from the weak formulation of (A.12). For all
w e ‘[—IO1 (D) (resp. Hg)er(QL))

/ Vuw - azl)Véhgbg = —/ Vuw - af)e. (A.18)
D D

Using the convergence of the gradient (A.17), we can pass to the limit as 4 | 0 in (A.18), which implies that
1 solves (3.9). By uniqueness, ¢ = ¢¢ ., and (A.17) holds without extracting a subsequence. O
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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 @ satisfies (1.6) on top of (1.5).

In what follows we set b : (x,&) — A(x)|¢|P~2¢ and ¢ : (z,&) — A(z)¢. We first introduce b : R? — RY ¢
fQ b(z, € + Vipe (z))dx, where v € WLE(Q) solves the corrector equation

per
-V - b(z, &+ Vipe(z)) = 0.
By homogeneity, for all t > 0 and all £ € R? we have b(t&) = tP~1b(¢&).

Step 1. Proof of (1.6) for |&],|&| > 1.

Substep 1.1. Reformulation.
By Lemma A.5, correctors are differentiable and we thus have for all £, e € R?

¢ Da(¢)e = ][Q (e + Vde.) - acle + Vi),

where ¢ . € H]..(Q) solves ~V-ag(e+Vee o) =0and a¢ : © — Da(x,E+Vee(z)). Hence, for all £, & € R
we have

(@(61) - al(2)) - (6 — &) = / (61— &) Dale, + 1€ — &) - (62— &)dt. (A.19)

Since Da is non-negative, the claim (1.6) follows for [&1], |€2] > 1 provided we prove that e - Da(€)e > c|£|P—2
for all [¢| > 1 and all e € R? with |e| = 1.

Fix such a direction e. For all s > 0 let & € R? be such that |¢,| = 1 and e-Da(s,)e = inf|¢ |1 - Da(s€)e,
which exists since £ — Da(€) is continuous. In the following two substeps we prove the needed estimate in
form of

lin%infe - = Da(sés)e > 0. (A.20)
Substep 1.2. Proof of
lim l=ase, = be.llow(@) = 0, (A.21)

where b : @ — Db(x, £ + Vipe(x)).
On the one hand, by the corrector equations for ¢¢ and ¢ we have

=V - (a(§ + Voe) —a(§ + Vi) = V- c(x, § + Vi),

so that, testing with ¢¥¢ — ¢¢ and using the monotonicity of a, we obtain

/Q V(e — de)P(L+ 1€+ Vel + € + VeeP?) < /Q IV (e — de)l€ + Ve
< /Q|V<wg—¢5>|<1+|§+vwg|>p22<1+|s+vwg|>2—5

and therefore

/le(ws—¢g)l2(1+|§+nglp‘2+|§+v¢glp‘2) < /Q<1+|£+vwg|>4—p.
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Applied to £ = s this yields using that ¢se, = sie,

|€s|=1
/ V(E¢se, — e, )P S 7377 / (46 + Ve [?) S 2277, (A.22)
Q Q

Next we argue that {1¢s¢, }s>1 is a bounded sequence in C*(Q), in which case (A.21) follows from (A.22)
by Arzela-Ascoli’s theorem. To this end we rewrite the corrector equation for y, := %qﬁsgs as

-V ds(iC,fs + va) =0

with @,(z, ) = b(x,§) + =rc(w,s§). Since by assumption, a, satisfies (3.19) for some w independent of
s > 1, {xs}s>1 is indeed bounded in C**(Q) by [61, Theorem 13]. The conclusion then follows using that
—zase, = Das(z, & + Vx,) and that & — Dag(z,€) is continuous (uniformly wrt s, z).

Substep 1.3. Proof of (A.20).
We assume without loss of generality that £ — £. Since & + V)¢ is Lipschitz from R to C%(Q), (A.21)
can be upgraded to (along the subsequence giving the liminf)

Jim [, —bellca@) = 0. (A.23)

By definition we have
€ Sp172 Dd(5§s)e = ][ (e + V(ZES&,e) : sp172 ai?j(e + V&st,e)a
Q

where a?éin is the symmetric part of as¢,. By assumption, there exists r > 0 such that R\ 7, (£50) is connected

