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LIPSCHITZ REGULARITY FOR ELLIPTIC EQUATIONS
WITH RANDOM COEFFICIENTS

SCOTT N. ARMSTRONG AND JEAN-CHRISTOPHE MOURRAT

ABSTRACT. We develop a higher regularity theory for general quasilinear
elliptic equations and systems in divergence form with random coeflicients.
The main result is a large-scale L*°-type estimate for the gradient of a solu-
tion. The estimate is proved with optimal stochastic integrability under a
one-parameter family of mixing assumptions, allowing for very weak mixing
with non-integrable correlations to very strong mixing (e.g., finite range of
dependence). We also prove a quenched L? estimate for the error in ho-
mogenization of Dirichlet problems. The approach is based on subadditive
arguments which rely on a variational formulation of general quasilinear
divergence-form equations.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Informal summary of the main results. We are interested in the
stochastic homogenization of divergence-form elliptic equations and systems
which take the general quasilinear form

(1.1) -v-(a(Vu(z),z)) =0 in U cR?

The precise assumptions are stated in detail below, but let us mention here
that the map a: R? x R? - R is uniformly monotone and Lipschitz in its first
argument. In addition, x — a(-,z) is a stationary random field satisfying a
quantitative ergodic assumption.

In this paper, we prove a “quenched” Lipschitz estimate for solutions of (1.1)
which is optimal in terms of the stochastic integrability of the random variables
appearing in the estimates. While the results are new for linear equations
and even under strongly mixing conditions (see however the discussion of [3]
and [24] below), they hold for the most general nonlinear divergence-form el-
liptic operators and under quite weak mixing conditions. We are primarily
motivated by the fact that strong gradient bounds play a central role in the
quantitative theory of stochastic homogenization for elliptic equations. This is
because the magnitude of the gradient of a solution controls how sensitively it
depends on the coefficients — and it turns out that good estimates of the latter,
combined with appropriate concentration inequalities, yield optimal quantita-
tive bounds in homogenization. This was shown for linear equations by Gloria
and Otto [25, 26, 27] and Gloria, Neukamm and Otto [22, 23]. The work
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in this paper is the crucial step to developing an optimal quantitative theory
of stochastic homogenization for general quasilinear equations and systems in
divergence form, as well as for improving the stochastic integrability of the
current linear theory, as we will show in a future work.

To give a better idea of the gradient estimate we prove, we recall that a
solution u of the linear equation

-V (A(z)Vu) =V -f(z) in By,

under the assumption that the coefficient matrix A(z) and vector field f(x)
are Holder continuous, satisfies the following pointwise bound:

(1.2) Ivu(0)* < C (1 + ][];1 \vu(z)|? dx) ,

where the constant C' depends in particular on the regularity of the coefficients.
Of course, the assumption of Holder continuity of A is crucial, as the best
regularity for general equations with rapidly oscillating coefficients is W12+
(Meyers’ estimate, for Sobolev regularity) and C%¢ (De Giorgi-Nash-Moser, for
Holder regularity) for some £ > 0 depending on the ellipticity. Therefore the
estimate (1.2) is not scale invariant, and in particular at very large scales (i.e.,
with the ball By replaced by Bg with radius R > 1) the estimate is false, in
general, even if A is smooth.

The primary purpose of this paper is to show that, nevertheless, an equation
with random coefficients has better regularity than a general equation, and we
can in fact prove that, due to statistical effects, an estimate like (1.2) holds
on large scales. The main result, stated precisely below in Theorem 1.1, states
roughly that, under appropriate mixing conditions on the coefficients, for any
R > 1, a solution u of (1.1) in a domain U 2 By satisfies

(1.3) ][ |Vu($)|2 de <C (1 + ][ |Vu(x)|2 dx) for every r € [X, %R]
B Br

The main difference between (1.2) and (1.3) is that the latter estimate holds
only for balls with radii larger than a random “minimal radius” X, while the
former holds in every ball (hence pointwise). The random variable X' is almost
surely finite — but not bounded — and thus the central task is to estimate the
probability that X is very large. That is, we would like to specify which of
the stochastic moments of X are bounded under various quantitative “mixing”
assumptions on the coefficients. In this paper, we prove (1.3), with optimal
stochastic integrability estimates on &X', under a continuum of mixing condi-
tions on the coefficients, ranging from relatively weak mixing (allowing for
non-integrable correlations) to very strong assumptions. For instance, if the

coefficients satisfy a finite range of dependence condition, then we have the
bound

(1.4) E[exp (X*)] < 0o for every s <d,

which is optimal in that such an estimate is certainly false for s > d. On the
other hand, if the coefficients satisfy a weaker “a—mixing” condition with an
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algebraic rate given by an exponent S > 0 (see (P3) in the next subsection for
the precise statement of this assumption), then we give the (optimal) bound

(1.5) E[Xe] < oo for every 0 < .

We call (1.3) a “quenched” estimate because the random variable X does not
depend on the solution u, and thus in particular on what random dependence
u may (or may not) possess. We call it a “Lipschitz” estimate because R is
very large and in this scaling the microscopic scale is O(1), and thus we think
of the left side as approximating |Vu(0)|. Notice that (1.3) implies

]il Vu(e)f? de < CX° (1 . JgR u(z) da:) ,

so we may also think of X as a random prefactor constant in an estimate with
deterministic scales. Under the additional assumption that the coefficients
are smooth on the microscopic scale, the left side of the latter inequality con-
trols |[Vu(0)| (by the nonlinear version of the Schauder estimate (1.2), in fact)
and, in that case, we then obtain a true pointwise Lipschitz estimate at the
origin. However, we prefer to think of control over the very small scales as
a separate issue. Indeed, questions about the behavior of solutions on scales
smaller than the microscopic scale are outside of the realm of homogeniza-
tion, as they cannot be due to statistical effects. An estimate like (1.3) is the
strongest possible estimate for the control of microscopic-scale fluctuations in
terms of large-scale fluctuations for solutions of (1.1); higher regularity such as
C cannot hold at large scales without some reinterpretation of the meaning
of such an estimate. In fact, for equations with periodic coefficients (a spe-
cial case of what we consider here), there cannot exist uniform bounds on the
modulus of continuity of the gradient unless the coefficients are constant.

While we use scalar notation throughout the paper, we only use arguments
which apply to systems under the assumption that the constant-coefficient
homogenized system admits C1® estimates (which is a necessary condition,
satisfied both for linear systems as well as in the nonlinear scalar case, for
example). Moreover, for the error estimate presented in Theorem 3.1, which
is of independent interest, this assumption is not required. Therefore, the
methods in this paper are quite flexible in their application to general elliptic
systems.

Finally, we point out that the arguments leading to the Lipschitz estimate
(Theorem 1.1) apply with only very minor modifications to yield Lipschitz esti-
mates up to the boundary for Dirichlet problems (even with possibly oscillating
boundary data).

1.2. Motivation and previous works. There has been much recent interest
in quantitative results for the stochastic homogenization of uniformly ellip-
tic equations, prompted by the striking results of Gloria and Otto [25, 26].
Partially inspired by the previous works of Naddaf and Spencer [33] and Con-
lon and Naddaf [10], they proved optimal estimates on the typical size of the
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fluctuations of approximate correctors and their energy density for linear ellip-
tic equations under strong independence assumptions on the coefficients. Ex-
pounding on this work and some ideas developed independently in [32], these
authors and Neukamm [22; 23] then proved optimal estimates and a quanti-
tative two-scale expansion for uniformly elliptic equations under quantitative
assumptions built on spectral gap-type concentration inequalities.

At the analytic heart of all of these results are estimates on large stochastic
moments of the gradient of the approximate correctors as well as the gradient
of the Green’s functions. Later, much stronger bounds on the Green’s func-
tions were obtained by Marahrens and Otto [31] for coefficient fields satisfying
a logarithmic Sobolev inequality. They also proved the first “quenched” result:
a C% estimate for 0 < a < 1, with bounded (stochastic) moments (see also
Gloria and Marahrens [21]). These estimates, and the latter result especially,
suggested the possibility of developing a large scale Lipschitz regularity the-
ory for random elliptic equations, which could potentially not only generalize
these results but substantially improve the quantitative theory of stochastic
homogenization.

The first quenched Lipschitz estimate for random elliptic equations was
proved recently by the first author and Smart [3]. This result was obtained for
solutions of variational quasilinear equations under the assumption that the
coefficients satisfy a finite range of dependence, and gave optimal estimates
on the stochastic integrability of the random variable X" in (1.3), that is, they
obtained (1.4).

There were two separate ideas central to the arguments of [3], which differed
substantially from those of the previous works mentioned above: the first was,
following the philosophy of Avellaneda and Lin [4] in the context of periodic
homogenization, to “borrow” the higher regularity of the constant-coefficient
homogenized equation. The technique is to prove a Lipschitz estimate by im-
plementing a Campanato-type C'1® iteration and comparing, at each dyadic
scale, the heterogeneous solution to the homogenized one with the same bound-
ary values. Since the latter is more regular, the “flatness” of the solution (the
normalized L? difference between the solution and the nearest affine function)
improves at each step of the iteration by a universal factor less than one. It is
necessary to keep track of the error made by substituting the solution for that
of the homogenized equation at each iteration. It was shown in [3, Lemma
5.1] that one obtains a Lipschitz bound on scales larger than the minimal scale
above which this error in homogenization is controlled by a fixed algebraic (or
at least Dini) modulus. This quantitative variation of the compactness argu-
ment of [4] does not depend on the precise form of the equation (in particular,
it does not require the equation to be variational) and thus in certain cases it
may give more information than the compactness arguments of [4] (for example,
in a recent preprint, the first author and Shen [2] used the idea to generalize
the results of [4, 5] as well as those of Kenig, Lin and Shen [28, 29] to certain
linear systems with almost periodic coefficients).

The key step in quantifying the stochastic moments of X in the Lipschitz
estimate, if we follow this method, is to obtain a quantitative estimate on the
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error in homogenization for the Dirichlet problem which is strong in stochastic
integrability: here the estimate may be suboptimal in the typical size of the
error (provided it is algebraic or Dini) in order to bound the probability of
deviations as strongly as possible.

This brings us to the second central theme of [3], which is that the method of
subadditivity, introduced in stochastic homogenization by Dal Maso and Mod-
ica [11, 12], is very well-suited for obtaining estimates which (although subop-
timal in the typical size of the error) are strong in stochastic integrability. It is
here that variational techniques play a central role, as the natural subadditive
quantities for analyzing the problem arise from the variational characterization
of the equation. Therefore, the results in [3] were stated for local minimizers
of uniformly convex integral functionals, which is equivalent to the special case
of (1.1) in which a(-,x) is the gradient of a uniformly convex function. If the
equation is linear (i.e., a(p,x) = A(z)p for a square matrix A with positive
eigenvalues), then this reduces to the requirement that A be symmetric.

More recently, Gloria, Neukamm and Otto [24], partially inspired by [3],
obtained a quenched Lipschitz estimate for linear equations and systems. In
particular, they give the first such estimate for linear equations and systems
with nonsymmetric coefficients, although their techniques do not seem to gen-
eralize in a straightforward way to nonlinear equations. Their arguments use
a similar scheme based on a Campanato iteration and approximation of the
Dirichlet problem for the heterogeneous equation by the homogenized problem.
They introduce a random variable r, which is related to the quantity we denote
by X (and the analogous random variable in [3]) but is defined using harmonic
coordinates, and is therefore perhaps more intuitive and geometric. It also al-
lows to establish qualitative results (without imposing any mixing conditions)
and gives control of higher regularity of the solutions after subtracting the
corrector (i.e., the regularity of the error in the two-scale expansion).

The arguments in [24] and [3] are very different in how the integrability of X
or r, is obtained (that is, in how the error in homogenization of the Dirichlet
problem is quantified in each step of the Campanato iteration), and those of [24]
so far yield suboptimal estimates of the stochastic integrability of X under
strong mixing conditions (for example, under independence assumptions, they
get (1.4) for some s > 0 rather than every s < d).

We conclude this subsection by mentioning two more recent related works:
both Ben-Artzi, Marahrens and Neukamm [8] and Bella and Otto [7] obtained
moment bounds on the gradient of the approximate correctors for linear elliptic
systems using concentration inequalities, and Lamacz, Neukamm and Otto [30]
obtained such estimates for a percolation model using similar methods.

1.3. An overview of the approach. Before stating the main results, it is
necessary to give a brief overview of the ideas leading to the proofs (since the
latter affects the former).

First, the Campanato scheme for proving a Lipschitz estimate from [3] re-
duces our task to that of obtaining an estimate for the homogenization error
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for the Dirichlet problem which is optimal in stochastic integrability. This es-
timate, stated below in Theorem 3.1, is of independent interest as it is the first
quantitative result in stochastic homogenization for equations taking the gen-
eral quasilinear form (1.1) and, except for the result in [3] that it generalizes,
the only quantitative result in stochastic homogenization for nonlinear elliptic
equations in divergence form. The proof of the error estimate is an adaption
of the variational, subadditive approach of [3], although here we do not have
the same variational structure. We instead start from the fact that solutions
of

(1.6) -vV-(a(Vu,z))=f inU

may be characterized as the null minimizers in H'(U) of a nonnegative func-
tional taking the form

(17) we T [w f]- inf{ [ (F(V0().().2) - V() - g(a) de

ge L*(U;RY), -v-g = f},

where the function F(p,q,x) in the integrand is uniformly convex in (p,q).
Moreover, if u is a null minimizer of J[- , f], then the corresponding vector
field g which attains the infimum is the flux, that is, g = a(Vu,z), and the
integrand vanishes identically. This variational formulation does not coincide
with the classical one in the case that a is the gradient of a Lagrangian.

This more general variational principle first appeared in special cases in the
work of Brezis and Ekeland [9] and Neyroles [35]. Later, major progress was
made by Fitzpatrick [14], who showed that general maximal monotone maps
admit a variational characterization. Variational formulations of monotone
maps were subsequently explored in some details by Ghoussoub and his col-
laborators (see [16] and the references therein). In Section 2, we review the
connection between variational problems of this form and general quasilinear,
divergence-form elliptic equations.

We consider the functional J [-,-] to be the fundamental object of study
in this paper and we seldom refer to the PDE or the coefficients a. Thus,
rather than looking to identify effective coefficients a directly, we search for an
effective variational problem characterized by an effective integrand F. The
latter, as we will see, may be defined by the (P-almost sure) limit

F(p,q) = lim inf ][ F(p+vu(z),q+g(x),z) de.
n=00 ueHj(On),geL2,) o(On) Jon

Here O, is the cube centered at the origin with side length 3", and L2, (U)

denotes the set of solenoidal (i.e., divegence-free) L? vector fields in U with

normal component vanishing on the boundary of U.

In the context of periodic homogenization, such an approach to homogeniza-
tion has already been explored by Ghoussoub, Moameni and Séiz [17], who
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gave an analogous formula for F' and a qualitative proof of homogenization, as
well as by Visintin [38, 39]. Since the (normalized) energy

oV ) = inf { £ F(p+ u(a).q 4 g(0).0) do s we HYW), g€ L2 (U)

of the minimizing pair with given affine boundary data is a naturally mono-
tone/subadditive quantity, the argument of Dal Maso and Modica [12] natu-
rally extends to this setting to give a qualitative proof of homogenization in
the general (stationary-ergodic) random setting as well.

Here however, our interest is in quantitative results, and for this pg is only
half of the picture. We also need the naturally superadditive quantity, modeled
on the analogous one from [3], which we denote by

u(07 ) = vk | f (P (9u(2) (). )~ 4" u@) " -g(2)) o

we H\U), g e Lzol(U)}.

Notice that @ imposes no boundary conditions on u and g, which is what gives
it the property of superadditivity. As we will see, the large scale limit of —p is
the convex dual (Legendre-Fenchel transform) of that of o, and the variables
(p,q) are dual to (¢*,p*). The fact that ug and p are monotone from different
sides will allow us to “trap” the limiting behavior between these two extremes,
in effect revealing the additive structure of the problem which renders a more
precise quantitative analysis possible.

1.4. Statement of hypotheses and main results. As mentioned in the
previous section, we consider the variational problem associated to (1.1) to be
the fundamental object of study, and therefore we state our results in terms of
null minimizers of the functional J| -, f] rather than solutions of (1.6). The link
between the variational problem and the PDE is studied in detail in Section 2,
where it becomes clear that our assumptions cover the case of (1.1) in full
generality.

For the rest of the paper, we assume that d > 2 and fix the parameters Ky > 0
and A > 3. We consider coefficient fields F' = F'(p, q,x) satisfying

(1.8) Fe L2 (R x RY x RY)
such that (p,q) = F(p,q,x) is uniformly convex, that is,
1 .
(1.9 (.0) > F(p.0.2) ~ o (1 +[gl2) s convex
as well as uniformly C'%! uniformly in x; in view of (1.9), it suffices to assume
A .
(1.10) (.0) > F(p.0.2) ~ > (1o + 1) is concave.

We require also that, for every p,z € R4,

(1.11) inf (F(p,q,x) -p-q)=0.
qeR
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We define the set of all coefficient fields by

(1.12) Q:={F : F satisfies (1.8), (1.9), (1.10) and (1.11)}.

We endow € with the translation group {7, },ege, which acts on €2 via
(T-F)(p,q,2) = F(p,q,x + 2),

and the family {Fy} of o—algebras, with Fy; defined for each Borel U € R¢ by

Fu = o—algebra on () generated by the family of maps
P [ Frao)p@)de, paeR, peC(RY).

The largest of these o—algebras is denoted by F := Fra. The translation group
also acts naturally on F via the definition

T.A={T,F : Fe A}, AeclF.
Associated to each F € ) and bounded open U ¢ R? is the functional

T HNU) x HH(U) - [0, 00),
defined for each (u,u*)e HY(U) x H-Y(U) by

(1.13) Jlu,u*]:= inf{ [U (F (Vu(z),g(z),z) - Vu(x) -g(x)) dx

cge L2(U;RY), -v-g= u*},
where the condition -V - g = u* is to be understood in the sense that

/[;g(:p) Vé(z)dr = (¢,u*) for every ¢ € HY(U)

and (-, -) denotes the canonical pairing between H}(U) and H='(U). Although J
depends on both F" and U, we keep this implicit in our notation as the identities
of Fand U are always clear from context.

We consider a probability measure P on (€2, F) which is assumed to satisfy
the following three conditions:

(P1) The random field F' is uniformly bounded below on the support of P,
in the sense that

]P’[essinf inf F(p,q,x)> —Kg] =1.

zeR4  p,geRd

(P2) P is stationary with respect to Z4—translations: for every z € Z¢ and
AelF,
P[A] =P[T.A].

(P3) P is “a-mixing” with an algebraic decorrelation rate: there exist an
exponent 5 >0 and a constant C5 > 0 such that, for all Borel subsets
UV cR4 AeFy and B € Fyy, we have

IP[An B] -P[A]P[B]| < Cs (1 +dist(U,V)) ™.
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The assumption (P3) is a relatively weak mixing condition. The conclusions
of the main result can be considerably strengthened, with minor modifications
to the arguments, if one is willing to assume stronger mixing conditions. To
make this point explicitly, we also state results under an a—mixing condition
with a faster rate of decorrelation:

(P4) P is “a—mixing” with a stretched exponential decorrelation rate: there
exist an exponent v > 0 and a constant Cy > 0 such that, for all Borel
subsets U,V ¢ R4, A e F; and B € Fy, we have

[P[An B] -P[A]P[B]| < Cyexp (-dist(U,V)7).
Notice that a finite range of dependence hypothesis on the probability mea-
sure P (as assumed for instance in [3]) implies (P4) for every 7 < oco.

We emphasize that assumptions (P1)-(P3) are assumed to be in force through-
out the paper. This is not the case for (P4), which is only assumed to be in
force where explicitly stated.

We now present the statement of the main result.
Theorem 1.1 (Lipschitz regularity). Assume that P satisfies (P1), (P2), (P3).

Fiz p > d and 0 € (0,8). There exist C(d,A,3,Cs,p,0) > 1 and a random
variable X > 1 satisfying

(1.14) E[x]<C
such that the following holds: if R>1, f e L?(Bg) and u e H'(Bg) satisfy
(1.15) [ f1=0,

and if we define

(116) M= Ko+ %gﬂg(]@R () - af daz)% +R(]€3R )P daz)%’

then we have the estimate
2 1
(1.17) ][ IVu(z)]> de < CM?  for every X(1+M)7d STS§R.
By
Moreover, if P satisfies (P4), then (1.14) may be improved to the statement
that, for every s € (0,dvy/(d+7)),
(1.18) E[exp (X*)] < C,

where the constant C' depends additionally on (v, Cy,s), and (1.17) to the state-
ment that

(1.19) ][ \Vu(z)|* de < CM?  for every Xlog(l+M)<r< %R.
By

Remark 1.2. The condition (1.15) says that u is a null minimizer (on Bg) of
the functional J [+, f]. According to Proposition 2.15, this is equivalent to the
statement that u is a solution of

(1.20) -V-(a(Vu(z),z)) = f(x) in Bg,
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where a is the uniformly monotone vector field represented by F' in the sense
defined in Section 2. Moreover, according to Theorem 2.9, any uniformly mono-
tone vector field a admits a variational representation satisfying our assump-
tions, and thus there is no loss of generality in the variational formulation com-
pared to the PDE itself. In particular, the conclusion of Theorem 1.1 applies
to solutions of equations of the form (1.20) with random coefficients which are
uniformly monotone, Lipschitz and bounded. (It is obvious how to translate
hypotheses (P2) and (P3), since these are essentially unchanged; the proper
translation of (P1) into a statement about a(p,x) is indicated in Lemma 2.14,

below.)

Remark 1.3. The integrability of A given in Theorem 1.1 is optimal under
each of assumptions (P3) and (P4) and for every value of the exponents 3
and . This can be verified by the construction of explicit examples. Observe
that if [P satisfies a finite range of dependence, then we may take any v < oo
in (P4) and we thus get (1.18) for every exponent s < d, which matches the
result in [3]. This is certainly optimal, because the probability of obtaining
any particular coefficient field (for the random checkerboard, say) in a ball of
radius R is of order exp(—cR?).