(where T,.(€xo) := {z + B, |2 € R, |€oo + Vibe_ (7)] = 0}). Since [0,1]9 N R\ 7,.(€x) is closed and Vibe_ is
continuous, there exists £ > 0 such that the symmetric part b;"™" of be__ satisfies b7 |\ 7, (e..) > lId. Hence,

by (A.23), there exists s, < oo such that, for all s > s, a3{ |\ T, (c0) = 2k1d. For all s > s, we thus have

e-sp%DEL(sgs)e > E/ |e—|—V¢~)55578|2 > 5 _inf / |e—|—V(;3|2,
2 Jo\To(6x) 2 GeH,.(Q) JQ\T: (6x)

which is positive since R? \ 7;.(£4) is connected in R%. This proves (A.20).
Step 2. Proof of (1.6) in the remaining range: |£1], |&2| S 1 and |&] > 1, 6] S 1.
On the one hand, since c(z, £)¢ > £|¢[%, we have for all &, & € R

(@) —a(ée), & — &) > clé - &P,

from which (1.6) follows for |£1],|€2] < 1. On the other hand, (1.4) implies (1.6) for |&2] > 1,]&1| S 1 using
61— &P 2 16 — &P (16P72 — [6P72) 2 161 — L2 (1 + &P~ + & P72).

Remark 6. The strong assumption on the critical set of )¢ is solely used to ensure that

liminf | (e + Vse,.c) - Sp%za?ém(e 4+ Ve, o) > inf / (e+ Vo) - b (e + Vo),
st+oo Jq ° peHL (Q)JQ <

per

which might not hold true in general due to the Lavrentieff phenomenon — see e.g. [$1] 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 a satisfies
(1.6) next to (1.5). If a is a p-Laplacian then a 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 (z, ) — a(z, )
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 a : [\, 1] x R? — R? with quasi-diagonal structure,
that is, such that for all (o, &) € [, 1] x RY

a(a, ) = p(e, [€])E, (A.24)

where p : [\, 1] X Ry — Ry is continuously differentiable, and such that the map & — a(a, €) is asymptotically
of p-Laplacian type. More precisely, we assume that inf, p(a,t) > N1 + tP~2) and that there exist two
differentiable functions py : [A\, 1] = Ry and pa : [\, 1] x Ry — R such that for all (a,t) € [N\, 1] x Ry
p(Oé, t) =N (o‘)tp72 + pQ(av t)a
and that there exist a constant C' and an exponent 0 < f < p — 2 such that
|p2(a, )] + I pa(a, 1) < C(1+ 7).

As a consequence, a is variational in the sense that a(a,&) = DW (a,£), where W is given by W (o, €) =
0" spla s)ds > AGGIE + 2[€]).

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 a : [\, 1] x R% 3 (o, &) = a1 + [£|P72)E, with p1(a) = a and

p2(a,t) = a (and therefore C = & and B =0).

X +a-2 :
2. The operator a : [A\,1] x R 3 (a,&) (% + 1){, for any q¢ > 0, and with pi(a) = *
— -2 —
pa2(a,t) := o?é%ltq) +1,C = émax{l,q,%} and B=(p—-2—-¢q) V0.
We are in position to state the main result of this section.

Theorem A.6. Let a € A and let A : RY — [\, 1] be a stationary and ergodic random field (locally C*
— 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:RIx RIS (2,8) = a(A(x),£). Then, the associated homogenized map a 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, : RY — R? be such that for all & € R?
as(§) = p(I€DE, (A.25)

where p: Ry — Ry is a differentiable function that satisfies for some constant ¢ > 0 and for allt >0
d _

o) = 1+ )5

dt

Then, there exists a constant & > 0 depending on ¢ and p such that for all & ,& € R?

(a(€1) — a(&)) - (€1 — &) > (1 + &P + |&[P72)|& — &) (A.27)

(A.26)
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Proof. W.l.o.g we may assume that |£1| > |2] > 0. We fix s > 0 and we define f : [s,4+00) = R as

p—2

fit=tp(t) —sp(s) —é(1+tP +sP) 7 (t—s),

where ¢ will be fixed later. Differentiating f and using the assumption (A.26), we obtain

fo= %(tp(t)) —U(p =2+ + ) FT (= s) + (117 + )T )
> c(1+17)'5 = d(p—2)(1+17+57) 777t — ) + (1 +17 +57)7).

p—2

Since (t — s)tP~! < P and 1+ P + sP < 2(1 + ), this yields f/(t) > (c — 2&(p — 1))(1 + )5 . With the
choice é = 52—, this entails f'(t) > 0, and thus f(¢) > f(s), which takes the form

2(p-1)°
tp(t) — sp(s) > &1+ 12 + s7) "% (t— s). (A.28)
Used with s = 0, this implies the lower bound for all ¢; > 0
plty) > é(1+ )% . (A.29)
By the definition (A.25) of a., we have with the notation t; = |&1] > t2 = |&3],
(a0(&1) = ao(€2)) - (&1 — &) = tip(tr) + t3p(t2) — (&1 - &) (p(t1) + p(t2))
= (t1p(t1) — tap(t2))(tr — t2) + (trtz — & - &2)(p(t1) + p(t2))
(A.28),(A.29) - -
> EA+) T (b —ta)* +E(tate — & - &)A+8) 7
c =2
> S(1+8)7 [ - &l
and the claim follows by redefining ¢. O

We now prove Theorem A.6.

Proof of Theorem A.6. We focus on the proof of (A.27) for @ (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. B
By assumption there exists W : R? x R? — R such that a(z,£) = DW (x,£). Likewise, there exists W : R —
R such that a(§) = DW(£). For all L > 1, we denote by gbgL the unique weak solution in Wy (By) of (2.3),
and define
() =} ala.&+ Vo), WHEO = f W&+ Vo a)n
L

Br
which satisfy a” (&) = DWL(€). As a direct consequence of the homogenization result we have almost-surely

lim (a®(€), W (€)) = (a(€), W(¢))-

L1400
Set a’(¢) := Ela”(¢)] and WE(¢) := E[WL(¢)]. Since we have the uniform almost sure bound |a*(€)| +
[WE(E)| < C(1 + |£|P), we obtain on the one hand that al(¢) = DWZL(€) and on the other hand (by

dominated convergence) that

lim (a"(€), W) = (@(§), W ().

L1400
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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
&1, & € RY we have

(@ (&) —a" (&) - (L - &) = é(l +l&l+ &) ?e - &f*. (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 & can be easily established (cf. Lemma A.5).
The advantage of W’ over W’ (which motivates the choice of the ball By, for the domain) is that, as W,
& — WY is isotropic in the sense that there exists ¢ : Ry — R such that W (&) = ¢#(|¢]). In particular,
we necessarily have a’(¢) = (CL)’(|§|)|§—|, so that, by Lemma A.7, (A.30) will follow provided we show that

t + (¢F)'(¢t) is differentiable and satisfies for some ¢ > 0 independent of L for all t > 0
(E)'(0) = et +1)7. (A.31)
Fix a unit vector e € R?. By definition, we have

LY (1) = aL(te)~e:E[]{9 a(x,te+v¢fe(x))-edx].

By Lemma A.5, correctors are differentiable, and differentiating the above yields using (3.9) (posed on By,
with Dirichlet boundary conditions)

(")) = B[ Daw.te+Vol)(e+ Vo, (v)) ed]

B[ Da(a.te+ Vol (@))(e + Vo)) - (e + Vo, . ())de].

Since a(z, &) = a(A(x),€), € — a(x, &) is differentiable and satisfies for some ¢ > 0 and for all £, h € R?
Da(x,€) : h® h > c(1+[¢[P~%)|h*.

Hence (using that [ Vor.. =0), (¢H)"(t) = cE[fBL le+ VoL |?| > ¢, which yields (A.31) provided ¢ < 1.
It remains to treat the case t > 1.

Step 2. Proof of (A.31).

If a* were the p-Laplacian, ¢* would satisfy (¢*)'(t) = 2¢%(t). The idea is to derive a similar ODE in our

setting based on the identity a’(¢) = DWE(€), from which we shall prove (A.31) by differentiating and using
our structural assumptions on a.