While we do not give further details here, we also obtain appropriate bounds
on X under mixing conditions other than a—mixing. For instance, if P is
assumed to satisfy a spectral gap inequality, then we obtain (1.18) for every
s < d/2 and, under a logarithmic Sobolev inequality, for every s < d (we also
expect both of these to be optimal).

Remark 1.4. The parameter M in the lower bound for r in (1.17) and (1.19)
may be removed in the case that F' is positively homogeneous of order two
(e.g., in the case that the corresponding PDE is linear). The reason it arises
in the general setting has to do with the fact that one may not obtain full
information regarding the random fields {F(p,q,-)},re by looking at (p,q)
lying in a bounded set, and thus the random scale above which the Lipschitz
estimate holds necessarily exhibits some dependence on the size of the solution.
See also Remark 3.2 below.

1.5. Outline of the paper. In Section 2, we review the variational character-
ization of general divergence-form elliptic equations. In Section 3, we explain
the general scheme for obtaining the Lipschitz estimate and reduce the main
result to an estimate on the error in homogenization for the Dirichlet prob-
lem. The rest of the paper is focused on obtaining the latter result, stated in
Theorem 3.1. We introduce the subadditive and superadditive quantities in
Section 4, and review some of their basic properties. In Section 5, we reduce
Theorem 3.1 to two ingredients: one is probabilistic and gives a quantitative
estimate for the convergence of the subadditive and superadditive quantities,
while the other is a deterministic statement that asserts that these quantities
control Dirichlet problems with arbitrary boundary data. The proofs of these
results are given in Sections 6 and 7, respectively, which are the analytic core
of the paper. We also discuss how to construct a from F in Section 6.5. In
Appendix A, we put the mixing conditions into a convenient form for their use



LIPSCHITZ REGULARITY FOR EQUATIONS WITH RANDOM COEFFICIENTS 11

in Section 6. In Appendix B, we give the proofs of some regularity estimates
(such as the Caccioppoli and Meyers estimates) needed at several points in
the paper, which although well-known, we nevertheless could not find in the
literature in the generality required here.

2. VARIATIONAL FORMULATION OF DIVERGENCE-FORM ELLIPTIC
EQUATIONS

At the core of the proof of Theorem 1.1 is a subadditivity argument which
generalizes the one used in [3]. The purpose of this section is to set up this
argument by first formulating the PDE as a variational problem. This section
is thus somewhat independent of the rest of the paper, and we also prove a new
result (Theorem 2.9 below), which is of independent interest. Apart from this
result, the material covered here is well-known and can be found for example
in [14, 16, 36, 39] and is included for the convenience of the reader.

2.1. Variational characterization of monotone maps. The variational
formulation of maximal monotone operators, which was pioneered by Fitz-
patrick [14], makes it possible to interpret the quasilinear PDE (1.1) as a
minimization problem for an integral functional. We now review the basics of
this (relatively recently developed) theory.

In this subsection, we drop z-dependence and consider a Lipschitz, uniformly
monotone vector field a : R? — R?. That is, we assume that a satisfies, for some
constant A > 1,

la(p1) —a(p2)| < Alpy = paf,
(2.1) 1 2
(a(p1) —a(p2)) - (p1—p2) 2 i\ Ip1 = paf”

We next recall that (2.1) implies that a is mazimal monotone.

Lemma 2.1. The map a is maximal monotone, that is, for every p,q € R<,
(2.2) [ (a(§)-q)-(-p)20 <= g=a(p).

Proof. Suppose the first statement in (2.2) holds. Fix h € R? and 6 > 0 and
take & = p+ dh to obtain

0<(a(§)-a)-(§-p) =(alp) —q)- (£ -p) + (a(§) —alp)) - (§ - )
<d(a(p) - q)-h+A5?|h[
Dividing by ¢ and passing to the limit § - 0, we obtain
(a(p) —q)-h>0.

This holds for arbitrary h € R? thus a(p) = ¢. This gives one implication
of (2.2), and the other is obvious. O

Remark 2.2. An inspection of the proof of Lemma 2.1 reveals that, for a to
be maximal monotone, it suffices that a be merely monotone and continuous.
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According to [37, Proposition 12.54] (or the Browder-Minty theorem), a
is surjective. It then follows that the inverse a™! of a is also Lipschitz and
uniformly monotone (with the same constants), that is, for every ¢y, ¢, € R%,

a (1) - a ™ (g2)] < Aar - aa
(2.3)

(a_l(ch) - a_l(QZ)) (1 -q)> % g1 - C]2|2 )

We look for a variational representation of the map a in the following sense.

Definition 2.3. Let F': R? x R? > Ru {+00} be a convex function. We say
that F' (variationally) represents the monotone vector field a : R? - R? if the
following two conditions hold for every (p,q) € RY x R:

(1) F(p,q)2p-q,
(il) F(p.q)=p-qa < q=a(p).
Representatives of maximal monotone vector fields are not unique. It is
sometimes desirable to find a representative that has the following additional

property.
Definition 2.4. Let F: R?xR? > RuU {+00} be a convex function, and let
(2.4) F*(g",p") = sup. {(p.q) - (¢",p") - F(p.q)}

p,geR

be the Legendre-Fenchel transform of F' (where we write (p,q) - (¢*,p*) for
p-q*+q-p*). We say that F' is self-dual if F*(q,p) = F(p,q) for every (p,q) €
R? x R4,

We continue with some examples of representatives of monotone vector fields.
Example 2.5 (Gradients of convex functions). Consider a uniformly convex
function L : R? - R satisfying

1 1 1 1 1 A
2.5 —|p1 - po)* < =L —L —L(— = )S— — pol?.
(2.5) 2A|p1 221 5 (p1) + 5 (p2) 5P + P2 5 [p1 = 2

Then the uniformly monotone map given by

a(p) = VL(p)

is represented by the self-dual function

F(p,q) = L(p) + L*(q),

where L* is the Legendre-Fenchel transform of L. Moreover, property (2.5)
ensures that F' is uniformly convex and C'1.

Example 2.6 (Linear modifications [9, 34]). Suppose ag is a monotone map
represented by Fy and let M be a d x d matrix such that p- Mp > 0 for every
p € R?. Then the monotone map

a(p) =ao(p) + Mp
is represented by the function

F(p,q) = Fo(p,q— Mp) +p- Mp.
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Indeed, the fact that F'is convex is clear. We also have

F(p.q)>p-(¢-Mp)+p-Mp=p-q,
with equality if and only if ¢ — Mp = ag(p), that is, ¢ = a(p). Besides, if Fj is

uniformly convex and C1!, then so is F. In particular, if

a(p) =VL(p) + Mp

with M skew-symmetric, then a can be represented by the self-dual function

F(p.q) = L(p) + L*(q - Mp),
and moreover, F' is uniformly convex and C11 if L satisfies (2.5).

A fortiori, if A is a symmetric positive definite matrix and M is skew-
symmetric, then the monotone map

a(p) = (A+M)p

is represented by

(2.6 F(p.a) =5 Ap+ 5 (g = Mp) - A (g - Mp).

Those readers interested only in the case that (1.1) is linear may skip the rest
of this subsection and take (2.6) to be the definition of F' in the rest of the

paper.

Remark 2.7. For G : R x R? - Ru {+oo}, denote GT(q,p) := G(p,q). The
function G represents a if and only if GT represents a='.

Example 2.8 (Representing general maximal monotone maps). Let a: R? —
R? be a maximal monotone map. The Fitzpatrick function [14] of a, defined
by

(2.7) F(p,q) = sup (q-¢-a(g) - (£-p)),

£eR
represents a. Indeed, the facts that F' is convex and that F(p,q) > p-q for
every (p,q) are clear; the condition F(p,q) < p-q is equivalent to

gier]}&g(a(ﬁ)—q)-(ﬁ—p)w,

which is equivalent to having ¢ = a(p) since a is maximal monotone, see (2.2).
As will be clear from Step 3 of the proof of Proposition 2.10 below, the Fitz-
patrick function is the smallest representative of a.

The previous example demonstrates that an arbitrary maximal monotone
map is variationally representable. However, for Lipschitz, uniformly monotone
maps, it is desirable (and necessary for our purposes) to find a representative
that is uniformly convex and C''. Unfortunately, the Fitzpatrick function does
not satisfy this property in general — in particular, it is never uniformly convex
if the map is linear. This issue is resolved by the following theorem.
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Theorem 2.9 (Uniformly convex and C! representative). Assume a : R? —
RY satisfies (2.1) for some A > 1. Then there exists a self-dual F : R¢x R4 - R
that represents a and satisfies

1 .
(2.8) (p,q) = F(p,q) - ﬁ(|p|2 +|q*) is conve,

(2.9) (p,q) = F(p,q) - %(|p|2 +|q|*) is concave,
where we have set
(2.10) A=2)+1,

The proof of Theorem 2.9 uses the following result.

Proposition 2.10. Let a: R? - R? be a Lipschitz, uniformly monotone vector
field, and let F : R? x RY - R u {+o00} represent a. The dual function F*
represents a~!.

Proof. We decompose the proof into four steps. In the first step, we introduce
a function F,, on R? x R? that can be thought of as an indicator function of
the graph of a [36]. Tt is designed to be larger than any representative of a.
We then note that the Fitzpatrick function introduced in (2.7) is F£T. In the
second step, we show that F}* represents a. In the third step, we show that
FxT < F < F,. In the last step, we deduce that F* < F'* < F**T and complete
the proof.

Step 1. Let F, : RYx R4 - R U {+00} be the (possibly non-convex) function
defined by
p-q ifg=a(p),
Fu(p,q) = .
(p.q) { + 0o otherwise.
It is clear that any F' that represents a must satisfy F' < F,,. Moreover,
Felg,p) =sup (g€ +a(&) -p-al§)-£).
£eR
In other words, F:T is the Fitzpatrick function introduced in (2.7). Since the
Fitzpatrick function represents a, Remark 2.7 implies that F} represents a=!.

Step 2. We now show that F2* represents a. The function is convex. Since
Frr < Fo, it is also clear that if ¢ = a(p), then F*(p,q) < Fu(p,q) =p-q. Tt
thus suffices to demonstrate the following, for every p, q € R:
(2.11) FS(pog)2p-q and g#a(p) = F(p.q) >p-q
Since the Fitzpatrick function F*T represents a, we have FXT < F.,. By duality,
FxT < Frr. Using again that FXT represents a, we obtain (2.11).

Step 3. We now show that

(2.12) FiT<F<F,.

The second inequality is clear since F' represents a. For the first one, the
convexity of F' ensures that for every p, ¢, £ € R% and every ¢ > 0,

F(p.q) - F(§a(8)) 2 [F(E+e(p-€),a(6) +e(q-a(£))) - F(& a(€))].
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Since F'(p,q) > p-q for every (p,q), the latter quantity is larger than

a(§)-(p-&+(¢-a§))-£+0()  (¢~0).
Sending € - 0 and recalling that F'(£,a(§)) = a(&) - &, we arrive at

F(p.q)2q-§-a(§)-(§-p).
Taking the supremum over £ € R? gives F' > FXT.

Step 4. By duality, we deduce from (2.12) that F% < F* < Fx*T. We have
seen in Steps 1 and 2 respectively that F* and F**T represent a-!. So F™*
represents a~! as well, and the proof is complete. 0

Remark 2.11. The assumption that a be Lipschitz and uniformly monotone
is not necessary for Proposition 2.10. The result can be proved along the same
lines assuming only that a is a (possibly set-valued) maximal monotone map.

Proof of Theorem 2.9. We decompose the proof into four steps. In the first
step, we construct a preliminary representative F of a which is uniformly con-
vex. In the second step, we use F' to construct a representative F of a that is
also self-dual, following an approach due to [6]. In the third and fourth steps,
we check that F' is uniformly convex and CU1.

Step 1. We construct a uniformly convex representative of a. For conve-
nience, denote 7 := 1/A. In view of (2.1) and (2.3), we can write

(2.13) a(p) =tp+ag(p) and a'(q)=7q+ai(q),

where ay and a; are maximal monotone operators (see Lemma 2.1 and Re-
mark 2.2). Let Fy and F; be the Fitzpatrick functions representing ay and ay,
respectively:

Fo(p,q) = st (q-€-ag(€)-(€-p)) and Fi(q.p) = Sup (p-&-ai(€)-(£-q)).

By Example 2.6, the functions
(p,q) = Fo(p.a—7p) +7lpf* and  (q,p) = Fi(q.p-7q) +7lal”

represent a and a~! respectively. It then follows that a is represented by

_ 1
(2.14) Fp,q) =3 (Fo(p,q—7p) +7lpl* + Fi(q.p - 7q) + 7lq?) .
Observe that F can be written in the form
~ T
(2.15) F(p.q) = §(|10|2 +q*) + G(p,q),

with G convex.
Step 2. We define F' to be the proximal average of F and F*:

) 1~ 1, 1 1
(2.16)  F(p.q) = mf{§F(p17Q1) + 5 (a2, p2) + §|P1 -paf* + §|Q1 - CJ2|2},
where the infimum is taken over all pi,qy, ps, g2 € R% such that

(217) (9.0) = 501 0) + 5 (P2 2)
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and the Legendre-Fenchel transform F* of F is defined in (2.4). According to [6,
Theorem 2.2], the function (p,q) = F(p,q) is self-dual. Using the notation of
Remark 2.7, we let H = (F + F*T)/2. Tt is clear from (2.16) that F' < H. By
duality, we also have H*T < F*T = F'. Moreover, we learn from Proposition 2.10
(and Remark 2.7) that both H and H*T represent a. Since H*T < F' < H, it
thus follows that F' represents a.

Step 3. We now show that F' is uniformly convex using the representation
(2.15), that is,

~ T
F(ph(h) = §(|101|2 + |(J1|2) +G(p17(h)

with G convex. In order to lighten notation, let us denote £ := (p1 — p2)/2 and

n = (q1 — q)/2. For p1,ps,q1,q2 € R? satisfying (2.17), since p; = p + £ and
q1 = q+n, we have
1 1
T(|271|2 + |(J1|2) + §|p1 —p2|2 + §|(J1 - (J2|2
=7 (IpI* + |qI” + 2p- €+ 2q -+ [ + n?) + 2¢* + 2Jn|?

2T 9 9 2
=2+T(Ipl +lgl?) + (2+7) €+ +(2+7)

T 2

2+ T

p

. T
" 2+7‘q

~

=:2G(p,q.£,n)
Defining A := (2 + 7)/7 (which matches (2.10) as 7 = 1/A), we thus obtain

(2.18) F(p.q) - % (Ipf* +lql*)

' 1 _ - 1
= inf {—(G(p+£,q+n)+G(p,q,§,?7)+F (q+n,p+§))+—lnl2}-
gneRd (2 2

The expression inside the infimum on the right side above is a convex function
of (p,q,&,m). It follows that the infimum itself is a convex function of (p,q);
see for example [37, Proposition 2.22]. This yields the uniform convexity of F
or, more precisely, (2.8).

Step 4. We show that F' is C! as a consequence of its self-duality and
uniform convexity. In fact, this follows from the general fact that the Legendre-
Fenchel transform of a uniformly convex function is C'b! from above. Since
F*(q,p) = F(p,q), this will complete the proof. Letting z = (p,q), we have
shown that there exists a convex G such that

1 .
F(z) - 5lel? = G(2).
We now observe that for every z* € R24,

F*(z*)=sup (z-2" - F(2))
zeR2d

_ *_i 2 _ A
= sup (z z 2A|z| G(z))

zeR2d

_A * |2 . 1 %2 A
= 2|z| inf (2A|Z Az +G(z)).

zeR2d
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Since the function (z,2*) = |z = Az*[* /2A+G(2) is convex, the infimum on the
right side of the previous line is also convex, and we obtain (2.9). U

Remark 2.12. An alternative proof of Theorem 2.9 that does not rely on
a proximal average (and thus gives a somewhat more explicit formula), but
does not give a self-dual representative, is as follows. Choosing 7 = 1/(2A) in
(2.13), we see that ag and a; are uniformly convex and C'!. Hence, each has
a uniformly convex representative by Step 1 of the above proof. We can then
construct representatives Fy and Fy of ag and a; respectively that are C11,
by considering the dual functions. The function F defined in (2.14) is then
uniformly convex and C'1, and it represents a.

We also need a converse of Theorem 2.9, which is easier to prove.

Lemma 2.13. Suppose that F': R¢xR? - R satisfies (2.8) for some A > 1 and
has the property that, for every p e R?,

(2.19) inf (F(p.g)~p-a) =0

Let a(p) € R?® be the point at which this infimum is attained, which is neces-
sarily unique since q = F(p,q) is uniformly conver. Then a is variationally
represented by F' and satisfies (2.1) with A = 4A.

Proof. By the definition of a, we have that, for every p,q € R9,
F(p,q)=p-q < a(p)=q.

We have left to show that a satisfies (2.1) with A = 4A. Let p;,ps € R9.
By (2.8), (2.19) and the definition of a,

(a(p1) —a(p2)) - (p1 = p2)
= F(p1,a(p1)) + F(p2,a(p2)) —p1-a(p2) — p2-a(p1)

> 2F(%(p1 +D2), %(a(pl) +a(P2))) —-pi-a(ps) —p2-a(pr)
+ o (Ip - pol? + ) - a(p2)])
2 %(pl +p2) - (a(p1) +a(p2)) —p1-a(p2) - p2-a(p1)

1
+ A (|P1 - pal* +la(p) - a(P2)|)
1 1
= 5(3(191) —a(p2)) - (p1—p2) + A (|p1 - pof* +apy) - a(P2)|) .
Rearranging this gives

15 (b1 =paP +lap) - a(p)P) < (ap1) - () - (o1 - p2).

Discarding the second term on the left side gives the first inequality of (2.1)
with A = 4A; discarding the first term on the left side and using Young’s
inequality gives the second inequality of (2.1) with A\ = 2A. O

We conclude this subsection by stating a connection between the minimum
of F' and a(0), for F' and a as in the statement of Theorem 2.9.
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Lemma 2.14. Suppose that F' represents a and satisfies (2.8) and (2.9). Then
there exist C,c >0, depending only on A, such that

(2.20) ~Cla(0)f < inf F(p,q) < —cla(0)[*.

p,q¢
Proof. Since F'is uniformly elliptic, VF' exists in the classical sense and is itself
a uniformly monotone and Lipschitz map on R¢ x R? with constant A, as is its

inverse. Moreover, there exists a unique point (pg,qo) € R? x R? at which F
attains its minimum. We will show that these facts imply the lemma.

First, using that the inverse of VF' is Lipschitz with constant A, we get
(2.21) |pof* + |a(0) — qol* =1(0,2(0)) = (po. @0)I’
<AIVE(0,a(0)) = VF(po. qo)l* = Ala(0)]".
In particular, by Young’s inequality,
ol + lgol* < Cla(0)*,

and therefore

1

F(po,q0) 2 po-qo > 5 (|270|2 + |QO|2) 2 —C|a(0)|2.

This yields the first inequality of (2.20).
Similarly to (2.21), we next use that VI is Lipschitz with constant A to get

la(0)* < A (Ipof* + 2(0) - qof*) .

and thus, by the uniform convexity of F',

0=F(0,a(0)) > F(po,qo) + i (Ipof* + 12(0) - qol*)

) 1 2

> p}ﬁﬂng(p7Q) + 5z RO
Rearranging gives the second inequality of (2.20) and completes the proof of
the lemma. O

2.2. Variational formulation of quasilinear elliptic PDEs. A uniformly
elliptic operator on a bounded domain U can be thought of as a uniformly
monotone mapping from H'(U) into H='(U). From this point of view, it is
natural to seek a variational representative in terms of a given representative of
the underlying vector field a. This is provided below in Proposition 2.15 which,
together with Theorem 2.9, completes the link between general equations of
the form (1.1) and null minimizers of functions of the form (1.7).

We now reintroduce z-dependence, consider Ky > 0 and A > 3 as in the
hypotheses in the introduction and consider a Lebesgue measurable

a:RIxR? >R
such that for each z € R, a(-,x) satisfies (2.1) for X\:= (A -1) and
la(0,z)| < K.
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By Theorem 2.9 and Lemma 2.14, there exists F' € Q such that, for each x € R¢,
(2.22) F(-,-,x) variationally represents the monotone map a(-,z),

and such that for every p, ¢,z € R¢,
1 A
(2.23) ox (P +1aP?) = CKG < F(pq,2) < 5 (Ip + |af*) + CKG,

where the constant C' depends only on A.

The next proposition asserts that the functional J + (-,-) defined in (1.13)
variationally represents the quasilinear elliptic operator u — -V -a(Vu,-) as
a monotone function from HY(U) to H'(U) (compare with Definition 2.3).
This result, like many of those in this section, is well-known (cf. [16]).

Proposition 2.15 (Variational formulation of (1.1)). Fiz U € RY and F € Q
satisfying (2.22) and (2.23), and let J be given by (1.13). For every (u,u*) €
HY(U) x H=(U),
Jlu,u*]>0.
Moreover, the following statements are equivalent:
(i) (w,u*) is a solution of the quasilinear equation
-V-(a(Vu,-)) =u* in U;
(i) J[u,u*]=0;
(iii) u is the unique minimizer of the functional
we Jwut], weu+ HY(U);
(iv) w* is the unique minimizer of the functional

w* e Ju,w*], w*eH(U).
Proof. By F(p,q,) > p-q, we have, for any ue H'(U) and g e L?(U;R9),

(2.24) [ (F (@), g@).2) - Vu(a) - g(2)) do > 0.

Moreover, equality holds in the previous inequality if and only if
F(Vu(z),g(x),x) = Vu(z) -g(r) ae. in U,

which by (2.22) is equivalent to

(2.25) g(z)=a(vVu(zr)) a.e. inU.

This yields the equivalence of statements (i) and (ii) in the proposition.

The equivalence with (iv) also follows from these facts and the observation
that the minimum of the functional appearing in (iv) is zero, that is, for every
ue HY(U),

2.26 inf 1 =0.

( ) u*ell_lrll(U)j[u7u ] O
This can be seen for a given u € H'(U) by simply taking u* := -V-(a(Vu(x),z)).
That this v* is unique minimizer follows from the equivalence between equality
holding in (2.24) and (2.25).
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[t remains to establish the equivalence between (iii) and the other statements.
Fix fe H'(U) and u* € H~! and notice that, for u € f + H}(U), we have

Tl =it [ (POua)8)0) - 910 -(0) o~ (- fo)
: ge L2(U;RY), —V-gzu*}.