Substep 2.1. Formula for (¥ via an ODE argument.
On the one hand, by the weak formulation of (2.3) tested with ¢%, we have

(€40 = JE[ f, atete-+ Vot - (e + T )aa],

which, in combination with the form of a, yields

UCHY(®) = B[ p(Alw).lte + Vb (@D lte + Vol ) da]

L

= E[ ][B p1(A(z))[te + Wﬁfe(:c)l”dw} +E[ ]é pa(A(z), [te + Vor(z)])|te + v¢fe(x)|2dx]. (A.32)

L
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On the other hand, using that W(z,§) = fo‘f‘ sp(A(z), s)ds and the decomposition of p, we also have

CE(t) = White) = E[]{g /O|te+v¢f{i(x)l sp(A(x), s)dsdx}

_ %E[ ]i p(A@) e + Vol (a)da] + E| ]i L /O e spa(A(e), s)dsda]. (A.3)

From (A.32) and (A.33) we infer that ¢ satisfies the differential relation

ety (-pet0) = B[

lte+Vor. (z)]
palA(e), e+ ok (@) lte+ Vo w)ds—p f [ spa(A(x), $)dsda],
BL BL 0

which we rewrite as (¢L)'(t) — 2¢E(t) = 1h(t) with

Jte+ VoL, (2)]
h(t) = E[]{B pa(A(z), [te + VoL ()))|te + VL (z)|2da — p]é /0 spa(A(), s)dsdx] .

Let t, > 1 to be fixed later. The solution of this ODE is explicitly given for all t > t, by ¢*(t) = %ﬁ” +

+tP ftt* s~ 17Ph(s)ds. Differentiating twice (which we can since t — VoL (z) is differentiable for all z € By),
this yields

(€)@
=p(p—1) (CLt(g*) + /t* silfph(s)ds) P2 4 :11—; (tp /t* silfph(s)ds) —p(p— 1)tP~2 /t* silfph(s)ds) .

=: ”yL(t) =: RL(t)

(A.34)

In the following two substeps we provide a bound from below for 4% (¢) and a bound from above for RF(t).

Substep 2.2. Choice of t and lower bound on ~%(t).
On the one hand, recall that ¢(*(t) = WE(te) and that W (z, &) = 0|5| sp(A(z), s)ds > A(5[¢% + %|§|p), so
that by Jensen’s inequality and |’ B, V¢5L =0

CE(t) = White) = ]E[ W(x,te+V¢fe)dx} > %E[][ |te+v¢tLe|P} - %tp,
Br,

Br

On the other hand, the assumption on py implies that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that for all ¢ > 1
and a € [, 1],

Pl B)] + (0, 1)] < (1 + 7). (A.35)
(The constant ¢ will change from line to line, but remains independent of ¢t and L.) Hence, by the (deter-
ministic) energy estimate fBL IVoE|P < c(1+ [€]7), (A.35) yields for all t > 1

h(t)] < ctF2, (A.36)

so that

’/ sTIPh(s)ds| < P~ (P=2),
t
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Since 3 < p — 2, we deduce that for t2 ~ 1 large enough (and independent of L) we have for all ¢ > ¢, > ¥
A

T (A.37)

() >

Substep 2.3. Choice of t1 and upper bound on RE(t).
Since R (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

WOl < @[ f (-+lter Vok e+ Volle + V..
- L

< B[ (14 fte+ VLTI (ke + Toh P+ V|
7.,

1

= C]E-][ 1+ |te+V¢fe|p72)|€+V95tLe,el2rE[][ (1+|te+V¢tL€|)P*2(p7276)}
s, g

1
2

For the second right-hand side factor, we use the (deterministic) energy estimate on V¢§L, which yields for
t>1

1
EL[][ (1+|te+V¢tL€|)p*2(P*2*5)r < oth-02-8)
By

whereas for the first right-hand side factor we use the (deterministic) energy estimate on V(bé . (in favor of
which we shall argue below), which yields for ¢ > 1

1

B[ f (Ut lte+ Vobir e+ Vo P]* < o', (A.38)
By

These last three estimates then combine to |h/(t)| < et?~1=(P=2=8) With (A.36) and the formula for R”(t),
this entails for all ¢ > 1 the control |[R ()| < ct®. In particular, since 8 < p — 2, there exists t1 > 1 such

that for all ¢ > ¢}, we have |RE(t)] < 222,
We conclude with the argument in favor of (A.38). By testing (3.9) with qgtLee € Hi(ByL) we obtain

/ V(JBtLB . Da(z,te + V(bé)ngtLe dr = / VgZ;tLe .- Da(z,te + ngtLe)edx,
BL ’ ’ By, '
which, by our assumptions on a, entails

| VO Pt TohP ) £ [ IV I+ e + Tok ),
BL BL
and therefore (A.38) by Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality and the energy estimate on V£,