It is clear that, for fixed f € HY(U) and u* € H-Y(U), the quantity in the
infimum on the right side is bounded from below (by 0), uniformly convex as
well as lower semicontinuous on the linear space (f+Hj(U))x{g € L*(U;R?) :
-V -g =wu*}. It therefore has a unique minimizer. It suffices then to show that
this minimization problem is null, that is, for every f e H'(U) and u* € H-*(U),
(2.27) uoelHnéf(U)j [wo + f,u*] = 0.

This follows from the solvability of the Dirichlet problem for the PDE and the
equivalence of (i) and (ii). Alternatively, we give a variational proof of (2.27)
by considering the dual convex optimization problem (following, e.g., the argu-
ments in [13, Proposition II1.2.1] or [16, Proposition 6.1]).

Fix fe HY(U) and u* € H-Y(U) and define G: H-'(U) - R by
Gw*)=inf (J[uo+ f,v" +u*]+ (ug,v*)).

upeH}(U)
We want to argue that G(0) = 0. It is clear that G(0) > 0, so it suffices to
argue that G(0) <0. It is easy to check that G is bounded below, convex and
lower semicontinuous. The Legendre-Fenchel transform of G satisfies, for every

ve Hy(U),
G*(v) = S ((v,v7) = G(v"))

= sp s (v-ue ') - T [+ fot +u])
v eH 1 (U) ugeHL(U)

sup (=T [v+ f,0* +u*])
vt eH-L(U)
= O7

v

where we used (2.26) in the last step. By duality, using the fact that G is
convex and lower semicontinuous, we have G** = G. Thus

G(0)=G"(0)= sup (-G"(v))<0. O

veHL(U)

3. LIPSCHITZ REGULARITY: STRUCTURE OF THE PROOF OF THEOREM 1.1

In this section, we present the scheme for obtaining a Lipschitz estimate from
Campanato iterations. We also state the error estimate in homogenization of
the Dirichlet problem and argue that these two elements imply Theorem 1.1.
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3.1. Two ingredients in the proof of Theorem 1.1. The primary ingre-
dient in the proof of Theorem 1.1 is the following estimate for the error in
homogenization of the Dirichlet problem. Under strong mixing conditions, it
is necessarily suboptimal in its estimate of the typical size of the error because
it is optimal in terms of stochastic integrability. The functional J is defined
in (1.13) and the homogenized functional J referred to in the statement of the
theorem is defined below in Section 4.8 (see (4.41)).

Theorem 3.1 (Quenched L? error estimate in homogenization). Fiz a bounded
Lipschitz domain Uy € R? and exponents 6 € (0,1] and 0 € (0,3). There exist
so(d, A\, 3,0,0) > 0, C(d,\,5,C3,6,Up,0) > 1 and, for every s € [sg,0), a
nonnegative random variable X, satisfying

(3.1) E[Xx’]<C
such that the following holds. For R>1, U := RU,, f € WL2*(U) and setting
(3.2) M = Ko+ (][ IV f ()" dx)2+6 |
U

the unique functions u,u e f + HY(U) such that
(3.3) J [u,0] =7 [u,0] =0,
satisfy the estimate
(3.4) R ][ () - T(2)[? dz < CM2(1 + M) X, R,

U

Moreover, under assumption (P4), for every s € (0,dv/(d + 7)), there exist
a(d,\,~,6,s) >0, C(d,\,0,Uy,v,Cy,s) >1 and a random variable Vs satisfy-

mg

(3.5) Elexp (V)] < C

such that, for u andu as above,

(3.6) R ][ lu(z) - a(2)| dr < CM? (1 + Y, R*log(1 + M)) R~
U

Remark 3.2. The non-quadratic dependence of the estimates (3.4) and (3.6)
on the parameter M is a nonlinear phenomenon. Indeed, in the linear case
(as usual we mean the PDE is linear, i.e., F'is quadratic) it may be removed
by homogeneity. However, in the nonlinear case, this is not an artifact of our
method: thinking in terms of the PDE, it arises because it is not necessarily the
case that the span of the random fields {a(p,-)}ega lie in a finite dimensional
space. Thus different p’s may exhibit different (i.e., independent) randomness,
and since the estimates are quenched, we are required to control them all at
once, up to the fixed size M. Thus the larger M is, the larger we may expect
the random part of the right sides in the estimates to be.

The following proposition encapsulates the general scheme for proving Lips-
chitz estimates introduced in [3]. It reduces Theorem 1.1 to Theorem 3.1 by a
Campanato-type iteration, which allows us to focus most of the effort in this
paper on the proof of the latter. It is almost the same as [3, Lemma 5.1], but
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we have included a slight variation to allow us to handle equations with non-
zero right hand sides. We also formulate the result using the L? norm rather
than the L° norm, but this makes no difference in the argument.

Before giving the statement, we briefly introduce some notation. We take £
to be the set of affine functions on R¢ and define, for each o € (0, %] and r >0,
the set

A {U 2B it (@) -1 dx)%

eL
< (u(f, v ar) )|

In words, the set A(r, o) consists of those L?(B,) functions v which satisfy one
step of a C'»* Campanato iteration with dilation factor o: the flatness of u in
B,, is improved from its flatness in B, by a factor of two.

Proposition 3.3 (Campanato scheme). For o € (0,3] and v € (0,1] such that
oY > % and o > 0, there exists C(o,7v,a) > 1 such that the following holds.
Suppose that R > 1, K,L >0, ro € [1,R/8] and u € L*(Bg) have the property
that for every r € [ro, R/8],

(3.7)  inf E (][T lu(z) - v(2)]? da:)%

veA(r,o) T
1
| 1
<r @ (K +—inf (][ lu(z) - al? d:c)Q) + Lr7.
2r aeR \ J By,

Then for every r € [ro, R[2],

(3.8) linf (]gT lu(z) - al’ d:p)%

T acR
<C L inf (][ lu(z) - af’ d:c)%+K(L)a+LRv
- R acr? \ JBy R '

Proposition 3.3 asserts that if a function u € L?2(Bg) (we are thinking of R
very large) has the property that, in every ball B, with radius r between R/8
and a “minimal radius” rg, it can be well-approximated by a function in A(r, o),
then in fact v does not oscillate too much on scales larger than the minimal
radius. Its proof appears in Section 3.3 below.

In order to make use of Proposition 3.3, we need to check that null mini-
mizers of the homogenized functional belong to A(r,0). This is handled by
the following simple lemma, which is a reflection of the well-known fact that
a family of scale-invariant functions satisfies a C1® estimate if and only if it
satisfies an improvement of flatness property.
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Lemma 3.4. Suppose that a € (0,1], K >0, and u € CH*(Bgr) has the property
that, for every r € (0, R/2],

[Vl o s,, < K1 (i inf ( ]g () - i) dx)%) .

oQr lel
Then there ezists o(a, K) € (0, 3] such that uw e A(r,o) for every r € (0, R/2].

The proof of Lemma 3.4 is also given in Section 3.3 below.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1. In this subsection, we prove the main result of
the paper by showing that the combination of Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.3
yields a pointwise Lipschitz estimate at large scales.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Throughout we fix p>d, 0 € (0,3). We take d(d,A) >0
to be the exponent Jy in the statement of the interior Meyers estimate given
in Proposition B.4 in the appendix. For each r € [1, R/8], let v, € u + H}(Ba,)
denote the unique minimizer of J[-,0] belonging to u + H}(By,), and @, €
v, + H} (B,) the unique minimizer of J[-,0] in v, + H}(B,).

By the definition of 7 and @ in Sections 4.8 and 6.5, respectively, and us-
ing Lemma 2.13 and Proposition 2.15, we see that w, is a solution of the
constant-coefficient equation

-v-a(vy,) =0 in B,.

Note that a is uniformly monotone and Lipschitz with constants depending
only on A. Applying Lemma 3.4 and [20, Theorem 8.9], we have that @, €
A(r,o) for some o(d,A) € (0,3]. Note that while the assumptions in [20,
Theorem 8.9] require that the coefficients a be differentiable, this assumption
is not quantitative and therefore the theorem holds for Lipschitz coefficients
by approximation.

By making p smaller if necessary, we may assume without loss of generality
that ol-d/p > %, which is convenient in view of the hypothesis of Proposition 3.3.

Throughout the argument, we let C' denote a positive constant which may
vary in each occurrence and depends only on (d, A, 3,C3,p,0) or, in the case

that (P4) holds, depends only on (d, A, 3,C3,p,7,Cy, s).

Step 1. We record some preliminary estimates involving v, and w —v,. The
interior Meyers estimate (see Proposition B.4) and the Caccioppoli inequality
(see Proposition B.2) imply that

1

(]gT Vo () dx)m < C(Ko + (]igr Vo, () d:t)%)

1. 2 3
SC(KO+E£%£(][BM|UT($)—CL| da:) )
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We next apply Proposition B.1 in the appendix and then use Holder’s inequality
to obtain

(3.9) ]g V(@) - Vo (@) da

2d

<0 £ |f@) de<OR¥* (][ F ()l dg;)g <OM2.
B Br

Then by the Poincaré inequality, we get, for every r < R/S8,

2
2d

(3.10) %Ji u(z) - v, (2) do < CRE % (]i F)P d:c); <CM2.

Combining these with the triangle inequality yields that

(3.11) (][ Vo, (2)]*° dx)“ <y (M+ iinf(f u(z) - af? dx)Q),
By 4r acR \J By,

where we write C' = Cj for future reference.

Step 2. We plan to appeal to Theorem 3.1 in a sequence of dyadic balls. In
order to prepare the ground for this, we fix C’ > 1 to be selected below and
observe that letting ¢ = 1/(2Cy) > 0, for any r < R/8, the condition

(3.12) 1 inf (][ lu(z) - af? dx)2 <cC'M
B4r

47‘ aeR

implies by (3.11) that

(3.13) M, =Ko+ (][ Vo, ()" d:v)m < Ko+ CoM(1+¢C") <C'M
B,

provided that C" > 2 + 2C,.

Step 3. We define the random minimal radius X > 1 in the general case that
only (P3) holds. Set ¢’ =60+ 1(3-0). With s = so(d,A,3,6,6") > 1 and X as

in the statement of Theorem 3.1 with 6" in place of 6, we set
X = [(C’)2+2d/8‘)(3]%-
According to the conclusions of Theorem 3.1, we then have that

E I:XG] < 0(01)25+2d

and, for every r € [X(l + M)%, %R],

1 — C —(6'-0)/s -«
(3.14) = ]i [T (@) = v (@) d < g MOl s Carr

provided that r satisfies (3.12), since (3.12) implies (3.13). Note that the
constant C'in (3.14) does not depend on our choice of C’, and that the exponent
a >0 depends only on (d, A, 3,6).

Step 4. In the case that assumption (P4) holds, we define X" differently.
Here we fix an exponent s € (0,dy/(d+)) and allow the constant C' to depend
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additionally on (v,Cy,s). Letting )5 and o > 0 be as in the second statement
of Theorem 3.1 with M, replaced by C’M,, we define

X = max{ys%, (C,)é}7

so that
E[exp (4°)] < Ce(@™ (C"Mp)*,

and for every r € [X, 1 R],

1
s ]gr @, (x) = v ()| da < (S)QMETO‘/Q < CM?*ro2,

provided that (3.12) holds. Up to a redefinition of « > 0, this is (3.14), with «
depending additionally on (7, s).

Step 5. We observe that, for every r e [X(l +M)7, %R] such that (3.12)
holds,

19 % (]g [u() =T ()| daz)%
- l S PR dx)%] ,

where we write ('} = C for future reference. Indeed, this follows immediately
from (3.10) and (3.14).

Step 6. Let C" := 8142 + Cy(1 + 2C)), where Cy = C(0,1 - d/p,«) is the
constant given by Proposition 3.3 (and o was defined in Step 1, above). We
show that, for every r € [X(l + M)%, %R],

(3.16) Lint ( ][ () - af? daz)% <C"M,

T aeRd -

We argue by induction. The estimate is obvious for r € [R/8, R/2]. Suppose
that (3.16) holds for every radius r € [41q, R/2], with rq such that ro > X'(1 +

M)% . Then (3.12) holds for every r € [ro, R/8], provided we choose C’ > C" .
In view of (3.15), an application of Proposition 3.3 yields that, for every r €

[TO,R/z],

1 3
— inf ( lu(z) - al* d:c) <Cy(M +2C M) <C"M.
By

T acRd

This completes the proof of (3.16).
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Step 7. We conclude. By the Caccioppoli inequality (Proposition B.2), (3.16)
and the Holder inequality, we have for every r € [X (1+M )%, %R],

][ \Vu(z) de < C (Kg + E inf lu(z) - a|? dz +r? ][ |f(2)? d:p)
B, 72 aeR Ba,

ae Bo,-

2d

2
<CM?+CR» % (][ |f(2)] daf)p
Br
<CM>.
This completes the proof of the theorem. O

3.3. The Campanato Cl*—type iteration. In this subsection we give the
proofs of Proposition 3.3 and Lemma 3.4.

Proof of Proposition 3.3. Step 1. We first argue that we may assume (3.7) to
hold for every r € [rg, R/2]. Indeed, assume that the proposition is proved with
this stronger assumption. Then we can use the result with R replaced by R/4
to get (3.8) for r € [ro, R/8], up to a redefinition of C'. That (3.8) holds for
r € [R/8, R] is obvious (up to a redefinition of C'). We may therefore assume
that (3.7) holds for every r € [ro, R/2].

Throughout, C' and ¢ denote positive constants depending only on (o, c,)
which may vary in each occurrence. Define sy := R and, for each j € N, set
s; == 07'R[4. Pick m e N such that s,,,1 < 79/2 < s,,. Denote, for each

je{0,...,m},

-

L 2 B
B ll&f( ][B ) lu(z) - ()| d:p) ,

H, = iinf ][
J Sj aeR B

2
lu(z) - af’ d:c)
Step 2. We show that for every j e {1,...,m},

53

(3.17) Fi < %Fj +Cs;(K + Hj1) + CLs].
By (3.7) (and o < 1/2) that there exists v € A(s;,0) such that
1 o VL
(3.18) g (Jisj |u(x) —v(z) dx) <87 (K + Hjy) + Lsj.

By the triangle inequality,

Fj < ! (][ lu(z) - v(z)|? dx) + ! inf (][ lw(z) - 1(z)) dx) :
Sj+1 \JBsj Sj+1 leL \ I Bs

The first term is bounded by o%?~1 < C' times the left side of (3.18), while since
v e A(s;,0), the second term is bounded by

11 inf(]i’& l(z) - 1(z))? alx)2 < %F] + %sl (][BS, lu(z) - v(2))? alx)2 :

2Sj leL ;

J+1
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and we use (3.18) again to estimate the right-most term. This yields (3.17).
Step 3. We show that, for every j € {0,...,m -1},

1 J
(3.19) Fjg < §Fj+0550‘ (K+H0+ZF,~)+CL3J7.

1=0

Select p; € RY such that

1. 2 2
E=;j;§§g(]isj|u($)—pj'$—a| dx) :

The triangle inequality yields, for every j € {0,...,m},
(3.20) F; < H; < 2|pj| + F;.
Moreover, for any a,b € R,

1 1
C e :
|pj|S;(]g |29j'5€|2d56’) S;(]g |Pj'x+a_b|2d37)
j . ER

J J J

< g(][ lu(z) -p; -z -af dx) +Q(][ lu(z) - b dx) :
Sj st Sj BSJ'

so that

Similarly, for every j € {0,...,m -1},

C 2
(3.22) [pje1 = pil < — (]g (i1 = p)) x|’ dﬂ?) <CO(Fja + Fj).

J J

By iterating (3.22) and using (3.21) with j =0, we get
J
(3.23) Ipj| < Ho+ C ) F;.
i=0
By (3.17), (3.20) and (3.23), we obtain (3.19).
Step 4. We show that, for every j € {0,...,m},
(3.24) F; <27 Fy+Cs;* (K + Hy) + CL (s;’ + R7s7).

We argue by strong induction. Fix A, B > 1 to be selected below and suppose
that k € {0,...,m —1} is such that, for every j € {0,... ,k},

(3.25) F; <277 Fy+ As;® (K + Ho) + L (As] + BRYs;).
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Using (3.19) and this assumption (and then Fy < Hy), we find that

Fiear < % (27°Fy + As;* (K + Ho) + L (As] + BRs;”)) + CLs],
k
s (s SR g e 14+ 5
=0

1
<27+ Fy 4 579 (K + Hp) (§A +CAs™ + C)
1 1
+Ls) ., (50‘%4 + C) +LR"s.$ (53 +CA+CBsy, ) .

Now suppose in addition that k& < n with n such that C's;* < i. Then using
this and o7 > %, we may select A large enough that

%A+CA3,;O‘+CSZA+C§A and %U‘VA+C£A

and then select B large enough that

%B +CA+CBs,* < B.

We obtain
Fer <270 DFy + Asp (K + Ho) + ALs],, + BLRs; ;.

By induction, we obtain (3.25) for every j < n. For every j e {n+1,...,m},
we have 1 < s;/s,, < C and hence F; < C'F,,. We thus obtain (3.25) for every
j€{0,...,m}. This completes the proof of (3.24).

Step 5. We conclude the argument. To obtain (3.8), we need to estimate H;.
According to (3.20), (3.23) and (3.24), we have

J
Hj<Fj+2|p;| <2Hy+C Y F;
=0

J A
<2Hy+C Y (277 Fy + 57 (K + Ho) + L (s] + R's;))
i=0
<2Hy+CFy+Cs;*(K + Hy) + CLRY (1 + s;a)
<C(Ho+s;"K+LR").
This completes the proof of the proposition. O

Proof of Lemma 3.4. Denote ly(x) := u(0) + - Vu(0). Then the hypothesis of
the lemma yields, for every r € (0, R/2] and s € (0,7/2],

(]gs lu(x) - 10(37)|2 dﬂ?)% < os¢ |u(x) = lo(z)]

< 31+a [VU]Co,a(BS)

< Ks'top 1= inf (][ lu(z) - 1(z)| dx)2 :
leL B,
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Taking s = or, this gives

é (]g () - ()] dx)% < Koo (i ll?f(]g% u(z) — 1(x)]? d;p)%).

Taking o € (0, 3] small enough that Ko® < 3, we obtain the lemma. O

4. THE SUBADDITIVE QUANTITIES
We introduce the subadditive quantity po and superadditive quantity u

which play the central role in the proof of Theorem 3.1. We review their
basic properties and give some notation needed in the rest of the paper.

Throughout this section, we let C'> 1 and ¢ € (0, 1] denote positive constants
which may vary in each occurrence and depend only on (d,A).

4.1. Definition of the subadditive quantities. We denote the space of L?
solenoidal vector fields on a bounded Lipschitz domain U ¢ R¢ by

L2, (U) —{feLQ(U RY) : [f(x )-Vo(x)dr =0 for every gbeHO(U)}

The subspace of L2 (U) consisting of solenoidal vector fields with zero normal
component on JU is

Lo (@)= {E € L2y(U) ¢ [ £(2)- (@) du =0 for every ¢ e H(D)}.
Note that L2 ,(U) is the L? closure of the vector fields in L} (U) with compact

support in U.
For every p,q,p*,q* € R? and bounded Lipschitz domain U € R?, we define

w(U,q",p*) =
il (P(Vu(@),g(@),2) ~ " Vu(@) -p - g(2) da

ueHY(U),geL2 (U)

and

wo(U,p,q) = inf ]ll;F(p+Vv(x),q+h(a:),:c) dx.

veH(U), helZ ) (U)
Since the admissible set for o has more constraints, we see that, for p, g, p*,q* €
R4,
(4.1) w(U,q",p") <p-q +p* g+ po(U,p.q).

Up to normalization, u(-,¢*,p*) is superadditive and po(-, p,q) is subadditive.
Precisely, if U, Uy, ...,U, are bounded domains satisfying

(4.2) Up,...,Ux are pairwise disjoint and |U\ (Uyu--uUy)| =0,
then
Uil

(4.3) u(U,q*,p )>Z|U|

This is due to the fact that an approximate minimizer for p(U, ¢*, p*) gives, by
restriction, a candidate for the minimizer of u(U;, ¢*,p*) for each subdomain Uj;
and, conversely, a minimizing candidate for po(U, p,q) may be constructed by

(Ui, q*,p*) and  po(U,p,q) < Z||U|MO(UMP7 )-
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assembling each of the minimizers of (U, p, q) as these agree on the boundaries
of the subdomains (up to additive constants).

We next observe that p and pg are uniformly bounded on the support of P:
for every bounded open U ¢ R? and p*, ¢* € R?, we have

(4.4) ~C(KS+Ip* P+ g P) < u(U,q*,p*) < K3, Pas.

To see this, we first use (P1) and the proof of Lemma 2.14 to obtain that the
minimum of F(-,-,x) occurs at a point (po(x),qo(x)) satisfying

Ipo(2)* + |qo(x)|* < CKZ.
Moreover, by (1.11) and (P1),
~K§ < F(po(),q0(2),2) <0,
so by (1.9) and (1.10),

N | >

1
ox (Ip = po(2)[* +|g - qo(2)[*) - K¢ < F(p,q,z) <

Hence by Young’s inequality, we have P-a.s.,

(Ip = po(2)P +1a = qo(2)]?) -

1
(4.5) T (Ip]* +1q*) - CKZ < F(p.q,2) < A(|p]* +|g|*) + CKZ.

To get the right inequality of (4.4), we test with the zero function in the
definition of g and use the previous inequality. To get the left inequality
of (4.4), we use the previous inequality and Young’s inequality to get, P-a.s.,

F(p,q,)~p-q*—q-p" > ~C (K5 +|p*[* +|q"F).
In particular, from (4.4) we have the bound
(4.6) (. p) < C(KG+[pP +1g'[*)  P-as.

Similarly, P-a.s., we have the following uniform estimates on g, for every
bounded open U € R? and p, q € R%:

1
(4.7) + (1P +1a*) - CKG < o (U p,q) < A(|pf? + |gl*) + CKG.

The right inequality was obtained by testing with the zero function and us-
ing (4.5). The left inequality follows from (4.5) and Jensen’s inequality. Finally,
note that

(4.8) 1o(U,p.q) 2p-q.
Indeed, for each bounded and Lipschitz U ¢ R?,
U,p, i ][F +vVu(z),q+h(z),x)dx
1o(U,p,q) = . he%o " (p+Vu(z),q+h(z), )

> £+ v0@) - (g+n@)) do

veHl(U) heL2 1.0(U)

=p-q
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4.2. Notation for cubes. Throughout the rest of the paper, we work with a
triadic cube decomposition of R, For each n € N and x € R?, we set

O,(7) =3" 37"z | + Oy,

where we recall that O, is the cube (=3"/2,3"/2)4. For each n € N, the family
{O0,(x) : zeRY} = {z+0, : 2z €3"Z} forms a disjoint partition of R¢ (up to
a Lebesgue null set). Notice in particular that the cube O,(z) is not centered
at z (unless x € 3"Z4). Rather, it is the unique cube which contains 2 with
side length 3" and centered at an element of 3"Z¢.

In order to work with the uniform mixing condition (P3), it is sometimes
convenient to delete a thin mesoscopic boundary strip from the cubes 0, (x) so
that the cubes are separated from each other. We denote these trimmed cubes
by

g, (_l (3 -3y Lz 3n/(1+6)))d c RY

2 "2 ’
where we recall that § > 0 is the exponent appearing in condition (P3). For
every x € RY, we let @,(x) = 3" |3™z| +8,. It is clear that, for every z,y € R?,

(4.9) ®, () #@,(y) =— dist(m@,(z),5,(y)) > 3705,

The proportion of volume we have sculpted from O, to create @, is relatively
small:
|00 @y

< O3-BI(4B).
On]

(4.10)
4.3. Definition of 1z and i,. Since each triadic cube 0O, is the disjoint union
of 3% subcubes of the form z +0,, with z € Z¢, we obtain from the super- and
subadditivity properties and stationarity that E [x(0,, ¢*,p*)] is nondecreasing
in n and E[puo(0,,p,q)] is nonincreasing in n. Therefore,

(4.11) Jin B {p(0n, ¢",p)] = Tiq"p") = sup E [(0n, ¢, p)]
and

(4.12) Jim E [120(0n, p,4)] = 7o (p, ¢) = M E [120(00, p, 0]
Note that, by (4.1), we have

(4.13) (g p*) <Ho(p.q) +p-q" +p" - q.

Next we observe that p and py are monotonic with respect to the trimmed
cubes, up to a small error:

(4.14) p(@nam,q*,p") 237 > p(@.(x),q%,p")

@n(x)gﬁ\nﬁrm
_ C3—n5/(1+ﬁ) (Kg T |p*|2 T |q*|2)
and
(4.15)  p10(Bnam,piq) <37 Y po(@a(2),p,q)
E‘n($)§@n+m

+ 371D (K + |pf* + ) -
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To obtain these, we make the obvious partition of @,,,,, into the union of the
trimmed cubes @, (z) € 8,,,,, and the extra trimmed region and apply (4.6), (4.7)
and (4.10). In particular, by taking expectations and using stationarity, we get

(4.16) E[pu(@n1,q",p")]
> E[p(2,(2), ¢, p*)] - C3D (KZ + |+ |¢* )
and

(4.17)  E[po(@ne1,p,0)] <E [p0(@n(2),p,q)] + C3ED (K + |pl* +[qf?) .

4.4. The minimizing pairs for ; and py. Throughout the rest of this pa-
per, we denote the minimizing pair of u(U,¢*,p*) by (u,g) = (u(-, U, ¢*, p*),
g(-,U,q*,p*)). To be precise, (u,g) are uniquely defined for each p*, ¢* € R% and
bounded open subject U ¢ R? by the conditions that (u,g) € HY(U) x L2 (U)
p(U. ) = £, (F (Vu(@).g(x).2) " Tu(x) - " -g(x) dx.
][ u(z)dr =0 for every connected component V' of U.
v

The existence of the minimizing pair for p is immediately obtained from the
direct method since the uniform convexity of F' guarantees that the functional
is weakly lowersemicontinuous. Uniqueness is also a consequence of uniform
convexity.

It is immediate from (4.5) and (4.6) that

(4.18) ]I[](IVU(x,U,q*,p*)Iz+|g(x,U,q*,p*)|2) di

<C(KZ+|pP+|g"]*) P-as.
We denote the minimizing pair of 1o(U, p,q) by (v,h), and it is uniquely defined
by (v,h) € Hg(U) x L2, ((U) and

o]

(4.19) 10U, p, q) = ]{]F(p+Vv(x),q+h(x),x) dz.

We sometimes write v = v(-,U,p,q) and h = h(-,U,p,q)) to display the depen-
dence on (U,p,q). The existence and uniqueness of the minimizing pair for
1o is a straightforward application of the direct method, just as for pu. The
analogous bound to (4.18) is

120) £ (Ive(e.Up,0)f + In(w.Up. o)) da

<C(KZ+p*+1af?) P-as.,
which follows immediately from (4.5) and (4.7).
Remark 4.1. The quantities p and p are inherently variational and may not
have a simple description in terms of the PDE. We remark that neither « nor v
is necessarily a solution of the equation (1.1), nor is g or h necessarily the flux

of u or v, respectively. For (v, h), this is because the minimization problem is
too restrictive, requiring h € L2 | (U) rather than h e L2 (U). For (u,g), it is
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because there is no boundary condition, and in particular the minimizer may
have boundary conditions other than an affine function with slope p*.

4.5. Two convexity lemmas. Uniform convexity enters into our arguments
exclusively through the following two lemmas. We recall that {2 was defined in
(1.12).

Lemma 4.2. For every F € Q, bounded domain U € RY, wy,ws € HY(U) and
f17f2 € Lzol(U),

£ (90i@) = Vs (@) + (@) - £(2)F) do
<4A (Jg F(van (). £i(2),2) di + f F(Ta(2), (), 2) do = 20(0,0, 0)) .
Proof. Denote w := 2wy + 3w, and f := 1f; + 3> and compute, using (1.9):
w(U,0,0) < ]{JF(Vw(x),f(a;),x)da;
S%]{JF(le(:p),fl(x),x)dx+%]{]F(ng(x),fé(x),x)dx

-5 1, (vwi(@) - Vwy(2)|]” + [fi (2) - f2(2)[*) da.
A rearrangement of this inequality yields the lemma. U

The next lemma is a converse of the previous one and follows from (1.10).

Lemma 4.3. For every F € Q, bounded domain U € RY, wy,ws € H'(U) and
f17f2 € Lzol(U),

][UF(vwl(a;),fl(x),a;) dr <2 ]{JF(VwQ(x),fz(x),x)da; — u(U,0,0)

" % ]{] (Vi (2) = Vws(2)|” + [fi () - fa(2)[) dar

Proof. Set w := 2wy —wy and f := 2f, —f;, so that wy = Jw+3w; and £, = 2f + 1f;.
Using (1.10), we observe that

]{1 F(Vwy(x),f5(x),z) dx

2%]{JF(Vw(:c),f(:c),x)d:c+%]{JF(le(x),fl(:c),x)d:c

-3 f, (vw() - vw, () + [f(z) - £ (2)[*) da.
Using
w(U,0,0) < ]l[;F(Vw(a:),f(x),x) dx
and rearranging, we get the lemma. U

Remark 4.4. We also obtain versions of the previous two lemmas for functions
with affine boundary data. Under the additional assumption that w; + ws €
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Hy(U) and fi(z) + fo(z) € L2 ((U), the conclusion of Lemma 4.2 may be
improved to

(4.21) ]g (19w (2) - Vs () + I (2) - E(2)) da

§4A(]€F(Vw1(a:),f1(az),x)daz

+]£F(Vw2(37),f2($€),37) dx_QMO(U’O’O))'

Likewise, under the additional assumptions that 2w; —w- € H&( U) and 2f; -f, €
Lsol,o( U), the conclusion of Lemma 4.3 may be strengthened to

(4.22) ][ F(Vw (2), £,(z), ) de < 2 ][ F(Vws(z), f(z), 2) dz - 1o(U, 0,0)
U U
A
+ 7 1, ([vwi(@) - Vws(2)* + |fi(2) - f2(2)[*) da.
Remark 4.5. Appropriate versions of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 as well as (4.21)

and (4.22) for arbitrary (¢*,p*), (p,q) € R¢ x R? rather than (0,0), are imme-
diate consequences of the former by applying the results to the operators

(p.q) = F(p+p,g+q,x) and (p,q) =~ F(p,q,x)-¢"-p-p*-q.
Indeed, while these operators do not in general belong to €2 because they do
not satisfy (1.11), they do satisfy the other conditions (1.8), (1.9) and (1.10),
and meanwhile (1.11) was not used in the proofs of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3. We
make use of this fact without further comment.

4.6. Some basic estimates on the triadic cubes. We next present some
inequalities which allow us to compare p and gy in the trimmed versus the
untrimmed cubes. We have, for every p*,¢* € R? and n € N,

(4.23) 1( @, q*, ") < (O, g, p*) + O3 (K + 2 + g7 ) -
Indeed, it follows from superadditivity that

| & |
| O |

|Dn\@n|
| On |

w(Op,q*,p*) > (@, q",p") + w(0n N B, ¢, D),

so that

| Up \ [y, |
| On |

and (4.23) follows using (4.6) and (4.10). Similarly, for 1o we have

(4.24) 110(8n, p,q) 2 p10(0n, p, q) = O30 (K + |pl* +1g*) .

We do not have an almost sure inequality which bounds u(0,,q*,p*) by
w(@,,q*, p*), but using stationarity, we can show such an inequality in expec-
tation:

(4.25) E[p(Tn,q"p")] <E[pu(@ni,q",p")]
_ﬂ * *
+C (E[(@ns1, ¢, p)] - E[p(@n,q%,p*)]) + O35 (KG + " + |q7]?) -

p(Ons ¢, 0°) = (@0, q*, %) 2 (u(@y,,¢*,p*) + p(8n N Bnyq*,p%)),
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To see this, notice that @,,; can be partitioned into 3¢ + 1 disjoint connected
sets, which consist of the untrimmed cube 0,, the 3¢ = 1 trimmed cubes of the
form @, (x) € @,,; which do not intersect O,, and a trimmed region of measure
at most C3-78/(1+6)| @, |. Using the superadditivity of x with respect to this
partition, taking expectations, using stationary and (4.6), we arrive at

(4.26) 3'E[ju(@nr1,q",p)] 2 E[10(00, ¢7, )] + (37 - DE[ (@0, 4", p")]

- O3 (K3 + " +1a"F).
from which (4.25) follows. Using (4.23), we may slightly improve (4.25) to
(4.27) E[u(On,q¢",p") ] <E[u(@n,q",p")]

+C (B LB, " p)] - E[a(0n, a7 p)]) + O35 (K3 + " +[g72).

This also permits us to compare the minimizers of g in the trimmed and
untrimmed cubes. Writing U := 8, U (0, \ @,) and applying Lemma 4.2, we
have

]gI(Vu,g)(x,U,p’*,q*)—(Vu,g)(x,Dn,p’*,q*)l2 dx

<C (O, ¢t p*) — (U, q¢*,p"))
&,
< C(M(Dnuq*up*) - | O |

| O |

_|Dn\@n|
| On |

M(@naq*7p*) M(Dn\@rmq*;p*))

B
<C(u(On, ", p") = (@, ¢*,p")) + C (KG + [p** +1g"[*) 377+
Taking expectations and using (4.27) and the fact that
(Vu, 8)(2, 80, p%,¢") = (Vu, 8)(2,U,p", ¢")a

we obtain that
(4.28) E[]g (V. g) (2,80, 0", ") = (Vu, ) (2,00, 0", )| dﬂ?]

7ﬂ * *
<C(E[(@ni1,q",p")] - E (00, ¢%,p")]) + O35 (K3 + "> + |q*]*) .

4.7. Some further properties of i and . For every U € R?, we have that

1 )
(4.29) () = 1o(Up,) = 55 (Ip* +[gf*) ~ is convex
and
A 2 2 .
(4.30) (p,) = 1o(U.p, q) = 5 (Ip + |af*) s concave.

The first claim follows from (4.21), Remark 4.5 and Jensen’s inequality. The
second claim follows from (4.22) and Remark 4.5. Combined with (4.7), these
imply that ug(U,-,-) satisfies the continuity estimate
(4.31)  |po(U,p1,q1) = o (U, p2,¢2)|

<C (Ko + ||+ [p2| + |a1] + lg2]) (1 = p2| + a1 = qo) -
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The analogous inequality also holds for u:

< C (Ko + [pil + [p3l + lai] + laz]) (pt - p3l +lai —azl) -
To see this, we use (u,g)(-,U, ¢}, p;) as a candidate for attaining the infimum

in the definition of u(U,q;5,p;) and use (4.18).

4.8. The homogenized coefﬁcient_s F and functional J. We define the
homogenized variational coefficients F' by

F(p,q) =1iy(p,q)-

It is then immediate from (4.7), (4.12), (4.29) and (4.30) that F' grows quadrat-
ically and is uniformly convex and C'%! in both variables, that is,

1 _
(4.33) = (Ipl* +[a") - CKG < F(p.q) <A(Ipl* +1a?) + CKG,
(4.34) (p,0) =~ F(p,a) = 5 (Ipl* +[a*)  is convex
and
Fal A 2 2 :
(4.35) (p,a) > F(p,q) - 5 (IpI* + 1af) s concave.

Likewise, (4.31) implies that

(4-36) ‘F(pla Ch) - F(an QZ)‘
<C (Ko +|[pi] + |p2| + lau| + |aal) (Ip1 = pa| + a1 — g2|)

and hence

(4.37) [VE(p.q)| < C(Ko +|pl +q]).

From (4.34) and (4.35) we also deduce that

(4.38) IVF(p1,q1) - VE(p2,¢2)| < C (Ipr = pa| + a1 — 2]) -
By (4.8), for every p,q € R?,

(4.39) F(p.q)2p-q.

In order to see that F variationally represents a uniformly monotone and Lips-
chitz vector field (which we would then denote by a), it suffices by Lemma 2.13
to check that, for each p € R?,

(4.40) inf (F(p.q)=p-4) =0.

This is a consequence of (4.39) and the duality between 1 and 1, for which we
require the results in Section 6. We thus postpone the demonstration of (4.40)
and the construction of the homogenized coefficients a to Section 6.5 (see Propo-
sition 6.6).
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We define, in each bounded Lipschitz domain U ¢ R?, the functional

(4.41) T [u,u*]:= inf{ [U (F(Vu(z),g(2)) - Vu(z) -g(z)) dz
cge L2(U;RY), -v-g= u*}.

Modulo the proof of (4.40), we have shown that the theory described in Sec-
tion 2.2 applies to J.

5. STRUCTURE OF THE PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1

In this section, we reduce the proof of Theorem 3.1 to two ingredients. The
first is the core issue, namely the convergence of the subadditive quantities p
and po defined in the previous section. The second is a general, determinis-
tic fact that follows from an oscillating test function argument and essentially
allows to recover Theorem 3.1 from the convergence of the subadditive quanti-
ties.

5.1. Two ingredients in the proof of Theorem 3.1. We first present the
results concerning the convergence of the quantities 1 and pg, which are proved
in the next section. As we will see, the quantities 7 and F are dual convex
functions and thus each pair (p, ) is dual to VF(p, q). For every (p,q) € R¥xRd
and bounded domain U ¢ R¢, we denote

EWU.p,q) = |o(U.p,q) = F(p,q)|+|u(U,VF (p,q)) - VF(p,q) - (p,q) + F(p,q)| -

The goal is to show that, for some exponent « > 0,
P[E(On,p,q) 23] < 1.

We are interested in bounding the probability on the left side as strongly as
possible — as opposed to finding the optimal exponent «, which is much less im-
portant for our purposes. In addition, we need an estimate which also possesses
some uniformity in (p,q) and allows for translations of the cubes.

The following theorem possesses each of these desired properties. It can be
compared to [3, Theorem 3.1]. Its proof is the focus of Section 6.

Theorem 5.1 (Convergence of the subadditive quantities). Fiz M, R > 1, 6 €
(0,8) and T > 1. There exist so(d,A,3,0,7) > 1 and C(d, A, 5,C5,0,7) > 1
such that, for everyn e N, s € [sg,00) and t € [1,00),

(5.1) Pl sup  sup £+ On,p,9) >t| < CRIM™ .

PG<B, inrye veBr (K + |p2 + |q|?) 3700 ~

Moreover, if (P4) holds, then for some a(d,A,5) > 0 and with C' depending
additionally on (v,Cy), we have the following stronger estimate: for every
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exponent s € (0,dy/(d+7)), neN and t > 1,

E(y+0n,p,9)
52) P| su su = >Ct
(52) Bl b 5P K+ P + [gP)3 e @@

< ORIM* exp (-3"%t) .

The second ingredient in the proof of Theorem 3.1 is the following proposition
(which can be compared to [3, Proposition 4.1]) the proof of which is the focus
of Section 7. It is a purely deterministic statement which asserts that estimates
on £ on mesoscopic cubes (of exactly the sort appearing in Theorem 5.1) imply
quenched estimates for the error in homogenization for general macroscopic
Dirichlet problems. Thus it essentially reduces Theorem 3.1 to Theorem 5.1.

Proposition 5.2 (Deterministic bounds for Dirichlet problems). For every
bounded Lipschitz domain Uy € R? and § > 0, there exist C(d, A\, Uy, 3,C3,0)
and exponents a(d,\,3,6) >0 and p(d,\,0) > 1 such that the following holds.
For every F € Q, m,neN, U :=3""Uy and f e WI2(U), if u,ue f+ H}(U)
are such that

(5.3) J [u,0] =T [w,0] =0,

then for every integer | satisfying n <l <m+mn,
(54) 3*2(n+m) ][ |U(.T) _ ﬂ(ﬂf)|2 dr < CM2 (ETIL ot 372m n 3—a(n+mfl)) ’
U ) ’

where we denote

L 2+6 ﬁ
(5.5) M = Ky + U|Vf(x)| dx
and
p 1
E(z +0n,p,q) ’
(5.6) E =€ (Up) = ][ sup  ———————= | dz| .
i i U \p.aeB,, qdm/2 K§ +[pl* +qf?

5.2. The proof of Theorem 3.1. We next show that Theorem 3.1 is a con-
sequence of the previous two statements.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Step 1. We verify the weaker estimate, i.e. (3.1) and (3.4).
We allow C(d, A, 3,C3,9,Up,0) > 1 to vary in each occurrence.

Fix R > 1. Also set ' := 0+ 1(3-0) and fix 7 > 1 and s > sy to be selected
below. We may suppose without loss of generality that R = 3% for some k € N.
Write k =n+m with n,m € N and m chosen as large as possible subject to the

constraint
md nT

2 T s
and pick [ :=n+|m/2]. Observe that, with these choices of n,m and [, the last
factor in the second term on the right side of (5.4) is estimated by

3—2m T 37a(n+mfl) < CRfe’/s’
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provided that 7 and sg are chosen sufficiently large. Indeed, since
0 0
a(n+m—l)~£n, —(n+m)~(1+l)—n (n — o0),
2sd s sd) s

it suffices to check that

2d sd
and this is satisfied provided that 7> 2df’/« and sy > C' is sufficiently large.

Therefore, Proposition 5.2 gives

ar (1+ l)@’,

R ][ lu(z) -a(z)|* de < OM3E , + CM>R™15,
U k) k)

where £ . is defined in (5.6). By Jensen’s inequality and stationarity, we

find that, for every s > p, where p(d,A,d) > 1 is the exponent in the statement
of Proposition 5.2, we have

[ E(r+o )Y :
B T ny Py 4
El(e _E ][ sup | da
[(&rmn)] (UﬁmBF’ lﬁ+M“MP) )

CMy3md/2

E(x+0u,p.q) )
<E ][ sup —— | dx
U (pquB K02 + [p|? + |q|?

CMy3md/2

xeBﬂ p’qucMOSmd/2 K02 + |p|2 + |q|2

We next use the fact that, for a nonnegative random variable X,
E[X*] = f 1 1P[X > t] dt,
0

and apply Theorem 5.1 (replacing s by s+ 1 and 6 by 0’ there, and increasing
Sp as necessary) to obtain, for every s> so(d, A, 5,0,6),

EKS“) wp E@up0) )

2d 9-nb’
<
B B K3 +p? +1q/? < CMyTs™
veB /5 PaeB g gmaz 130

Setting
XS,n,Mo =C (1 + 3n9//s£7,z,m,Mo) ’
we therefore obtain, under the assumption that M < M, the estimate

R ][U lu(z) - T(2) di < Xy ppr M35,

with X ., satisfying E[XS 1< CM3Z4. We now define

s,n,Mop

XS,MO = Slellg 37j(ﬁ7€)/48Xs,j,Mo-
J

Clearly, E[X?),, 1 < CMg?. Note also that the definition of X, s, does not
depend on R, and

(5.7) R Ji lu(z) ~T(2)|? da < X, pg M2370"5,
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where 0" := 6+ 1(3-0). If s, is large enough (depending on the appropriate
quantities), then by our choice of n and m, we have 37" < R-%. To remove
the dependence of X, 5s, on My, we define

XS = Skup 272dk/sXS+1’2k .
eN

It is clear that (3.1) holds and, translating (5.7) in terms of X yields (3.4).
The proof is now complete.

Step 2. Under assumption (P4), we verify the stronger estimates (3.5), (3.6).
Here we fix an exponent s € (0,dvy/(d +~v)) and allow C' and ¢ to depend
additionally on (v, Cy,s). We pick s; and sy such that s < s < sy < dy/(d+7)
with the gaps between these bounded by c¢. As above we may suppose that
R = 3F for some k € N. We write k = n +m where n,m € N are chosen so that
m is as large as possible such that n > m, and

(5.8) (m+n)sy<nsy and mdy/(d+7) <na(dy/(d+7)-ss2).
Note that, in addition to R, the integers m and n depend only on s. Choosing
I=n+|m/2] in (5.4) yields
(5.9) R ]{J lu(z) - (@) do < CM2EL,, \, + CM2R/"

<OM?(1+ V0, R™°) R7/%,
provided that M < M, where we have defined

y&MO - Snlelll\\? (Rs (3md’¥/(d+’¥)gy’hm7MO — C)+) .