Substep 2.4. Definition of ¢, and proof of (A.31).
Set t, = t? V ¢!, which is independent of L. Step 1 yields (A.31) in the regime ¢ < t,, whereas in the regime
t > t4, (A.31) follows from (A.34) in combination with Substeps 2.2 and 2.3. O

B Periodization in law and functional inequalities

B.1 Periodization in law of a

We give the definition of the periodized ensemble Pr. We generate the Gaussian field G via a model m €
L'(R9) and a centred stationary white noise W in form of

G=mxW, (B.1)
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where we assume that m satisfies for some « > 0 and for all 2 € R
Im(x)| < (1+ |2) =" (B.2)

According to (B.1), the covariance function reads C = mxm. 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 Qp := [%, %)d. The probability P, (with expectation Er,) is the stationary

and centered Gaussian ensemble of scalar fields Gy, defined by the covariance function

Co:ze€R*w Y Cla+ Lk). (B.3)
kezd
FEquivalently, we have
GL = (]lQLmL)*W, (B4)
where
mr :x € R — Z m(z + kL). (B.5)
kezd

Clearly, the covariance function Cr, and thus the realizations G are Qr-periodic. We identify Py, with its
push forward under the map G — A := (x — B(G(x))), where B is defined in Hypothesis 2.2.

The following lemma shows the qualitative convergence as L 1 +oco of the coefficient field generated by
G, towards the coefficient field generated by G.

Lemma B.1. The coefficient fields A := x * B(G) and Ar := x x B(Gyr) satisfy for all L > 1, ¢ > 1, and
r€QL

Q=

E[l(4—AL)@)|)" Sq (1+dist(z,0Q1))"#. (B.6)

Proof. Since B is bounded and globally Lipschitz and x is compactly supported (where w.l.o.g we assume
supp x C B), we have for all ¢ > 1 and z € Q,

|(A—Ap)(x)]? Sa.B.x (]i(w) Gz~ G')q'

By Gaussianity, cf. [16],

1
q

E[|G(z) = GL(2)|]" <q lm(z =) = Lgumr(z = )| L2@a).-

A direct computation yields
[tz =) =g, mu e = )Py

(B.5) 2
= / m(z—y)2dy+/ (Zm(z—y—kL)) dy
Rd\QL L k#0
(B.2)

2
S / (1+ 2 —y)) 2 dy + / (Z(l +lz—y— kLI)‘(‘”“)) dy
RI\Qr, Qr k40

< (1 +dist(z,0Qg)) 472,

~

and the claim (B.6) follows. O
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B.2 Functional calculus
The ensemble Py, satisfies the following logarithmic-Sobolev inequality (see for instance [35, 20]).

Proposition B.2. There exists p > 0 such that for all functional F of A with EL[|F|?] < 400
1
EL[F?log(F)] — EL[F2E [log(F)] < JEL { / |81F|2dx}, (B.7)
QL
where for all v € Q,

0z F(A) := sup lim sup F(A+hod) = F(4) ,
SA  hi0 h

(B.8)
and where the supremum runs over coefficient fields §A that are supported in B(x) and bounded by 1 in
C(B(x)).°

The logarithmic Sobolev inequality (B.7) yields control of moments (see e.g. [30]).

Lemma B.3. For all ¢ > 1 and all random variables F' we have

1 a1
B [1r - BIFIP|" S vaB[( [ 10.PPde) )", (B.9)
QL
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 Cy > 0 such that
E[exp(a-X)] <2.

(i1) There exists Co > 0 such that
E[Xp]% <qCs for anyq>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 v > 0 such that for all ¢ > 1

1
EL[”X”%oo(B)} <y, (B.10)

then we have for alle >0, R>1, and g > 1
1
Ep[(R1X | po(30)?)" Sac a7 (B.11)

Proof. Let R > 1 and € > 0. Consider N(R,d) < R? points (2;);ep1,n] C Br such that Br C Uf\;l B(z;).
We then have

X Lo (BR) < L [ X Lo (B(:))- (B.12)

By the discrete £2 — ¢>° estimate for all ¢ > 1, (B.12) turns into

1

N
q
1X Nz anen < (D 1K1 (eny)

i=1

6The fact one can assume I6Allca (B(x)) < 1 comes from the convolution in (2.6).
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Therefore, by taking the ¢-th moment, the stationarity of X and the assumption (B.10), we get