(Here and in what follows we think of R and m as functions of n.) We next
study the integrability of Vs as,. According to (5.2), for every ¢ > 1,

P[&]

n,m, Mo

> C3f(n+m)a(dfy/(d+fy)fsg)t:| < CMO2d exp (_3(n+m)32t) )
Using (5.8) and rearranging this leads to the bound

P [RS (3md7/(d+7)5,'17m7M0 - C’)+ > Ct] < CM3%exp (—03_(81_8)15) .
Taking a union bound and summing this over n € N yields
P[Vars, > Ct] < CME exp (~ct).

Defining Y, = csup, k), o« and integrating the previous inequality, we ob-
tain (3.5). The inequality (3.6) is obtained by expressing (5.9) in terms of
Y,. This completes the proof of the theorem. O

6. CONVERGENCE OF THE SUBADDITIVE QUANTITIES

In this section, we prove Theorem 5.1. We focus the majority of our effort
to obtain the following slightly weaker statement. In the final subsection, we
derive Theorem 5.1 from it.
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Proposition 6.1. Fiz (¢*,p*) € R? xR, There exist a unique pair
(P(q*,p"),Q(q",p")) e R x R?
such that

(6.1) (g, p*)+p" - Q+q - P=Ty(P,Q)

and, for every 0 € (0,5), an exponent so(d, A, 3,0) >0 and C(d,A,3,C5,0) >0
such that, for all s € [sg,0), R>1, neN and t>1,

(6.2) P s%p E(y+0,,q,p") 2 C(K2+|p*|* + |q*|2)3_"9/8t < CR%™,
YEDR

where we denote

(6.3)  E(U.q"p") = |u(U.q",p") = 1(q" . p")| +|1o(U, P, Q) = o (P, Q)| -

Moreover, if we assume (P4), then, for every exponent s € (0,dvy/(d+ 7)) and
with C depending additionally on (s,7,Cy), we have the following stronger
estimate: for all R>1, neN andt>1,

(6.4) P|sup & (y+0n,q*,p*) 2 C(KZ +|p*? +|q* |73 minedy/(d)=shy
yeBr

< OR%exp (-3™1).

6.1. Reduction to the case p* = ¢* = 0. It suffices to prove Proposition 6.1
for p* = ¢* = 0. Indeed, given p*,q* € R?, let

Fpog(p,g,x) =F(p+p*,q+q¢",x)—-p-¢* —q-p" —p - ¢".

Note that F,« ,~ belongs to () and satisfies the same assumptions as F', except
that the constant Ky in (P1) must be replaced by Ky + [p*| + |¢*|. Applying
Proposition 6.1 to Fp+ , (to be more precise, to the pushforward of P under
the map F'+ Fj« ) at (0,0) then yields the general result.

6.2. Flatness of minimizers. The purpose of this subsection is to prove
Lemma 6.3 (stated below), which is the key step in the proof of Proposition 6.1.
The main idea is to show that if the difference in the expectation of y between
two successive triadic scales is small, then the minimizers of ;1 must be very
flat. This invites a comparison to corresponding minimizers of p, allowing us
to show that the expectation of u is close to its limit.

In order to lighten notation, we simply write u(U) for (U, 0,0), iz for (0,0),
and (u,g)(-,U) for (u,g)(-,U,0,0). We denote the spatial averages of the
minimizing pair (u,g)(-,U) of u(U) by

PU) := ﬁVu(x,U)dx and Q(U) := ][[;g(a:,U)dx,

and we use the shorthand notation

P,=E[P(g,)] and Q,:=E[Q(=,)].
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Throughout this section, we denote the difference between the expected values
of p at the two successive triadic scales n + 1 and n (with the smaller cube
trimmed) by

(6.5) Tn = E[p(On)] - E{p(@,)] .

and we denote errors which will accumulate due to mixing and trimming at

scale n by
Koy 1= KE37OB0A) 4 23 7n/3,

The following adaptation of [3, Lemma 3.2] is the first step in the argument
for Proposition 6.1. The lemma states that the variances of P(®,) and Q(@,)
are controlled by a multiple of 7, + k,,. The proof uses the weak mixing condi-
tion (P3) for the first time in the paper. In preparation for its application, we
rephrase (P3) in terms of the following covariance estimate (this is proved in
Appendix A, see (A.2)): for every U,V ¢ R? Fy—measurable random variable
X and Fy—measurable random variable Y, we have

(6.6) cov [ X, Y] <405 X o] Y || oo (1 + dist(U, V)P,
where | X |, denotes the P—essential supremum of | X|:
| X oo :==inf {A>0: P[|X]|>A]=0}.
Lemma 6.2. There exist C(d,A,3) >1 and C'(d,\,3,C3) > 1 such that, for
every n € N,

E[|P(s,) - Puf |+ E[|Q(@,) - Q,[ ] < O + Ok

Proof. In this argument, C' denotes a constant depending only on (d,A,[)
and C" denotes a constant depending only on (d, A, 3,C3); these may vary in
each occurrence. Fix n € N, a unit direction e € 9By, a smooth vector field
f:R? > R? and a smooth function ¢ : R? - R satisfying the following:

f and ¢ have compact support in ,,1,
f=Ve=e in0,,

divf =0,

f| + V| <C  in RZ

Since f and g(-,0,.1) are divergence-free, we have

(6.7) Jé (@) Vu(e, O do = Jé V(@) g, ) dw =0,

Step 1. We localize Vu(-,0,.1) and g(+,0,+1) to the trimmed subcubes. The
precise claim is that

(6.8)
2l £ (Vu(@.50) - Va(@.U 0 V)P +g(2,001) - (.U UV)) do |
<Oty + Ckyp,

where

U := U (z+m@,) and V=0, \U,

ze{-31,0,3n}d
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and U denotes the closure of U. There are 3¢ + 1 connected components of
U uV, which are V' and the cubes of the form @,(x) € O,,1. Thus for every
T € 0,41, We have

(6.9) {(uyg)(nUU Vlen@) = (u,8)( U)lan ) = (w:8) (3 (7)),
(u,g)(,UuV)|y =(u,g)(V).
In particular,
u(U) =37 ()ZC MENE)
and

(6.10) WU LY = |U'K'V|u<v> ; %uw»

By stationarity,
E[p(U)] =E[u(®,)].
Notice that, by (4.10), the volume of V' is small in proportion to that of O,,:

(6.11) V| < 03808 g, 4.
It follows from (6.10) and (4.6) that

H(UBY) = i(U) + G (V) = V) 2 p(U) - CRGE5109),

By Lemma 4.2 and the previous inequality,

E []{JV (Y@, D) = Ve, U U VP + g, Onr) - (2, U 0 V)P) dx]

<C(E[n(0nn)] - E[s(U U V)])
< C(E[#(Bn1)] - E[u(U)] + CE3310D)
= C (1 + Cky),

and this is (6.8).
Step 2. Using (6.7), (6.8) and (6.9), we compute

var l[/ f(z) vu(z,V)dz+ > /@n@) f(z) - vu(z,@,(y)) dx]

@n (¥)S0n+1
= f * U V d
var [.[qu (z) - Vu(x,UuUV) x]
< 2var [f f(z) - vu(z,0n41) d:p] +C(1p + Chyp) [Onaa|”
On+1
= C(1 + Chip) [Onaa] -
By (4.18) and (6.11), we have

fv \Vu(z, V)|* do < C|V|KZ < CK237108) o, | = Ckyy [Opaa |
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The previous two inequalities yield

Var[ > ][ f(z) vu(z,®,(y))de| < C(m, + Cky,).

B (y) S04 ~ B (Y)

Now we expand the variance using the identity

Varl > ]gn(y) f(z)- Vu(x,@n(y))dx]

Bn(y)SOn+1

= Z covljgn(y) f(x) - vu(z,@,(y))dx,

@n(Y),@n (2)E On+1
][ ( )f(x)'vu(xv@n(z))dx].
Bn(z

Recall that by (4.18) and the definition of f, the random variables appearing
in the covariances above are P-a.s. bounded by C'Kj. In view of (4.9), we can
apply the mixing condition (P3) in the form of (6.6) to obtain, for every @, (y) #

®,(2),

cov [][ f(z) - vu(z,,(y))dx , ][ f(z) vu(z,®,(2)) dx]
E\n(y) @n(z)
< C'KE3TIE) = O K2,

To sum up, we have proved the estimate

Y var [én( )f(:v) Vu(z,8,(y)) d:c] < C(1y + C'ky).

B (Y)E0n+1

The previous inequality and the fact that f = e in @, imply
var [e- P(8,)] = var [][ f(z) vu(z,@,) d:c]
[CI1P%)
Y Var[][ ( )f(x)-Vu(x,@n(y))dx] <O+ C'ky).
Bn(y

@n (Y)S0n+1
An almost identical argument, starting from the second equality of (6.7) rather
than the first and replacing each occurrence of f(z)-Vu by Vip(x)-g, gives the
estimate
var [e-Q(®,)] < C (7, + C'ky).
Summing the previous two inequalities over e € {ej,...,e4} yields the lemma.

t

Note that (4.28) permits us to obtain the conclusion of Lemma 6.2 for the
untrimmed cubes: there exists C(d, A, ) >1 and C’(d, A, 3,C3) > 1 such that,

for every n e N,
(6.12) E[|P(0.) - Puf |+ E[|Q(8,) - Q,[ ] < O + Ok

The next lemma is the key step in the proof of Proposition 6.1. It allows us
to estimate the expected difference between p and its limit & by the expected
difference between p at two successive scales.
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Lemma 6.3. There exist C(d,A,3) > 1 and C'(d,\,3,C3) > 1 such that, for

every n € N,

(6.13) E [p0(@2n, P, Q) | <E[1(0,)] + C(7 + C'ky).

Proof. The convention for the constants C' and C” is the same here as in the
previous lemma.

Fix n € N. In order to estimate the quantity po(@s,, Py, @, ) from above, we
construct a candidate for minimizing the energy which satisfies the appropriate
affine boundary conditions. Precisely, it suffices to exhibit (v,h) € H}(@2,) x
L2, o(®2y,) satisfying

(6.14) E[][ F(P, + vo(2),Q, + h(z), ) dx] <E[1(0n)] + C(r + C'ri).

Step 1. The construction of the candidate (v,h) € Hj(®2,) x L2} ;(®2,),
which we build by patching the minimizers for p on the overlapping family of
cubes {z + Op,41 : 2 € 3"Z}. We first build a partition of unity subordinate to
these cubes by setting

v() = [ wnly-o)de,

where 15 € C(R?) is a smooth, even function satisfying

0 <1hy < C37, [Rd Yo(z)dr =1, |Viho| < C37 D™ suppafy € O,.

We note that ¢ is smooth, even and supported in 0,1, satisfies 0 < < 1, and
the translates of it form a partition of unity: for each x € R?,

(6.15) Y (z-z2)=1

ze3nZ4
Moreover, we have

(6.16) sup [V (z)| < C37".

xeRd

We also introduce two smooth cutoff functions &, € C°(Oy,) satisfying
(6.17) 0<&<1, €£=1on {xeny, : dist(z,d0y,) > C3*M1+0)Y,
£=0on {:L’ €z+0, : 2€3"Z% z+0, ¢ EIQn}, V¢ < ('372n/(149)
where 6 € (0, 3] will be selected below in Step 7, and
(6.18) 0<(¢<1, (=1lon {xez+|:|n : 2z €374, z+Dn+3ED2n},
(=0on {zez+0, : 2€3"Z%, 2+ 0, ¢ 00}, V(| <C3™
To construct v, we first define a vector field f € L2(R¢;R?) by
(6.19) f(z):=C(z) D v(z-2)(Vu(z,z+0n1) - Py).

2e3n 74
Since f is not necessarily the gradient of an H' function, due to the errors
made by introducing the partition of unity and the cutoff function, we need to
take its Helmholtz-Hodge projection. We may write

(6.20) f=f+vVw-v-S in Oy,
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where

f:= ][ f(x)dx,
O2n

we H (R?) is defined as the unique solution of

- Aw=-V-f in Oy,,

][ w(x)dx =0,
O2n

w is Oy,—periodic,

and S is valued in the skew-symmetric matrices and has entries S;; € H._(R?)
uniquely determined (up to an additive constant) by

—ASi;=0;fi—0if; in Oap,
Sij 1s Og,—periodic.

Here f; denotes the ith entry of f and V - S is the vector field with entries

Z?zl 0;S;j. Indeed, one may check via a straightforward computation that

each component of the vector field f — Vw + V - S is harmonic and therefore

constant by periodicity. This constant must be f since Vw and V- S have zero
mean in Og,. This confirms (6.20).

We finally define v € HJ(@,,) by setting

v(x) =&(x)w(x), x €O,
Note that the cutoff function £ is supported in @s, and thus we indeed have
v e Hi(@y,). Below we will argue that Vv is expected to be close to f in
L2(®y,) due to the fact that, as we will show, w, f and V-S each have a small
expected L? norm.

We proceed similarly to construct h e L2 (8,,). Define k € L2(R4; R?) by
(621) k(l’) = C(l’) Z ’l/}(.'E—Z) (g(x7z+Dn+1) _@n)u
ze3nZ4
Since k is not necessarily solenoidal, we remove its divergence part via the
Helmholtz-Hodge projection. As above, we may write
k=k+Vh-V-T
where

k= k(z)dz,

O2n
he H!, (Os,) is the unique solution of

per

-Ah=-V-k in 0oy,
][ h(x)dx =0,

O2n
h is Oy,—periodic,

and T is a skew-symmetric matrix-valued field with entries in H] (D2,). We
finally define h e L2 | (8,,) by setting

h(z) = &(x) (V- T) (2) - VA,
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where 7 € H(@,,) is defined (also uniquely up to a constant) as the solution

of
- Ah=-v&(z)-(V-T) in By,
oh=0 on 0 @y, .

It is clear that h € L2 (®,). Below we will argue that |k -h| has small
expected L?(Es,) norm.

This completes the construction of (v,h) € H}(@y,) x L2

sol,o(@Qn)- The rest
of the argument is focused on the proof of (6.14).

Step 2. We show that, for every z € 3"Z% n Oy,
— 2
(6.22) El ][ i (‘f(:c) -((z) (Vu(a:, 2+ 0Opys1) — Pn)‘

+ k(@) = (@) (g(2, 2+ Bn) - Q)| ) da;] <CT,.

By Lemma 4.2 we have, for every z € 3"7Z¢,

Z ][+y+m |(Vu,g)(z,z + Ops1) — (Vu,g)(z, 2 +y + |:|n)|2 dx
ye{-3n,0,3n}d 77 n

<C Z (]QymnF((Vu,g)(x,zﬁ:lml),x) d$—u(y+Z+Dn))

ye{-37,0,37}d
=Clp(z+0p) - >, plz+y+0,)].
ye{-37,0,37}4
Taking expectations and using the triangle inequality, we find that, for every

z€3"Z% and y € {-3",0,3"}4,

(623> E[][ |(Vu,g)(x,z+y+l:|n+1)—(Vu,g)(x,z+|:|n+1)|2 dx:l SC(Tn
zZ+0np

The bound on the first term on the left of (6.22) is obtained from the previous
inequality and the following identity, which holds for every z € 3"Z? and x €
z + 0O, by the definition of f:

f(ﬂj‘) - C(.T) (VU(.T, Z+ Dn+1) _ﬁn)

=¢(x) ) W(z-y)(Vu(@, 2 +y+On) - V@, 2 + Oni)) -
ye{-37,0,3n}d

The bound on the second term on the left of (6.22) follows from (6.23) and a
similar identity.

Step 3. We claim that
(6.24) E[f]+E[[K] < 07+ 'k
In view of (6.18), it is convenient to denote

(6.25) Z, = {z €37 : 2+ 0,3 C Dgn}.
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Observe that (3"Z¢N0y,) \ Z,, has C3™41D elements. By Lemma 6.2 (or more
precisely (6.12)), (6.22) and (4.18), we have

]£+Dn f(x)dx 2]

E[[f] < E[?f"d D

z€3"Z4N0oy,
[ e
<2E|37 Y ][ ((2) (Vu(z, 2 + Ops1) dz - P,)| | +C,
| 2€3"Z4N0ay, #+0n
i 2
<2E|37 ) ][ Vu(z,z +Oyy1)dz — P, :|+C’K023_"+C7'n
| 2eZ, |/ Z+0n

<Cry,+C'ky,.

An analogous calculation gives the estimate for E [‘E‘Q]

Step 4. We show that
(6.26) E[3‘4" ][ lw(z)| dx] < C'K237AI0+8)
O2n

Let ¢ € HZ (R?) denote the unique solution of

~-A¢p=w in RY,
£ o@yde-o,
O2n

¢ is Og,—periodic.

By integration by parts, we have the identities
621) [ 19ve@f do= [ fu@f do= [ Vo(@)-£)do
O2n O2n O2n

- [ - vo(o): (f(x) _E [ A £(2) dx]) da.

We need a second mesoscale, given by an integer k € (n,2n) to be selected below.
In what follows, we denote (Vo). := fzmk Vo(r)dr and Y, = Y. csrzdnn,, as well

as f==f -E[, f(z)dz]. Now we estimate, by the Poincaré inequality:
[ w@F da= [ vo(@) Fayda
-2 (/[ (Vo) - (Vo)) F@)de+ (vo).- [ Fwyar)
<Ox3 ( f o [vvo@)P das)% ( [ @) dx)%

+O(V). - f | F@yde,
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To estimate the first sum on the right side of the previous inequality, we use
the discrete Holder inequality, (6.27) and (4.18), and then Young’s inequality:

29[, weotortas) ([ oo )
<3k (Zz: Lmn vvo(z)| d:c)% (zz: /;mn "fv(aj)‘2 dx)%

1
2

(L ot (ot o)
3 [ fua)f do)

1
<7 lw(z)|* da + C K2 |0yn| 32"
O2n

We next estimate the expectation of the second sum. Using Holder’s inequality
in two different forms, we get

(6.28) E[g(w)z- f mk?(x)dx]
=;E[(v¢)z-fmk’f“(x)dx]

< ;E[|(V¢)Z|2]% E l(fmf(a;) dx)Qr

‘ (gEvaf (z=|(/ mkﬂx)dx)gl)%.

For the first factor on the right side of the previous inequality, we have, by the
Poincaré inequality and (6.27),

629)  TE[(79).F]= E[§I<V¢>z|2] scss| [
ccrengl [ pva)f il
=gt m] [ de].

In preparation to estimate the second factor, we use the mixing condition in
the form of (6.6) to get

El( fD k?(x)dx)zl :E[ > fy Ror fy /+Dn?(x)dx]

y,y'€3"ZeN0
2 —
<C'(CKolm))? Y (Q+ly-y)D”’
Y,y €3 ZAnOy

_ C/K832dk—ﬁ(k—n)

IN
=

(CK2|om])?

Vo) do]

2
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By stationarity, the same estimate holds with z + Oy in place of Oy provided
that the cube z + O, does not touch dd,,. For the cubes which do touch the
boundary of the macroscopic cube (and thus intersect the support of (), we
use the following cruder, deterministic bound given by (4.18):

2
( f f(:c)da:) < O3 f \f(x)f dx < O K332
Ok Ok

Combining these, using that there are at most C'3(27=%)(d-1) cubes of the form
z + Og which touch the boundary of O,,, we get

2
(6.30) ZE[( f f(a:)d:c) ]g C' K32 dk=Bhmn) o ¢ g g2ansdh=(n=k)
z z+0p

We may now estimate the right side of (6.28) using applying (6.29), (6.30) and
Young’s inequality. The result is:

(6.31) ElZ(V¢)Z-fz+Dk?(x) daz]

1
< ZE [/ w ()’ dx] + K3 || 397 (€378 4 03-(20h)
O2n

Combining the above inequalities now yields
E [/ |w(x)|2 dl‘] < K334n |D2n| (Clg—ﬁ(k—n) + Cg—(Qn—k)) .
O2n

Taking finally & to be the nearest integer to (2n+n53)/(1+ ), we obtain (6.26).

Step 5. We estimate the expected contribution of |Vh|?> by a computation
which bears a resemblance to the one in the previous step. The claim is that

(6.32) E [ f vk’ daz] <O+ 1),

Here we use the abbreviations g, := g(-, 2+0,41), ¥, = ¥ (-=2), X, = X e3nzdnn,,
and [z = fz Oy Observe that, in the sense of distributions, we have

In particular, the right-hand side belongs to L?(0z,) and thus h € HZ (O,).
Using the identity

(6.34) Y ((x)Vip.(z) =0, zeRY

which follows from (6.15) and (6.18), we may re-express the previous identity,
for x € Oy, as

(6.35) (V-k)(z) = ((2)Ve.(z) - (8-(2) - Q, ~ k(x))
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For each i e {1,...,d}, let ¢; € H} (R?) denote the unique solution of
- A(bl = 82}1, in Oon,

][ ¢i(x)dx =0,

O2n
¢; is Og,—periodic.

Then integrating by parts, we find
(6.36) f Vv () da = f 0h(2)| da = f 0i6:() (V -K) () da.
Oon O2n O2n

We continue the computation by substituting (6.35) and using the notation
(@gbl)z = fZ+Dn+l algbz(x) dx:

fD 06(@) (V1) (@) da
=% [ 0:0:0) - (0:0).) C@T0-0) - (g:(0) - Ty - K(a) da
#2000 [ (@)90(2) - (8:() Q- k() d
+ % [ i6n(a)i(2)9C() - (8-(2) ~@,)

We put the second sum on the right side of the previous expression into a more
convenient form using (6.21), (6.15), integration by parts and (6.34) twice:

060, [ C@)v0(2)- () - Q k() da
- ¥ @00, [ (@) V(0) - (8:(r) - T, - () (gy(2) - T,))
-3 (060, - (960,) [ (@), ()T (0) - (g)(2) - Q) da

+ 3000, [~0-(0)vC@) (g:(0)-Q,) da,

Combining the previous two identities yields
(6.37)
0i¢i(x) (V- k) (z) dx

=¥ [ 00:(@) = (9:60).) @)V (2) - (8:(2) ~ B~ k() d
+ Z ((ai¢i)y - (8i¢i)z) L(@(x))2¢y($)v¢z($) : (gy(x) _@n) dx
+ ¥ [(06:(2) - (000).) v:(0)9C(@) - (8:(2) - @Q,) o

O2n

We estimate the three sums on the right side of (6.37) in a similar fashion,
each in turn. For the first sum, we use (6.16), the Holder, discrete Hélder and
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Poincaré inequalities, (6.36) and Young’s inequality to deduce that

> ﬁ(@@(@ = (0;0i).) ¢ () (V@/)z(x) . (gz(x) -Q,-k(z))) dz

<C (Z f Vv ei(@)l’ drc)Q (Z f g.(2) - Q, ~k()| d:c)
< i [D% 0:h(x)[ dx + c> v/Z‘gz(x) -Q, - k(x)‘2 dr.

Taking expectations and using (6.22), we get
639) B[S [0, @60 (7000 (:0) -0, - 1)) s

< 11@[/ () daz] + C|Oan| 7.
4 2n
For the second sum, we notice that each entry vanishes unless y € z + 0,49,
there are at most C' such entries y in the sum for any given entry z, and for
such y and z, the Poincaré inequality gives

(@i60), - @), < c3o, 1 [ [ve@)f da.

z+0

Using this, (6.16), (6.36) and (4.18), the Holder and Young inequalities and
the fact that 3"Z7 n0O,, has C'3"¢ elements, we get
S (@60), - (0:62).) (€@ (@) () () - Q,) do

y?Z

<C (32"| O, ") f vV ()| dx) (Z 3OKE| O, |)
z Z+0n+3 2

1
< f 0h(2)|? da + CK23™,

O2n
For the third sum on the right side of (6.37), we proceed in almost the same
way as for the first two, except that rather than use (6.16) we use the estimate
for v( in (6.18) and the fact that V¢ vanishes except if z ¢ Z,, (recall that Z,
is defined in (6.25)) and there are at most C'3"(4-1) such elements in the sum.

We obtain:

> [ 00u(x) - (0:60).) - () VC() - (go(0) - Q)

< 0(32"Zf|vm(x)|2 dw)i ( > 3CKGlo, |)§

2¢Zn
1
<3 f 0h(2)[? do + C K232,
O2n
Combining the previous two inequalities with (6.36), (6.37) and (6.38) yields
E [ [ o daz] < CK237C4D 4 O] 7.
O2n

Dividing by |02, gives (6.32).
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Step 6. We estimate the expected size of |V - S|2, using a computation which
is closely analogous to the one in Step 5. Indeed, the main difference from
Step 5 is essentially notational. The estimate we will show is

(6.39) E [][ 7-S(2)] dx] <O+ 1),

As in the previous step, we use the abbreviations wu, = u(:, 2z + Oy41), ¥, =
V(- = 2), X. = Leegnzdno,, and [ = [, Observe that, in the sense of
distributions, for every i,j € {1,...,d}, we have

0;fi = 0ifj = Y C(0;0-(Ouz — Pry) = 00 (Ouz — Prj))

+ Z wz (ajg(azuz - Fn,l)) - azC(ajuz - Fn,j)) n Oop -
The right side belongs to L?(Oa,,), thus 0, f;i—0; f; € L?(02,) and S;; € HZ (R?).
Using (6.34), we may also express the previous identity slightly dlfferently as

(6.40)  (9;fi=0if;) (x) = Zé(x)[wz(fc) Vu.(x) = Py~ f(2)]
+sz[v<7vuz_ n]ij in U2p,

where we henceforth use the notation
[V’ W]ij = UW; — YWy
for indices 4,7 € {1,...,d} and vectors v,w € R? with entries (v;) and (w;),
respectively. Next we define, for each i € {1,...,d},
d
g; = — (v . S)Z = - Z @»Sij.
j=1

It is evident that o; € H

Ler(O2,) and o is a solution of the equation

d
—AO'Z' = - Z 8j (8Jfl - @fj) n 0oy, -
i=1

Since o; has zero mean in O,,, there exists p; € Hl‘rf) C(Rd), which is unique up
to an additive constant, satisfying

- Apz =0; in Rd,
p; 18 Og,—periodic.

We have the identities
(6.41) f VY i) da = f 03(2)|? da = f Vpi(@) - Vo (x) d.
Oon Oon O2n

Integrating by parts and using the equation for ¢;, we obtain

fD2 |a¢(a:)|2 d;z::/;2 Vpi(x)-Vo;(x)dx = Z/D; 0ipi(x) (0;f; - 0if;) du.

To further shorten the notation, in each of the following expressions we keep
the sum over j implicit (note that 7 is not summed over) and set (9;p;), =
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][Z+Dn+1 0;pi(x) dz. Continuing then the computation by substituting (6.40), we
obtain

[ o) @i~ 0ufy) do
L f (93pi(x) = (90:).) C () [V (@), Vuo (2) = P~ ()] der
X @5p). [ (@) [Ven(2), V() =P~ £(2)] d
+ 3 [ (e (@) [7C(w), T (@) - P, do

We put the second sum on the right side into a more convenient form via (6.19),
(6.15), integration by parts and (6.34):

2. (0. f C(2) [V (@), Vs (2) = Py~ £(2)], do
= Z (8j/)i)z /;C(x)z/}y(x) [VQ/}z(l’), Vuz(l’) —?n - C(:L’)(Vuy(a:) —Fn)] dx

v

=2 (30, = (9;m),) fz—(C(fb’))z%(SU) [V(2), Vuy () - P ], de

+ > (0;pi). fz—wz(:c) [VC(:U), Vu, (z) —?n]ij dz.

Combining this with the previous identity, we get

L lou@)P do
=3 [(0i0i(2) - 010).) C() [V0(0), Tue(2) - P = £(2)]

+ 2. (@p0), = (95p1).) fZ(C(@)Z%(ﬂc) [V (), Vuy () = P, ], da
+ ¥ [ (@) = @0).) 0:(0) [9C(@), V(@) = P, d

We may now compare this identity with (6.37) and observe that the three
sums on the right side are similar to those on the right side of (6.37). In fact,
following the arguments in Step 5 (with obvious substitutions, changing for

instance ¢; to p;, g, — @,, to Vu, - P, and k to f), we may bound these three
sums in the same way. This completes the argument for (6.39).

Step 7. We show that the effect of the cutoff £ in the definitions of v and h
is expected to be small: precisely,

(6.42) E[]é Vu(z) - V()] dx] +E[]€2n h(z) - V- T(2)f dx]

<Ct,+C'k,,.

We use the identity

vo(z) - Vw(z) =w(x)VE(r) + (£(z) - 1)Vw(x)
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and (6.17) to obtain

(6.43) ][ [90(@) - Vu(@)P de

< (O'374n/(1+9) |w(ac)|2 dx + C][ |€(x) - 1|2 |Vw($)|2 dx.
O2n

O2n

The expectation of the first integral on the right side is controlled by (6.26):
E |:34n/(1+5) ][ |w(;1:)|2 d.T:| < CKg?)an/(1+B)+4n5/(1+5) < C/'in,
O2n

provided we select

1
16"

For the expectation of the second integral on the right side of (6.43), we recall
from (6.17) that £ = 1 except in

D := {:c € Oy, : dist(x,00s,) > 032”/(“5)} )

0=

Therefore, using that D intersects at most C'3(4-25/(1+9)) subcubes of the form
Z+ Ope1, with z € 3724, and applying (4.18), (6.24) and (6.39), we obtain

(6.44) E[][ (@) - 1P [vu()] d:c]s ! E[L|Vw(:c)|2 d:c]

|D2n|

< ¢ E[/ |f(ac)|2 dx+[ |f(:1€)—Vw(HC)|2 d$]
|O2n| D O2n,
< |DC | (CKggn(d—%/(Hé)) |Dn| + C| Doy, |(Tn " C,/in))
2n

<Cry,+C'ky,.

Combining the previous inequality with (6.26) and (6.43), we obtain the desired
estimate for the first term on the left of (6.42).

The argument for estimating the second term on the left side of (6.42) is
similar. We start from the identity

h(z)-v-T(z) = (&(x) - 1) V- T(z) - Vh(z)
and observe that the equation for h can be written as
—A’H:_V((f_l)vT) in Elon,
and therefore we have
/ ‘Vﬁ(w)‘z dx < C’f €(z) = 1|V - T ()| da.
Elon E2n
It thus suffices to show that

E [[ £(2) - 12|V - T(2)P d:c] <Cryt Cliy.

The proof of this estimate is very similar to (6.44), and so we omit the details.
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Step 8. We estimate the expected difference in L?(z + 0,) between (Vv,h)
and (Vu,g)(+,z + Opy1) for each z € 37Z4 N @y,. The claim is that

(6.45) E[?,d" 3 ][ \w(x)—w(x,zmmlh?nfdx]
z+0n

ze3n7Z4NEs,

+E[3‘d" > ]Qu |h(z) —g(:c,z+|:|n+1)+@n‘2 dr | < C(1, + C'ky).

2€3"ZANEo,

Indeed, for each z € 3"Z4 n@,, and x € z + O,,, we have

Vu(x) = Vu(z,z + Opy1) + P,
= (Vou(x) - Vw(z)) + (f(x) - Vu(x,z+0ps1) +Fn) - (f— V- S) :

Thus the estimate for the first term on the left of (6.45) is a consequence

of (6.22) (note that ( =1 on z + 0,41 for every z € 3"Z¢ n@y,), (6.24), (6.39)

and (6.42). The estimate for the other term follows immediately from (6.22), (6.24), (6.32)
and (6.42).

Step 9. We complete the argument by deriving (6.14). By Lemma 4.3, we
have, for each z € 3"Z4 N @,,,

][ F(P, +vv(z),Q, +h(z),r)dr

<2 F(Vu(z,z+0p41),8(x, 2+ Ops1), ) de — p(z +0,)

z+0n

+C (‘VU(ZU)—VU(ZQZ"'DYHI)"'ﬁn‘Q
z+0p
+|h(z) - gz, 2+ Opar) + @nf ) de.

In view of (6.17), it is convenient to denote Z! := {z €3"Z? : z+ 0,1 ¢ @y, }
and U := U.ez (2 +O,). Note that { vanishes on @y, \ U and thus v and h do
as well. Observe also that

@2, N U< C3™|@g,| and || Z)|]|0,] = [@an|| < C37" @2y -

Now we take the expectation of the previous inequality, sum over z € Z/,
using (4.5), (4.6), (4.18), (6.23), Lemma 4.3, (6.45), stationarity and the above
observations to obtain

E[ /[ F(Fn+vv(a;),§n+h(a;),x)dx]

B2n

< Z E [fzmn F(P,+vu(z),Q, +h(z),r) da:]

+E[f@2 \UF(?n,Gn,x)dx]
< |@on| (E[p(Tn)] + C(70 + C'r)) -

Dividing by | @y, | yields (6.14) and completes the proof of the lemma. O
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6.3. Proof of Proposition 6.1. We use the flatness theory developed in the
previous subsection to prove Proposition 6.1. We begin by iterating Lemma 6.3
to obtain a rate of convergence for E[u(®,)] and E [uo(@n,?, @)] as n — oo
to their common limit 7.

Lemma 6.4. There exist o(d, A, 3) >0, C(d,A,3,C3) > 1 and P,Q € R? such
that

(6.46) Tio(P, Q)
and, for every n e N,
(6.47) IE [1(@.)] - 71l + [E[ po(@, P, Q)] - 1| < CKZ3 ™.

Proof. We split the proof into three steps. The convention for constants is dif-
ferent from the previous subsection. Here C' > 1 denotes a constant depending
only on (d, A, 3,C3), while C >1 and 0 <7< 1, which are used only in Step 1,
are allowed to depend on only (d, A, ). These may vary in each occurrence.

Step 1. We show that there exists a(d, A, 5) > 0 such that, for every n e N,
(6.48) n-E[p(e,)] < CK33 ™.
By (4.12), (4.13) and Lemma 6.3, we have
(6.49) 1 < E[po(@20, P, Q)| <E[1(0,)] + (Cr + Ok
which by (4.27) can be upgraded to
n<E[u(m,)]+ (57'” +Chy) .
Let p, == E[p(®,)]. Recalling the definition of 7, in (6.5) and using (4.23)

<E[u(®,)]+ C (E[1(8n41)] - E [1(8,)]) + Crip.
Denoting fi,, := 7 — E[p(®,,)], we can rewrite this as

Tins1 = fin < ~C~ Tl + CK23778/0145)
Letting @:=1-C-1 < 1, we arrive at

e ()

’C“n+1 ’C“n ’C‘n+1

Summing the telescopic series, we get the discrete Duhamel formula

n-1
Tin <T'Jig + CKG Y. k137081040
k=0
and (6.48) follows since fig < CKZ.
Notice that by (4.16) and (4.23), (6.48) implies that for every n e N,
(6.50) IE [1(@a)] -7l + [E[n(2.)] - 7] < CKF3™™.
In particular, 7, < CK23™ by the triangle inequality.
Step 2. We argue that there exist P,Q € R¢ such that

(6.51) |P-P,|+|Q-Q,|<CK§3 ™.
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By Lemma 4.2,

|VU(.§U, Dn+1) - VU(ZU, Dn)|2 dx
On

<C ([Dn F(Vu(z,0,11),8(%,0041), ) do — ,LL(EIn)) )

By (6.23), the latter is bounded by a multiple of 7,,. By (6.23) and (6.50), we
thus have

[E[P(0n41)] -E[P(0)]| + [E[Q(Dn1)] - E[Q(3,)]] < CEF3™™.

This implies that {E[P(0,)]}ney and {E[Q(0,)]}nen are Cauchy sequences
in R?, and thus there exist P, (Q € R? such that

(6.52) E[P(0,)] =P and E[Q(0,)] - Q asn - .
Moreover, we have
[P -E[P(@.)]| < 3 [E[P(Ora)] - E[P(ar)]] < CKF3™™,
k=n
and similarly
@ -E[Q(0,)]| < OK§3™.
To complete the proof of (6.51), it remains to show that
[P ~E[P(0,)]] +]Q, - E[Q(0.)]] < CKF3™.
This follows from (6.12) and (6.50).

For future reference, we notice that (4.18) also implies that
(6.53) |P|+|Q| < CK3.
Step 3. By redefining a(d, A, 3) > 0, if necessary, we argue that, for every
neN,
(6.54) E[10(=,, P,Q)] - E[u(=,)]| < CKF3™.
We have
E [Mo(@%,?,@)] -E[u(@2n)]
< ‘E [Mo(‘ilzn,ﬁa)] - E[Mo(@m,?n,an)]‘
+ (E [10(®20, Po, Q)] - E[1(®1)]) + (E [1(@,)] - E[11(@20)]) -
The first term is estimated by (4.31), (6.51) and (6.53):
B [10(@20, P, Q)] - E [110(82n, P, Q,,) ]| < CK§3 ™.

The second term is estimated by (6.49) and (6.50) and the third term by (6.50).
Combining these, we deduce

IE [10(@2n, P, Q)] - E [11(82,)]| = E [ to(@20, P, Q)] - E [pu(@2,)] < CKZ3 ™.
Replacing o with a/2 yields (6.54).
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Notice that (6.54) implies 7z = fio(P, @), that is, we have proved (6.46). It
also implies, by (6.54) and the triangle inequality, that
(6.55) E[p0(=,, P, Q)] - 11| < CKZ3 ™.
This completes the proof of the lemma. 0
We next upgrade the convergence from the previous lemma, using the mixing

conditions, to obtain estimates on stochastic moments of |u — | and |ug — | in
the triadic cubes. Recall that &, is defined in (6.3).

Lemma 6.5. For every 0 € (0,5), there exist an exponent so(d, A, 3, a) > 1
and a constant C(d, A\, 3,C3,«) > 1 such that, for every n e N and s > sq,

(6.56) E[|€(=,)'] < (CKZ) 37,

Under the additional assumption that (P4) holds, there exist a(d, A, 5,7) > 0
and C(d, A\, B,C3,7v,Cy) > 1 such that, for every n e N,

gty Eo(80) s
(657) E leXp (3 d'Y/(dJr'Y)C—I(g)] <exp (03 (dy/(d+7v) )) .

Proof. In this argument, we drop the dependence of o on (P, Q) for conve-
nience and denote

(6.58) o, = K237

where the exponent o > 0 implicit in o, depends only on (d, A, ) and may
change in each occurrence. Here C' depends only on (d, A, 8,C3) and may vary
in each occurrence.

The first four steps are concerned with the proof of the first statement. Note
that (6.56) is much easier to prove under slightly stronger (although still rela-
tively weak) mixing conditions than (P3), such as for example “i)-mixing.” We
have to work a bit because “a—mixing” is a very weak condition.

Step 1. We claim that, for every n € N, at least one of the following two
estimates must hold:

(6.59) B[ (@), I < 2B [(1- u(8,))?] + O,
(6.60) E[(no(®:) - 1), 1* < 2E[(no(mn) )] + O

(In fact, one can replace 5/8 by any number larger than 1/2.) We proceed
with the proof of this alternative by noting that, since po(@,) — p(@,) > 0,
Chebyshev’s inequality yields, for every ¢ > 0,

P [po(®,) - p(@,) > to,] < (ton)'E [1o(@,) - p(@,)] .
By Lemma 6.4, taking C' sufficiently large, we obtain that
1

Pluo(®,) - p(@,) > Co,] < ]

It follows that

ool =

Plu(®,) <p-Co, and puo(@,) >+ Co,]<
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This implies

(6.61) min (P [j4(,) <7~ Co, ], P [o(®n) 2 7+ Co ]} <

From (6.61), we obtain the desired claim observing that for every nonnegative
random variable X and s> 0,

E[X]<E[X1y.]+s< (P[X >s]E[X2]) +s
and applying Young’s inequality.
Step 2. We show using the mixing condition (P3) that
(6.62) E[(1—p(@41))3]
6 _
<= (3 var [(7 - (@), ]+ E (1 - p(®:)). ) + C o,
and
(6.63) E[(po(@n1) ~71)7]
6 ,._ —_ —
<< (37 var [(uo(@a) = ). 1+ E[(no(®n) - 0).]°) + C .

(In fact, one can replace 6/5 by any number larger than 1.) The arguments
for (6.62) and (6.63) are almost identical, so we only prove (6.62). Recall from
(4.14) that

(@) 23 Y p(@n(x)) - Coy,

& ()@,
hence
(= 1(@n1))- <377 Y (u=p(@,(2)))s +Coy.
@n (2)CBp+1
_s,
We have

E[82] = var[S.] + E[S.]%,

and by stationarity, E[S,] =E[(x - p(@,)
we use (P3) in the form given by (6.6), (
8,(z) +@,(y),

lcov [(7 = 1(@a(2))), , (7= 1(@a (1)), ] € CKE39/09) < Co?,

and therefore

var[§,] = 37 >, cov [(7i = (@, (2))),» (7= 1(@a(y))).]

@y (2),8n (Y)SBn+1

)+]. In order to estimate the variance,
4.6) and (4.9) to find that, for every

<3 var [(fi - ju(®,)),] + Co2.
Summarizing and using Young’s inequality, we obtain (6.62).

Step 3. We show that for every n € N, at least one of the following two
inequalities holds:

(6.64) E[(7- (@))€ - E[(- ()} ] + Co?
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or

2719 —\2
(6.65) E[(1o(8n1) ~F);] < 1o B [(1o(811) = 70):] + Coy.

In fact, we claim that (6.59) implies (6.64) and (6.60) implies (6.65), and thus
the alternative follows from the one in Step 1. Indeed, by (6.62), we have

E[ (1 - p(841))?]

<2 (3 var [(7- p(8,)).] + E[(n - (@) ') + O
- 2 (B3E[(7F - n(@))2]+ (1-3DE[(1 - u(@,)):]") + Coy
<2 (37420 -39 B[ p(@))2] + O,

where we assumed (6.59) to hold in the last step. This gives (6.64). We omit
the proof of the second implication, which is very similar.

Step 4. We show that, for each fixed n e N,

(6.66) min {E[(7 - u(@,))3], E[(uo(@,) - 7)2]} < Co?.
Let A; and A,, respectively, be the subset of N consisting of n for which (6.64)
and (6.65) hold. We have N = A; U Ay and thus, for each n € N, at least one

of the set A;n{1,...,n} and A2 n{1,...,n} has at least n/2 elements. If the
former, then by (4.16), (6.64), (4.6) and a simple computation, we have

E[(7- u(@.))] < (1—%)"/2E[<n—u<@o>>i] v Co?
9 \"/2
< cxg(ﬁ) +Co2.

If it is rather Ayn{1,...,n}, then we have a similar bound for E [(,uo(@n) - ﬂ)i]
Since the first term on the right side is bounded by Co?2 after a redefinition
of ar, we obtain (6.66).

Step 5. We show that
(6.67) E[&.(m,)] < CKZ3™.

Observe, using po(U) < u(U) again, that we have, for any bounded domain
UcR4,

1o(U) =11 < po(U) = p(U) + [ = p(U)]
and

1= p(U)| < o (U) = p(U) + 1o (U) = 7]
Combining the previous two inequalities for U = @, taking their expectation
and applying Lemma 6.4 (in particular (6.54)), we get

max {E [|uo(@,) - 7l], B[z - (@)1}
<min{E[|u(@,) -7l], Ef|uo(@,) - 7l]} + E [po(@,) - p(@,)] -
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Note that a centered random variable X satisfies E[X,] = E[X_], so that
E[|X]|] = 2E[X.]. We use this observation and apply Lemma 6.4 twice to
obtain

E[[fi - ()] < E[E[1(8,)] - p(@,)]] + Core
= E[(E[u(8,)] - 1(@,)),] + Co,
<9E[(7i- p(8,)),] + Con.

Similarly, we also have

E[luo(@,) - al] < 2E[(po(®,) - 1), ] + Co.
The previous three inequalities and (6.66) yield

E[€:(mn)] < 2max{E [|uo(®n) - 7], B[z - p(@.)[]}

<Amin{E[(7-pu(@,)).], E[(po(@n) - 7). ]} + Coy
<Co,.

This completes the proof of (6.67).