1 (
a ‘ a 2 TR
Er [”X”Loo(BR)} < ien[[lﬁﬁ]]EL [HXHLoo(B(M))} Ne < q'Re,

which yields the desired estimate (B.11) provided ¢ > g (and therefore in the whole range of exponents by
Holder’s inequality). O

B.3 Convergence of the periodization in law of the correctors

In this subsection (and here only), we denote by (Ve, Voe) (resp. (Voe.e, Ve o)) the nonlinear corrector
gradients (resp. linearized corrector gradients) associated with the coefficient field A := x x B(G), and by
(VoE,Vaf) (resp. (quée,V5ée)) the nonlinear corrector gradients (resp. linearized corrector gradients)
associated with the periodized coefficient field Af, := x x B(GL). Note that under the coupling (B.4) it holds

(V(bg, VUg)#PL = (V¢£L, VO’?)#]P’.

Proposition B.6. For all L > 1, if (V¢e, Vog) satisfies for all ¢ > 1
1
Ec[[(Voe, Voo)|"] " Sea 1 (B.13)
(where the multiplicative constant does not depend on L), then for all R > 1 and g > 1, we have

1

B [ 1166, Voo) - (Vo£ Vo] o 0 (B.14)

As a consequence, for all x € R?, we have

=[(/,.

In addition, for all unit vectors e € R?, the linearized correctors (Vg?)gye,V&gye) are well-defined, and if for
all g > 1

g1
a

(6e.00) = (ob.ob)+ f 0kt )] = 0 (B.15)

Lt+4o0

Ep[[(Vdee, Vaeo)l?] " So1 (B.16)

then we have for all R > 1 and ¢ > 1,

1
q

E[/ |(V¢35,6,V&5,6)—(vgsge,wge)ﬂ — 0. (B.17)
Qr Lroo

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,

LlTifrnOO]E{/QR (VoF, Vak) - (Vee, Vo) P | =0. (B.18)

We start with the argument for V¢§L. For all R,L > 1 we have the a priori estimate E[fQR |V¢£|p} <

RY€)?%P | so that V¢g is bounded in LP(dP, LP(Qr)). As such it converges along an extraction to some
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D

Vg weakly in LP(dP, LP(QRr)) for all R > 1. In addition, since E{|V¢£L|p+a} "< €124 (for some € > 0

by Meyers’ estimate), we obtain by a standard equi-integrability argument (allowing to discard boundary
effects) that V¢g© is a stationary random field. Hence we need to argue that V¢g® = V¢ and that the

convergence is strong. Note that similarly, for all R > 1, the flux OJ&L =ar(-, &+ ngg ) converges (say, along

+e +e
the same extraction) weakly in Lt (dP, Lt (Qr)) towards some stationary random field ag®.

We first recall the following consequence of qualitative homogenization (cf. Theorem 2.1): Almost surely
we have

20 = Jim ol V) = Jim B[ ]é a(e, €+ VG )z, (B.19)

where CEL is the unique weak solution in W;2(Qr) of the corrector equation —V - af(-, & + V(EL) = 0 on the
cube @, (note that we use a and not ar, so that CgL #* ¢£L)

Then we argue that

lim E[][ (a(z, & + V& (@) — ap (@, &+ V(bg(:z)))dx} = 0. (B.20)

L1400 L

We write ar(z, & + nggL(x)) =a(x,&+ V(bg(a:)) +ap(x, &+ VQ% () —a(z, &+ ngé(:z:)), and control each
contribution to (B.20) separately. Testing the equation for ngL (resp. CgL ) with QL (resp. ¢£L), we obtain

/ Vit — &) - (al¢ + Vob) — a(é + VL)) = /Q V(6 — ) - (alé + Vob) — ar(e + VoL).