Step 6. We upgrade the convergence rate in (6.67) to the optimal one for
large moments, using Lemma A.2; thereby completing the proof of the first
statement of the lemma. The claim is that, for every 6 € (0, 3), there exist an
exponent so(d, A, 3,6) >1 and C(d, A, 5,0,C3) > 1 such that, for every s > so,

(6.68) E[|€(=,)] < (CK3) 37m.
In this step, we allow the constant C' to depend additionally on 6. We also
allow a(d, A, 3) > 0 to vary in each occurrence, as usual.

Fix n,m e N. Also fix k € N, which will be selected below and only depends
on (d,A,,0). In particular, k < C. Using the subadditivity of (7 — u(+))4 in
the form of (4.14) and then applying Lemma A.2 and (P3), we obtain

E[(7- i@nem)) ]

2k
SE[ gy <n—ﬂ<@n<x)>>++0K33"B/U%)]
E‘n($)§@n+m

< 2R (?fdm > (ﬁ—u(@n(x))L)

E\n(x)gﬁ\nﬁrm

< CKM* (max {E l (= Mc(*i;éx))h] , 3—dm} + 3B 3—’“’“) .

+ (CKOQ)ng—anﬁ/(l+ﬁ)

Inserting (6.67), we obtain
E[ (- )| s CHGE (37 4 377) " 307,

A slight reformulation of the previous inequality (replace n +m by n and n
by n —m) yields, for every n,m ¢ N with m <n,

E [(ﬁ - u(@n))f’“] <CKM* ((3‘<"‘m)a + 3—dM)2’“ + 3—6<n—m)) _
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We may extend this inequality to m € R, with m < n by adjusting the con-
stant C. We now select m as a function of n so that S(n —m) = 0n, that
is, m(n) := (8 - 0)n/S and we thereby obtain, for every n € N,

E[(- (@) < CEGH (370007 + 37 00) 4 370m)

We now select k € N to be the smallest positive integer satisfying

Oa d(6-0)
2k max {—, } > 0.
g g
Thus, as we had promised, k < C'. We deduce that, for every n e N,
E[ (- w(®,))2 | < CKFCh3" < O30,

Fix s := 2k and observe that we may use the previous inequality and (4.6) to
obtain, for every s > s,

E[(7i- 1(@,))}] < (CK3) B[ (7 - p(m,))?] < (CK3)*3.
By a very similar argument, we also obtain the bound
E{(p0(@nem, P.Q) ~ )] < (CKZ)*37".
We next use the fact that, due to u(U) < uo(U, P, @), we have
<6£?I)J) =it = p(U)] + |po(U, P, Q) = 7| < 2 (7 = p(U)) , + 2 (10(U. P, Q) - i),
and combining this with the previous inequalities to obtain (6.68).

Step 7. In this last step, we upgrade the convergence to exponential moments
under the additional assumption that (P4) holds. This is the first and only
place in the paper that we use (P4), and is analogous to the previous step
except that we use the much stronger Lemma A.3 in place of Lemma A.2.

The convention for the constants in this step is different from the rest of the
proof: here we allow C' to depend on the parameters (v, Cy) in (P4) in addition
to (d, A, 5,C3), and o may depend also on ~ in addition to (d, A, ).

Fix n,m € N and 0 < ¢t < (C1K2)~13%  where the previous C := C' > 1 is
fixed large enough that, for all bounded Lipschitz domains U € R¢,

(6.70) Pl - pu(U)). < C1K3] = 1.

Now we compute, using (4.14) and Lemma A.3:

log E [exp (t (ﬁ - N(@n+m))+)]

<logE|exp (t?)dm > (ﬁ—ﬂ(@n(ﬂf)))+)

[CI1P% (m)g@ner

+ CtK237m8/(+h)

=logE| [ exp(B3" (- p(Ea(x))),)
| @ (2)CBn+m

<C(E[(m-m(@,)),] + K33 exp (-3") exp (CKGt)) + CK3t3™.

+ CK2t3™m
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We now apply (6.67) to obtain, for every n,m e N and 0 < ¢ < (CK2)~134m,
1
p log E [exp (t (7 — 11(Bnsm)), )] < CKZ3™ + CK3t 3% exp (CK3t - 3™).

A very similar computation yields

1 _
; lOgE [eXp (t (/"LO(EIH-HTL? Pa Q) - E)+):|
<CKZ3™ + CK3t 3% exp (CK3t -3m).

Combining these inequalities and using (6.69), we obtain
1
n log E [exp (t€(Bpsm))] < CKE3 ™ + CKJt 3% exp (CK3t - 3™).

A reformulation of this inequality (as in Step 6, we replace n+m with n and n
with n —m) yields, for every n,m € N with m <n and ¢ > 0 as above,

1
S logE [exp (1. (8,))]  CRZ3 07 4 CRG 3™ exp (CIG - 3077

We may extend the previous inequality to m € R, with m <n by adjusting the
constants C. We now select m := ny/(d+7) and ¢ := (CKZ)~'13%, with C' > C}
chosen sufficiently large that the expression inside the exponential on the right
side of the previous inequality above can be estimated by

Cth _ g(n-m)y o %3dm _ g(n-m)y _ _%3(nm)'y.

Substituting, we get

g*(IEI ) v 1
dm n dm—(n-m)a dm ndy/(d
logE [exp (3 CKZ 2 )] < 03dm=(n=m)a L 34 oxp (_5 . gndy/( w))

< C3dm7(n7m)a.
This is (6.57). O

We next complete the proof of Proposition 6.1. Most of the heavy lifting
has already been accomplished, and the statement of Lemma 6.5 is already
quite close to that of Proposition 6.1. What is left is to allow for arbitrary
translations of the cubes.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Here C'is a positive constant depending only on (d, A, 3, C3)
while a depends only on (d, A, 3), and these may vary in each occurrence. As
above, we drop the dependence of 1o on (P, Q) and let o,, be denoted by (6.58),
where the exponent « implicit in 0,, may change in each occurrence.

For y € R4, let [y] be the nearest element of Z¢ to y (where we resort to
the lexicographical ordering by the indices in case of nonuniqueness). Observe
that

[y]+@,cy+0, and [(y+0,)~([y]+8,)|< 037"5/(“5“ O, |-

Similar to the proof of (4.23), it follows from (4.3) and (4.6) that, for each
yeR? and n e N,

w(y+0,) 2> p([y] +8,) - CKE3™B) > u([y] +®@,) - Co,  P-as.
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In particular, for every R > 1,

sup (71— p(y +0,)), < sup (- p(z+8,)), +Co, Pas.

yEBR ZGBCR

Similarly,
sup (po(y +0,) —11), < sup (po(z +@,) - 1), + Co,, P-as.

yeBR zeBcr

The previous two inequalities and (6.69) imply
sup E(y+0,) <C sup &(z+8,)+Co, P-as.

yeBR zeBcr
Hence by a union bound and stationarity, we get, for any ¢ > Co,,,

P|sup & (y+0,) 2| < |Ber| P[E.(m,) 2 CC] < CRP[E.(m,) > CC].

yeBr

To prove the first statement of the proposition, it remains to show that, for
any 6 € (0, /), there exists so(d, A, 3,6) > 1 such that, for every s € [sg,00) and
t>1,

(6.71) P[€.(m,) > CKZ3™t] < Ct™.
This follows at once from Chebyshev’s inequality and (6.56).

To prove the second assertion of the proposition, we have left to show that,
under assumption (P4), that for any ¢ > 1 and s € (0,dv/(d +)), we have

. 1
(6.72) P[&.(m,) > CKZ3-mmin{odi/(@)=s}4] < Cexp (—§3n8t) ,

where the constants o and C have appropriate dependence as stated in the
proposition. Fix s € (0,dy/(d+ 7)), n € N and ¢t > 1 and compute, using
Chebyshev’s inequality and (6.57):

n g* (@n) ns ns n g* (@n)
P l?) CW(M)TK(% >3 t:| <exp (-3™t)E [exp (3 dW/(dW)TKg
< exp (<37t + (A0
Suppose that s > (dy/(d+7)—«a)+c. Then the expression in the exponential in

the last expression is at most —%3"375 for n > C, and thus, for such s, we obtain,
for every n e N and ¢ > 1,

&.(3,) 1
P| 2L > 3-nldy/(dn)=s5)¢ | < O (——3"%) .
[ CK? P\

By applying this inequality for s’ := (dy/(d + v) - @) + ¢ and adjusting the
constant C', we obtain, for every 0 < s < ¢’,

E*(@n) -nc 1 ns’ 1 ns
]P’[ CK? >3 t]SCeXp(—é?) t)sCeXp(—§3 t).

After combining the previous two inequalities and possibly redefining o, we
obtain (6.72). O
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6.4. The proof of Theorem 5.1. We next give the proof of Theorem 5.1,
which follows from Proposition 6.1 and some union bounds.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. According to (4.1) and (6.1), we have
F(p.q) =Fo(p.@) = inf ((qg".p") ~p-a" -p*q).
p*,q*GRd

That is, F is the Legendre-Fenchel transform of —fz. It follows that, if (¢*, p*) =
VF(p,q), then

EU,q"p") = EWU,p,q) = lu(U,q",p") = 1q", )| + o (U, p,q) =110 (U, p, g)]
Thus we see that the error estimate (6.2) is already close to the desired con-

clusion (5.1), we just need to obtain some uniformity in (p,q) and in large
scales.

Step 1. We prove (5.1). Fix 6 € (0,8) and 7 > 1. According to (4.31),
(4.32), (4.36) and (4.38), the quantity £ is continuous in (p,q): that is, for
every pi,p2,qi,¢2 € R® and bounded domain U ¢ R¢,

(6.73) |EU,p1,q1) - EU,pa, q2)|
<C(Ko+pi| + o] + 2| + lazl) (Ipr = ol + a1 — @2])  P-as.
This yields that

E(On,p:q)
(6.74) sup -
pvqu]MSnT/s (K02 + |I)|2 + |q|2)3 néfs
g mny )
<C+ sup (Bn.p,9) P-a.s.,

DB, e anGns (G + DI +[g[2)370/
where we have set
G =374 c RY,
Observe that the number of elements in the set B 3n-/s NGy, 5 is
| Bargnors N G| = O Magnd@+r)/s.

By a union bound and Proposition 6.1 applied with exponent 6 + %( B-10), we
have, for every n e N, t > 1 and s > so(d, A, 3,6) > 1,

E(Y +0n,p.q)
P sup sup >Ct
p.geB veBr (KG + [pf? +[q|?)370/

[ E(y+0,,p,q) >t]

M3nT/s

<|Byygnors N Gsl* - sup P

p,qeR?

sup >
vesr (KG +[pl +]q|?)3-9/

< CRdM2d32nd(9+T)/s (377/(6—0)/28.[:)78
— CRdM2d32nd(€+7)/sfn(5—€)/2tfs.

By making so(d, A, 3,0,7) larger, we may assume that 2d(6 +7)/s < (3 - 0)
and then we get, for every ne N, t > 1 and s > so(d, A, 3,0,7),

E(y + O, p,
P sup sup (v P.q) >Ct

> < CRA M5,
veBr (KG +[p|? +[q|?)3-/

pyqu]M:yw/s
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This is (5.1).
Step 2. We prove (5.2) under assumption (P4). The argument is almost the
same as in Step 1, only easier. Following the argument there, the result of the

first union bound can be improved by using (6.4) rather than (6.2): we get, for
every s € (0,dy/(d+7)), R>1,neNand t >1,

E(y +0,,p,9) ]
P sup sup . >Ct
P,q€Byran yeBRran (K02 + |p|2 + |Q|2)3ina

l E(y+0,,p.q) >t]

SBMannQ-supIP’ sup >
Prase Gl 0 o= laP)s

< ORIM?333 exp (-3"5t) ,
where we have set a, := min {«, dy/(d +7) - s} and G, := 37/2(Z x ). For
convenience we may assume that a, < 1 so that [Byz. N Gy,| < 3374, Finally, we
may absorb the factor 32"? into the constant C' at the cost of slightly shrinking

the exponent s. Since ag > a(dy/(d+7)-s) for some a(d, A, 5) > 0, we thereby
obtain the result. 4

6.5. Construction of the homogenized coefficients a. We conclude this
section by verifying that F'is the representative of a Lipschitz, uniformly mono-
tone vector field a.

Proposition 6.6. There exists a Lipschitz, uniformly monotone vector field a
which is variationally represented by F and satisfies, for some C'(A) > 1,

a(0)| < C Ky,
(6.75) A(p1) - a(pa)| < 4A [p1 - pal

(@) ~5(02)) - (01 ~2) 2 — o1~ ol

Proof. According to Lemma 2.13, to prove the existence of a vector field a
represented by F', it suffices to show that, for each p € R9,

(6.76) inf (F(p,q) —p-q) =0.
geR4
Fix py € R4. We first claim that there exists unique ¢, ¢* € R% such that

(6.77) VF(po,q) = (a", o).
To see this, observe that ¢ » D,F(po,q) is bijective on R? by (4.33) and the
uniform convexity of F', where D, denotes the gradient of F in the variable g.
Thus there exists a unique ¢ € R? for which D,F(po,q) = po. We may then
identify ¢* = D, F(po,q)-

According to Proposition 2.15, we have

0= inf{Jén (F(po+vVw(x),f(z),z) - (po+ Vw(z)) -f(z)) dz

sol

cwe HY(O,), fel? (Dn)}.
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It is immediate from this expression that

(O, q*,p0) +q* - po <0 < (0,00, 9) — Do - q-

Passing to the limit n — oo yields

(6.78) (g, po) +q* - po <0 <7(po,q) = po- -
In the notation of Proposition 6.1, the identify (6.77) asserts that

(p07 Q) = (F(p07q*)7@(p07 q*)) :
Thus according to (6.1),

(6.79) F(po,q) =Tio(po,a) = 7ia",po) + (¢ + ") - po-
Combining (6.78) and (6.79) yields

F(po,q) =Tio(po;9) = po - q-
This gives (6.76), as the other inequality was proved already in (4.39).

To conclude, we notice that the second and third lines of (6.75) are immediate
consequences of the second assertion of Lemma 2.13 and (4.34). The first line
of (6.75) follows from (4.33) and Lemma 2.14. O

7. THE PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.2

In this section, we show that the L? difference between the solutions of the
Dirichlet problem (on a given macroscopic domain) for the heterogeneous and
homogeneous equations is controlled by the convergence rate of p to its limit
7 on mesoscopic subdomains. The argument is a generalization of the one
for [3, Proposition 4.1], although here the proof is much simpler due to the fact
that the variational formulation we use is very convenient to work with — even
compared to the more classical variational formulation (for equations which
admit one). In particular, since the variational problem for J is always null,
we have only to prove the analogue of the easier of the two energy estimates
from [3, Appendix A].

For the rest of the section, we fix a bounded Lipschitz domain U, ¢ R¢,
m,n € N and set U := 3"",. We also fix F €Q, § >0, f e WL2(U) and let
M be defined by (5.5). We denote by (u,g) and (u,g) the unique elements of
(f+H}(U)) x L2 (U) such that

0.

(7.1) 0= fU (F (Vu(z), g(z),2) - Vu(z) - g(z)) do
and
(7.2) 0= fU (F (va(z),8(z),z) - Va(z) - E(x)) da.

In particular, u and @ satisfy (5.3). Note that for u,we f+ H}(U), we can use
the substitutions

£ vu@)-g@)da= f vf@)-g(@) da.
£ va@)-g@)ds = § /() -B@) da.
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which reveal the uniform convexity of the minimization problems. As in the
statement of Proposition 5.2, we consider n+m to be the macroscopic (triadic)
scale and n to denote a mesoscopic scale.

The convention for constants in this section is as follows: « > 0 is an ex-
ponent depending on (d,A,,d), while the constants C' > 1 and 0 < ¢ < 1
depend on (d,A, Uy, 3,C3,8). We allow each of these parameters to vary in
each occurrence.

We prove Proposition 5.2 by an energy comparison argument. The idea
is to remove the microscopic fluctuations from (u,g) by a mesoscopic spatial
average, thereby obtaining (%, g). The main step is to show that the F-energy
of (u,g) is not much larger than the F—energy of (u,g). This is stated precisely
below in (7.15). Since by construction, we will also have that g -g e L2 (U),
we will be able to deduce that 7

0= £ (F(Vu(2).g(x).2) - v/ (2) -g(a)) do

- ]{1 (f(v'qj(x),'g'(x)) -V f(x) 'g(x)) dr - a small error.

This allows us to conclude that Vo and Vu are close in L2(U), as are g and g.
By construction, u and % are also close in L?(U) since the latter is the spatial
average of the former, which belongs to W12 for some ¢ > 0 by the Meyers
estimate. Hence, by the triangle inequality, we deduce that v and u are close
in L2(U).

7.1. Construction of the approximating pair. To prove Proposition 5.2,
it suffices to consider the case in which m > 5 and n+3 <[ < m+n, since we can
then recover the general case by adjusting the constant C'in (5.4). The integer [
is used to measure an additional mesoscopic scale that gives the thickness of a
boundary strip to be removed from U in the construction. Note that

(7.3) c3dmm) < |U| < ¢3dnTm),

We define Lipschitz subdomains V°cV c W c U by
Ve :=U{z+|:|n c2€3"Z% z+0p4 C U},
V::U{z+|:|n t2€3"Z% z+0p, C U},
W:=U{2+Dn c2€3"Z 2+ O EU}.

Since Uy is Lipschitz, we have

(7.4) U\ Ve < o3i-tmm) ),

Since n + 3 <[, we have

(7.5) Ve U (z+o).
2€3"Z4nW

Observe that dist(V°,0V") > 3! and select a cutoff function n € C(U) satisfying
(76) 0<n<l, n=lonV°+0, n=0onU~NV, sup|vn(z)<C37
zeU
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We next construct the approximating pair (,g) € (f + H(U)) x L2 ,(U) by
modifying (u,g). Define the mesoscopic spatial averages of (u,g) by

(7.7) Usa(y) = ]gmn u(x)dr and ge(y) = ][ g(x)drx, yeV.

Yy+0n

Observe that (us,,8sa) € HY (V) x L2 (V). We get our approximate pair by

smoothly interpolating between (us,,8ss) and (u,g) near the boundary of V:
{'ﬁ(@ =12 )usa(w) + (1= n(x))u(z),
8(2) = n(r)gs(x) + (1 -n(x))g(x) - Vh(z),

where h € H1(U) is the (unique, up to a constant) solution of the Neumann
problem

(7.8) {Ah =V (8w +(1-1)g) iU,

o,h=0 on OU.
Observe that we indeed have (7,g) € (f + H}(U)) x L2 (U).

SO
We conclude this subsection by giving some LP estimates needed below.
First, according to the Meyers estimate (Proposition B.6), there exists an ex-

ponent dg(d, A, ) € (0,0] such that

pesy . \M(200) ey \Y@)
(7.9) |Vu(z)|"™ da - |Va(z)|"™ da <CM.
U U

Note that g(z) = a(Vu(z),z) and g = a(Vu) by Lemma 2.13 and Proposi-
tion 2.15. By (1.9), (P1), and (6.75), we have that

la(p,z)| < C(Ko+Ip[) and [a(p)| < C (Ko+|pl).
We deduce that, a.e. in U,
(7.10) lg| < C (Ko +|Vu|) and |g|<C(Ky+|Vul)
and thus

pes, |\ /(00 s\
(7.11) lg(x)|"™ dx + lg(x)|”"™ dx <CM.
U U

The inequalities above, together with the Holder inequality, give a bound on
the energy density of (u,g) and (@, g) in the boundary strip U ~ V°. Indeed,
we have

1 2 — N2 2 =2
(112) [ (Fu@P [+ lg@) + g@)F) do

UVl )‘5“/ )
U]
They also imply, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, that for every y eV,

(7.13)  |[Vua(y)[* < (ngn IVu(z)| dx)g . U]

=

< CM237a(n+mfl) )

sCM2(

][ \Vu(z)| dz < C3% M2,
U

and similarly, using (7.11),
(7.14) |2ea(y)| < C3I™2 M.
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7.2. The energy estimate. As we will see, Proposition 5.2 is essentially a
consequence of the uniform convexity of F' and the following estimate, which
we prove in this subsection:

(7.15) ]gf(va(a;),'g(x)) dx—]gF(Vu(x),g(x),x) dz

é

E(x +0,,p, 0
< CM? ][ sup (56—21)(]2 dz + C M3~ (nem=l),
U \p.aeBy gampz 150+ [p|* + ]

Here 6o(d,A,0) > 0 is defined in the previous subsection and given by the
Meyers estimate.

We now present the derivation of the claimed energy estimate.

Proof of (7.15). We break the argument into several steps.

Step 1. We begin with the main part of the argument for (7.15). For x € V|
let (p*(z),q*(x)) denote the dual pair (via F) to (Ve (x),gsu(r) — Vh(2)),
that is:

(p*(x),q"(2)) = VF (Vusa(2), 8sa(2) = VA(2)) .
Using (u,g) as a minimizer candidate for u(y + 0,,p*(y),q*(y)), we have

(Y + 0n, 0" (y), 4" (v))
: J[ (F (Vu(z),8(x),7) - " (v) - Vu() - p*(y) - () do

- f P (Vu(@).8(0).0) do = (0" )" (1)) (V). B0
By (6.1),

(@ (®),p" (1) (Vtsa(y): 8a(¥)) = F (Vtua(y), 8ay) = VA(y))
+p*(y) - Vh(y) - 1(p*(y), 4" ()
and therefore we deduce that, for every y eV,

(716)  F(Vena(v).8a() ~VA@)) - f  F(Vu().g(2).x) do

<=p*(y) - Vh(y) +1(p*(v),q" (y)) = u(y + On,p" (¥), 4" (y))
<=p*(y) - Vh(y) + E(y + 0n, 0" (y), ¢ (v))-

Integrating this over V°, we obtain

| F (V@) gale) - vh@) do= [ f  F(Tu().g).y) dyde
< [ @Ivh@lde+ [ @+ o.p@).q @) dr.