Taking the expectation of this identity, using that for all ¢’ we have (a — ar)(¢') = (A — AL)(1 + |¢'|P72)¢,
using monotonicity on the left-hand side, and Holder’s inequality on the right-hand side, we obtain
L !/ _p pl_71 21
B[ V©E-HP] SE[f V@E-hP]E[f 1a-a#T TE[ £ 1eieevab] T
QL QL ' Qr L

for some ¢ > 1 chosen such that gp < p + ¢ (the Meyers exponent). By our choice of ¢, the last right-hand
side factor is bounded uniformly wrt L whereas the second right-hand side factor goes to zero as L 1 +o0 by
Lemma B.1. This entails by continuity of a that

1
¥ Li+oo

E (a(, & + V¢ (@) — a(z, £+ Vg (x))da || S E IV¢E = VoiP|” "= 0.
QL QL

We now treat the second contribution to (B.20). By definition of a — ar,, we have

B[ f late+vob) —ante+ Vol < B[ f IA—ALlpFE{]é e votr)

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 z € QQp, of

(2.3)

eB[f ae+veh)] 2 E[f (€+oh)a(e+ Vel

E[(¢ + V6E) - ar(¢ + VoF) ()]
E[(€ + V6}) - ale + Vb @)] + 0 (1 + dist(z,0Q1)) # )
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and
Ef¢- ][ ar(€+Voh)| = E[€ ale+VoE) ()] + O (1 + dist(z, 0Q1)) 4
QL
yields
LlTiinOOIE[V% ca(€ + v¢§)(a¢)} - E[ng;g Ca(e + qug)(a:)} o (B.21)

Provided we establish that (B.21) can be post-processed into
Jim E[(Voe — Vof) - (al6 + Vo) — al¢ + Vof)) (@)] =0, (B.22)

the desired statement (B.18) for V¢£L will follow from monotonicity and integration over Qr. We now prove
(B.22). Since '

(Ve — VoE) - (a6 + Ve) — a(€ + VoE)) = Ve - alé + Vee) + VoL - a(€ + VL)
— V¢ - a(€ + Ve) — Voe - a(€ + Vi),

it remains to control the last two right-hand side terms using weak convergence. On the one hand,
Jim E[Vof - a(¢ + Voe)(x)| = E|Ver -a(¢ + Vag)| =0
by the weak formulation of the corrector equation and the stationarity of Vgg°. On the other hand,
Jim E[Vée - a(¢ + VoE)(x)| = E|Voc -aF].
The latter also vanishes since for all compactly supported test functions x and p-integrable random variables

X we have for all L >1
E[X/ Vy-af| =0,
Rd

which entails at the limit E [X fRd Vx - aé’o} =0, and, by stationarity of ag®, extends to stationary potential
fields such as V¢¢ in form of E [V(bg : ago] = 0. Estimate (B.22) is proved.

We proceed the same way to prove the convergence (B.14) for (VogL ), combining the equations (3.2) and
(3.3) with the strong convergence

p(1+€)}

Efla(-, &+ Vé) (@) —a(-, £+ Ve) (@) > 7 ] — 0,

Lt+oco

which follows from (B.14) for (V¢f).

Step 2. Proof of (B.15).
First we claim that for all R > 1 and all functions ( on @Qr we have the Poincaré inequality

5 d=1 : R?
/ 4—7[4 << d=2 : Rlog*(R+1) / V(|2 (B.23)
R B d>2 : R? R
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This simply follows by summation over dyadic scales of the following standard estimates for all 0 < ¢ < log R

Lol dser [ e |f oo f serd e

2
Applying (B.23) to ¢ = (¢¢, 0¢) — (ngL, agL) and using the anchoring condition f(¢¢,0¢) = 0, for all z € R¢
we have with R = 2(|x| + 1)

d=1 : R?
2
| Jweoo - @by« f @hob)| S d=2 « Rlogr+1) [ [V(oeoe) - Viekob)P
B(z) B d>2 : R¢ R

so that (B.15) follows from (B.14).

Step 3. Proof of (B.17). 3
The argument is essentially the same as for (B.14), and we only argue for V¢¢ .. First, by (B.14) and

Lemma 3.3, the linearized extended corrector (¢ c,d¢.c) is well-defined. By the Schauder theory in form
of [16, Theorem 5.19] applied to the equation (3.9) (the Holder norm of the coefﬁcie~nts is controlled by
Lemma A.3 and local regularity theory for ¢{) and assumption (B.16), sup; > E[[|e+ Vo§ |2 «(@n )] NAGR

for all ¢ > 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 Day (-, € + V(;Sg) —> Da(-,& + V¢e) (which
Foo ,

follows from (B.14) and Lemma B.1). O

C Large-scale averages

We prove in this section estimates used to control large-scale averages, which are variations around [59]. We
fix L>1and ¢ € R?, and use the short-hand notation r, for Tw&,L-

Lemma C.1. Let m € (0,1), 7 < 3r,(0) and f : RY — Ry a measurable function. We have

E s, )

Proof. The estimate (C.1) follows from

o f e (0w

Let zg € B, be fixed. Since r, ¢ 1 is ——Llpschltz we have for all x € Br
B*(.’IIQ) C BT*(xg)Jrgr(x)' (CS)

Indeed, if y € By (zo) and = € Bz, we have

T 9
[y =2l <ly = ol + lwo — 2] < g m) 7+ & = raleo) + g7,

By the --Lipschitz property of r,, we have r,(0) — 167° <7y (xo) < 7r,.(0)+ 5r. Together with the assumption
r < 2r,(0), this entails 37, (0) < r.(zo) and r,(zo) + 2r < 227,(0) so that for all z € B,

|B*( )l ~ |Br zo + r(‘r)|
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Combined with (C.3) this yields

AT AT A

T (m0)+ s

Now let N € N depending only on d and (2;);c[1,n] C B%T be such that

N
Bu, C U EINC (C4)

We claim that
N

Br*(mo)—i-%r C U Br*(wo)—%r(xi)' (05)
i=1
Indeed, let y € B, (45)+2r and set z = ﬁy Since |z| < Xr, there exists i € [1,N] such that
|z — 2] < 5 r Thus by the triangle inequality

11

|y—x1|<|y—z|+|z—xz|<|y|\1—87\+

)+9 E'I".

wls
al=

Since y € B, (4)+ 2~ and since the -Lipschitz property of 7, entails 7 (z¢) > r.(0) — &|zo| >

48r > 1 77, we have

L, 1
Y 1- X < 1e(®o) — =7
|y res) 7 o «(0) 1
and consequently
ly— il < =4y (@0) — 27 = 74 (20) —
— x| < —=r+r(xg) — =1 =18(w0) — =T,
y 16 o) g )7 16

which concludes the proof of (C.5). We deduce from the sub-additive property of € RT — 2™ and the fact
that for all i € [1, N], #; + By, C Bs,

][ ( f) dxgz:][ (][ f) dng (][ f) de,
5 B e+ gr®) i=178g "B, (ag)- gr(@F@) By, "B, (ag)- (@)
which concludes the proof of (C.2) since the ——LlpSChltZ property of 7, entails for all xy € B, and x € B 3,
1 1
re(x0) — 1—361" < re(x) + E|x — x| — 6" <r.(z)+ E(gT +7r)— 1—361" < re(x).

Lemma C.2. Let zg € R? and r > 3r,(x), f : R? = Ry a measurable function. We have

/Bmo) (]{B*m f)dx'g/ g7, (20) I (C.6)
oo™ s (2 e

and
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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, (o)
/wo) (7[3*@ f)ars /QM) g (C8)

/QTuo)fS/zT(mo) (7[*@) f)dr. (C.9)

This constant C' (which only depends on d and our upper bound % on the Lipschitz constant of r,) will be
used to define the best Lipschitz constant for r, (cf. Definition 4.1).

and

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that xqg = 0. Since r, is %-Lipschitz7 we have for all

integrable non-negative functions g
/ (][ g)d:z: ~ / g, (C.10)
R NJ B, (z) Rd

cf. [50, (140)] (which relies on the construction of a Calderén-Zygmund partition of R? based on 7). We
start with the proof of (C.6). Since r, is 15-Lipschitz and 3r,(0) < r, for all z € B,, r(z) < r(0)+ & < 127
so that B, (z) C Ber,.. This yields (C.6) in form of

/T (]i*(m) f) o= /BT (]{3*(1) fﬂB%T)dx : /Rd (][B*(m) fﬂB%r)dx - Rd f]lB%T'

We now turn to (C.7). By (C.10),
f~ / ][ fp,, )dz.
/;177‘ Rd ( B*(:E) ﬁr)

12

Since 7, is 15-Lipschitz and 3r.(0) < r, if [z] > 2r, r.(z) < 7 (0) + &r < 2r < Hlz|, so that B.(z) C

R?\ Bss, C Rd \ Buz,.. Hence, exploiting the indicator function 1p,, , the above turns into
127

/ fe | (f simg)aes [ (f f)as
% Bar. «(z) z" Bayr B, (x)

that is, (C.7). O
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