This is already quite close to (7.15). The rest of the argument is mainly con-
cerned with using (7.9) to show that the contributions to the energy in the
mesoscopic boundary strip U~ V° are negligible, to bound |Vh| and to put the
last term involving £(x+0,,p*(x),¢* (x)) into a form resembling the right side
of (7.15).
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In fact, to complete the proof of (7.15), it suffices to verify the following
three inequalities:

(7.17) ‘][ F(vVu(z),g(x),z) do - — |U| f][ F(vVu(y). g(y),y) dydz
#| £, F (V). B(@)) do - —

|U| F(Vusa(2), 8sa(x) = V() da

< (7]V{237a(n+nv4)’
(7.18) L1 @) Vh(@)] do < CrZ3oem,
U

and

1 * *
(7.19) mf‘/og(x+|:|n,p (2),¢" (2)) do

2468
é
conlf Lom_Szs23)
U \p,qeB

oarsamyz B0 + PP+ gl

2+0
dx) )

]l‘; (37" Jusa(x) —u(z)| + |[Vusa ()] + |gsa(:c)|)2+(SO dx < CM?*%.

Step 2. We next show that
(7.20)

We first estimate the second term in the integrand using (7.9):
2+d0

]{/|Vusa(x)|2+5° dr = ][ dr < ][ ][ IVu(y)[* dydx
r+0n

][ vu(y) dy
Vv r+0n,
IVIJ[ V(@) de < O,

The third term in the integrand is handled similarly.
To estimate the first term in the integrand, we use the expression

][ |uga(2) = u(z)[P*™ da
y+0n

2+d0
= ][ u(z) - u(z)dz dz
y+0On T+0p
2+d0
< C'][ u(x) - ][ u(z)dz dz
Yy+0On Yy+0On

2+50

][ u(z)dz - ][ u(z)dz dx.
x+0n y+0On

We use the Poincaré inequality to bound the first term on the right side

]ly:ﬂn u(x) - ]gmn u(z)dz

+C

y+0n

2+50

dx < C'3"(2+%0) ][ IVu(z)[* da,

Yy+0n
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and to bound the second term on the right side, we compute, for all y € V' and

T €Y+ Oy,

][ u(z)dz - ][ u(z)dz
r+0n Yy+0n

:‘]énv/()l(;p—y)~Vu(tx+(1—t)y+z)dtdz

<C3" ][ [Vu(z)| dz.
Y+On+1

Assembling these yields

][ |usa(l‘) — u(x)|2+50 dx < CB"(2+50) ][ |VU([L‘)|2+5O dr
y+0n

Y+On+2

and then integrating over y € V' yields the desired estimate of the first term in
the integrand in (7.20). This completes the proof of (7.20).

Step 3. We use (7.9) and (7.20) to obtain
(7.21) ][ (Ve + [E(2) ™) d < C170.
U

Differentiating the expression for u, we get

via(z) = Vi () (usa () = u(@)) +1(2) (Vusa(z) = Vu(z)) + Vu(z).

Thus the desired estimate for V@ follows from (7.9), (7.6) (recall that n <)
and (7.20). The estimate for g is similar, but we have the extra term Vh. To
estimate this, we note that

V- (ngsa + (1 —ﬁ)g) =V ((1 _77) (gsa_g))

and apply for instance [15, Theorem 1.2], in view of (7.20), to get

(7.22) ][ VA(2)2 do < C ][ Igea () — 2(2)P da < O+,
U U

This completes the proof of (7.21). For future reference we observe also that,

by (4.37), (7.20) and (7.22), we have

(7.23) £ @+l @) dw < car2e.

Step 4. We prove (7.18). First we notice that we can bound VA more brutally
(compared to (7.22)) in L? by exploiting that (1-7) vanishes in V' and using the
Hoélder inequality. Using [15, Theorem 1.2] with exponent 2 rather than 2 + 4
and (7.4), we get

(120) £ [9he)f do < C|17| [ o) g o

(50/(2+50) 2/(2+50)
U\V +
S Cj(| |l]| |) (j%\|gsa(lﬁ —'g(ﬂi”2 5(1x)

U

< C3—o¢(n+m—l)M2'

The previous inequality, (7.23) and the Holder inequality yield (7.18).
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Step 5. We give the proof of (7.19), which follows from an application of the
Holder inequality and (7.23):
1
— f E(x+0,,p*(x),q¢* () dr
U] Jve

s E(x +0,,p*(x),q* ()
~ U Jve K¢+ [p* () + |+ (2) 2

2
248 P
< (. (b @F el @F) T do)
o)
246 pre
A (£<x+mn,p*<x>,q*<x>>)6 w)
ve \ K + [p* ()7 + g~ () ?
% 246
<CM? ][ sup E(QxL;,p,qg dx .
U pvquC]M3dm/2 K0+|p| +|q|

In the last line, we introduced the supremum with the help of (7.13) and (7.14),
but we also of course need a similar estimate for |Vh|. To get the latter, we use
the fact that A is harmonic in V°+0, and then apply Cauchy-Schwarz with the
help of (7.22), similar to the derivation of (7.13) and (7.11) above, to obtain,
for every y e V°,

(K3 + I (@) +|g* (2)]?) da

2
IVh(y)® < C( ]g \Vh(z)| dx) < CM?3md,

This completes the proof of (7.19).

Step 6. We give the proof of (7.17). To estimate the second term on the left
side of (7.17), we use the identity

1

£ 7 @), 5@)) do- 77 o F (Fsa(a). () = VR())

- T U\VOF(W(x)’g(x)) dx

and by (P1), (7.21) and the Holder inequality,

1

i — CM237a(n+mfl) )
U]

fU\Vo F(vu(z),g(x)) dx

|U\ V°| 50/(2+50)
o)

<car (105

The first term on the left side of (7.17) is handled similarly, using (7.9) in place
of (7.20) and (7.21). Set

(7.25) Veer={zeV®:x+0,cV°},
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and observe that |U \ V°°| < C3~(n*m=0)|U]. We obtain
1
£ P (@) g@)e) de-= [ F(vuy),8).) dyda
U |U| ° Jx+On,

<

1
[ IF (Va(e),g(@),2)]| d
[Vol Jusyee
< CMQg—a(nvmel)’
which completes the proof of (7.17) and hence of (7.15). O

7.3. The proof of Proposition 5.2. We now derive Proposition 5.2 as a
consequence of (7.15).

Proof of Proposition 5.2. By construction, g-g € L} ((U) and u, W e f+Hy(U).
This implies that

[ vu@)-g@)de = [ Vi) g@)de= [ v@)-g@) = [ /@) 5.
According to the previous line, (7.1) and (7.15),

(726) § (F(V(2). &) - ¥/ (2) -§()) da
< ]I[] (F (Vu(z),g(z),z) - Vf(z)-g(x)) dv + CE" = CE",
where &), is as in (5.6) with p:=(2+dg)/dp and we denote
£ = M2 (€1, + 370010
By (7.2), Proposition 2.15 and the fact that we f + H}(U), we have
0= f (F(Vi(@).8(@)) - Vi(x) () da
- £ (F(vi(2) 8(@) - V() -B(x)) da
= inf o ][U (F (vu'(2),8'(2)) - Vf(z) g'(x)) da.

(g HY(U)XL,

The functional inside the infimum on the last line is uniformly convex in the
variable (u',g’) € (f + Hy(U)) x L2, ,(U), and therefore the previous display
and (7.26) imply that

£ (93@) - V@) + [5(@) - E)P) do < "
(c.f. the proof of Lemma 4.2). The Poincaré inequality then yields
3-2(n+m) ]{] () - u(2)|? de < CE".
Using the identity u — @ =7 (us, —u) and applying (7.20), we also have
3-2n ]i () - (2)[? dz < C M2,
The previous two lines and the triangle inequality imply

g-2(n+m) ][ lu(z) —a(2) dx < CE" + CM237m,
U
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which is (5.4). This completes the proof of the proposition. O

APPENDIX A. CONSEQUENCES OF THE MIXING CONDITIONS

In this section we review some basic consequences of the mixing conditions
which are used in several key arguments in the paper. So that we may handle
both mixing conditions at once, we assume that P’ is a-mixing with a rate given
by a decreasing function ¢ : [0,00) — [0, 1]: for all Borel subsets U,V < R¢ and
events A € Fi; and B € Fyy, we have

(A.1) IP[AnB]-P[A]P[B]| < ¢ (dist(U,V)).

We next reformulate this condition equivalently as a statement about the dif-
ference between the expectation of a product and the product of expectations.
Throughout, we denote the P-essential supremum of a random variable |X| by

IX oo = inf {A> 0 : P[|X]>A]=0}.

Lemma A.1. Assume that P satisfies (A.1). Fiz M, D > 0. Consider Borel

subsets Uy, ..., Uy € R? such that dist(U;, U;) > D for everyi # j. Let Xq,..., X}

be random variables on ) such that, for eachi € {1,...,k}, X; is Fy,~measurable.
Then

E[ﬁXi]—ﬁE[Xi]

Proof. Tt suffices by induction to prove the result for £ =2. We need to show
that

(A.2) cov [ X, Y] <4 X oY e (dist(U,V)),

k
<a(k-1) (q \Xium)w).

provided that X is Fy—measureable and Y is Fy—measureable. To get this, we
compute

cov[X, Y] = B[XY] - E[X]E[Y]
1Xleo 1Y oo
i f| l f| . (PLX>sandY'> ] =PLX > s]P[Y'> 1)) dt ds
1 X oo 1Y oo
and observe that the integrand is bounded by ¢(dist(U,V")). ]

In the next two lemmas, we put Lemma A.l in a more convenient form for
its application in the proof of Lemma 6.5. The notation here for the cubes is
the same as in Section 4.2.

Lemma A.2. Assume that P satisfies (P2) and (A.1). Fizn,k eN and let X
be an Fg, -measurable random variable satisfying 0 < X <1. Let X, denote the
translation of X by z € Z%. Then there exists C(d,k) > 1 such that, for every

meN,
2k
El{3* > X,
2€3" 79N B 4m

<C (max {E[X] ,3_dm}2k + gb(?)")) :
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Proof. We first separate the subcubes into 3¢ distinct groups. We have

2k ﬁ 2k 2k

Az s,z )
2€37 29N Bpym ye{-37,0,37}4 2e37*1 74N @, 0 |
2k 2k

oz Lz )

ye{-3n,0,3"}d 2e3n 174N @, m

2k 3K
=3'E > X :
2e3" 174N @ m

Therefore it suffices to analyze the sum on the right side. The benefit of
the previous computation is that each of the distinct cubes in the collection
{z+0O, : 2 €3""17Z7} are separated by a distance of more than 3".

We follow the classic method of moments: we expand the sum by writing

(I B

2€3"*1 74N By 215,22k €3" L 2N By

and proceed by analyzing each term in the sum according to how many distinct
entries it has. We write (21, ..., 29;) € H; if it contains exactly j distinct entries.
For convenience, set N := [3"*1Z¢ n@,,,,,| and note that 39" < N < C3%m,

We next apply Lemma A.1 to each element (z1,...,29,) € H; to separate
its j distinct entries and use the crude bound E[X¢] <E[X], for s > 1, which
follows from the P-a.s. bound [X|< 1. We get:

E[X,, X, | <E[X) +4j¢(3") for every (z1,...,20) € Hj.

2k

We next estimate the number of elements in H;, which is a simple combinatorics
exercise. A crude upper bound is

N NG j2k
|Hj|3( .)j2k< J
J J!

)

which we see from the fact that there are (];[ ) different ways to select j distinct

elements from a finite set of size N, and then at most j?* ways to make a
2k-tuple from them. Using Stirling’s inequality

j' 2 j] eXp(_j)a
we obtain

|H,| < exp(j) N (2k) .
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We deduce that

E[le'"ngk] = Z Z E[le'"XZQk]

211022k €3 2N B =1 (21,0020 )€ H;
< Q1| (E[XT +456(3"))
< Y exp(j)NY(2k)* 7 (E[X] + 459 (3")).
iz
Set 6 := max {4kN-texp(-1),E[X]} and observe that

S exp(J) V! (2K)2 (E[X + 4j6(3"))

j=1
2k
< > exp(§) N7 (2k) % (67 + 4(2k)p(3™))
j=1
<2N?*exp(2k) (6%% + 4kp(3™)) .
This completes the argument. 0

We next give the analogous statement to Lemma A.2 for exponential mo-
ments.

Lemma A.3. Assume that P satisfies (P2) and (A.1). FizneN and let X
be an Fg, -measurable random variable satisfying 0 < X <1. Let X, denote the
translation of X by z € Z¢. Then there exists C(d) > 1 such that, for every
meN and t€[0,1],

logE[ [T exp@X.)|<C3™ (HE[X]+¢(3")exp (Ct3"™)).

2€3" 79N Byptm

Proof. As in the previous lemma, we use that the family {z + @, : z € 3n*1Z7}
consists of disjoint cubes separated by a distance greater than 3. Fix m ¢ N
and t > 0 and compute:

logE[ [1 exp (th)]

2€3"*1 74N @y,

< log( I E [exp(tX.)] + C3%™ exp (Ct3dm)¢(3"))
ze3n+lzdn Entm
< > log E [exp(tX,)] + C39™ exp (Ct3dm) »(3™)

ze3n+lzdn Entm

= 3% ogE [exp(tX)] + C3%™ exp (CtSdm) »(3™).

In the above string of inequalities, we used Lemma A.1 in the first line, the
elementary inequality log(s+t) < t+log s (which is valid for every s > 1 and ¢ > 0)
in the second line and stationarity in the third line. Next we use Holder’s
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inequality and stationarity once more to obtain, for every ¢ > 0,

logE [ I exp (tXZ)] =logE [ I I exp (th+Z)]

2€3"7Z9N By 4m ye{-37,0,37}4 ze3n*+1Zdn @y,

<log H E [ H exp (3thy+Z)]

ye{-3n,0,3"}4 2€3" 174N E,, 1m

= logE[ H exp (3thz)].

ze3n+lzdn Entm

Combining the above inequalities yields, for every m € N and ¢ > 0,

logE[ [ exp (tX,) [ < C39m (logE [exp (t3dX)] +¢(3") exp (C’thm)) .

2€3"ZAN B im

We now use the elementary inequalities
exp(s) <1+Cs for every 0<s< 3%
{ log(1+s)<s  forevery s >0,
and the fact that 0 < X <1 to obtain, for every me N and 0 <t <1,

<C3™™ (tE[X] + ¢(3") exp (Ct3%™)) .

2€3" 79N B tm

1ogE[ [T exp(tX.)

This completes the proof. O

APPENDIX B. BASIC ENERGY ESTIMATES

In this appendix we record some regularity estimates needed in the paper,
in particular the Caccioppoli inequality and both local and global versions of
the Meyers estimate.

The statements here are entirely deterministic, so throughout we fix F' €
such that F' satisfies the inequality in (P1), that is,

1
(B.1) TN (Ip]* + la*) - Ko(1+ |p| +|a]) < F(p,q. %)

A
<3 (Ip* +[q[?) + Ko(1 + [p| + |a])-

We also fix a bounded Lipschitz domain U and let J : HY(U) x H-Y(U) - R
be the functional defined in (1.13).

We begin with a simple L? energy estimate.

Proposition B.1. Suppose u,v € HY(U) and u*,v* € H-Y(U) are such that
u-veHYU) and

(B.2) J[u,u*] =T [v,0*] =0.
Then there ezists a constant C(d,\,U) > 1 such that

lu=v]mw) <Clu =v*| gy -
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Proof. Select h e L2(U;R9) to satisfy
(B3) -V-h=v" and 0= Ji (F (vo(z),h(z),z) - Vo(z) - h(z)) do

and recall that, by Proposition 2.15,

(B.4) F(vu(z),h(z),z) - Vu(z)-h(z) a.e. inU.
Let h e H'(U) denote the (unique up to a constant) solution of
—Ah=u"-0" in U,
{8,,h =|0U|(1,u* —=v*) on OU.

According to [15, Theorem 1.2], we have
(B.5) [VAl2wy < Cllu” = 0" sy -
Using (B.1), (1.11) and (B.4), we have that

J[v,u*] < ]i (F (Vo(z),h(x) - Vh(x),z) - Vu(x) - (h(z) - Vi(x))) dx

<C £ [Wh@) do < Clu =0 g,
Now we use (B.1), the uniform convexity of w ~ J [w,u*] on u+ H}(U), the

assumption J [u,u*] = 0 and the Poincaré inequality to obtain the lemma. [J

We next verify the interior Caccioppoli inequality. The variational formula-
tion yields a particularly simple proof.

Proposition B.2. Fiz a domain V such that V € U. Suppose that ue H'(U)
and u* € H-Y(U) satisfy

J [u,u*]=0.
Then there exists a constant C(d,A,U, V') > 1 such that
(B.6) |Vl r2vy < C (Ko + |ul 2y + 1w | a2 )) -

Proof. By Proposition B.1, it suffices to consider the case u* = 0. Select a
solenoidal vector field g € L2 (U) to satisty

0= f (F(Vu(@).g().) - Vu(a) - g(x)) do.
By Proposition 2.15,
(B.7) F(vu(z),g(z),z) =vVu(z)-g(z) a.e. in U.
Set v := (1 +n?)u, where e C(R?) is a smooth test function satisfying

(B.8) 0<n<l, n=lonV, suppnclU, sup|vn(z) <C.
xeU

Using that g is solenoidal and u—v € H}(U) as well as (B.7), we obtain

0= []g(x) ~(Vou(x) = Vu(zx)) dx
- [ &@)- (@) vu(@)  2u@)n(2)va(@)) da
> [ (F(Vu(@). gl@), ) () - On(a) lg(@)] [u(a)]) da.
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Using that F satisfies (B.1) and applying Young’s inequality, we get
[ (0@ + lg@)) (@) do < CKG +C [ F(Vu(a).ge). o) (x) da
<CK3+C [ n(@)lg(@)lu(@)|do

1
<CK3+5 [ lg@P @)+ C [ u()P de.
2Ju U
A rearrangement yields the proposition. (l

The proof of the Meyers estimate follows the argument of Giaquinta and
Giusti [18] which requires a version of the Gehring lemma in order to obtain
some improvement of integrability. We use the one given in Giaquinta and
Modica [19, Proposition 5.1] which can also be found in [20, Theorem 6.6].

Lemma B.3. Fiz a domain V such that V cU. Let K >0, >0, 0<m <1,
feL (U) and g € L*3(U). Suppose that, for every r >0 and x € R? such that
By, (z) €U, we have

F @) de< i (( £ f@rrde)" s £ o) d:c) -

Then there exist 6o(d,m, K,0) € (0,d] and a constant C(d,m, K,U, V') >1 such
that f e L% (V) and

fv|f(:c)|1+5° d:csC((fUlf(a:)| dx)1+50+fU|g(:c)|1+6° d:c).

We next present a version of the interior Meyers estimate.
Proposition B.4. Suppose that we H'(U) satisfies
J [u,0]=0.

Fiz a domain V € R? such that V € U. Then there exist 5o(d, A) > 0 and C(d,\,U,V) >
1 such that
||VU||L2+6O(V) <C (KO + ”UHLQ(U)) .

Proof. Fix x € U and r > 0 such that x +2rgy € U. By (a properly rescaled ver-
sion of ) Proposition B.2 and the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality (cf. [20, Theorem
u(@) - £ uly)dy
x+2rQg

3.15]),
2
][ \Vu(z)|> de < C (Kg +772 ][ d:c)
x+r0o x+2rdo
d+2
2d d
SC(K§+(][ |Vu(z)|e2 dx) )
x+2rdo
Note that the constant C' here depends only on (d,A). Thus the hypotheses
of Lemma B.3 hold for the function (K2 + |vul*) with m = d/(d +2) and
K =C(d,\), and so an application of the lemma yields the result. O
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The rest of this appendix is concerned with obtaining a version of Meyers’
estimate which is valid up to the boundary of a Lipschitz domain. For this
we adapt the classical argument which can be found for example in Giusti [20].
We begin with a variant of the Caccioppoli inequality which holds for balls
centered in U but which may intersect OU.

Proposition B.5. Suppose that f € HY(U) and that ue f + H}(U) satisfies
J [u,0]=0.

Then there exists a constant C(d,\,U) > 1 such that, for every z €U and r >0

(B.9) VUl 2, (ynv) < C (Ko + 77w = fllr2(sy yovy + 1V 2282 ()00 ) -

Proof. Select a solenoidal vector field g € L2 (U) to satisty

0= £ (F(Vu(@),g(). ) - Vu(x) -g()) do
and recall that, by Proposition 2.15,
(B.10) F(vu(z),g(z),z) =vVu(z)-g(z) a.e. in U.

We consider the test function v := u + n?(u - f), where n € C®(Bs.(2)) is a
smooth cutoff function satisfying

0<n<l, m=1lonB,(2), suppnc Ba(2), sup |vn(z)| < Cr .
z€Boy(2)

Using that g is solenoidal, u—v € H}(Bs,(z) nU) and (B.10), we get

0= i g(x) - (Vu(z) - vu(x)) dz

- [Bgr(z)ng(x) () (Vu(z) - V() +2(u(z) - f(2))n(z)Vn(x)) do
2 fB - F(Vu(x),g(x), z)n*(z) dx - f n(z) |g(2)| |V f ()| dx

BQT(Z)QU
ot [ @)@l u(@) - £ ()] da.
BQT(Z)PIU
Using (B.1) and Young’s inequality, we get

waw (IVu(z)]* +|g(@)]*) n(x) da

<OK? +C/B o UF(Vu(:c),g(:c),x)nQ(a:)d:c

SOR§+0 [ (@) (@) 19/()]dr
cort [ @) lg(@) () - ()] de

<CEg+C (@) n*(x) dz + C @)V f (@) de
BQT(Z)QU BQT(Z)OU

+Cr 2 f lu(z) - f(x)]* da.
Bgr(z)ﬁU

This completes the proof of the proposition. O
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Proposition B.6. Fiz § >0, f e WL(U) and u e f+ HY(U) such that
J [u,0] = 0.
Then there ezist do(d,A,0) € (0,6] and C(d,\,6,U) > 1 such that

[Vl 2rs0 0y < C (Jullz2y + 1 Flwrzesry) -

Proof. According to the Sobolev extension theorem for bounded Lipschitz do-
mains (cf. [1, Theorem 4.32]), we may assume that f € W12 (R?) and

(B.11) | fllwzes may < Clflwrzes @y

We may also extend u to R¢ by setting u:= f in R\ U.

We first claim that, for every z € R? and r > 0, we have

(B.12) ]g(z)wu(x)-vf(a;n? da
sc(K3+(]gw(z)wmx)—wwn ar) "+ f VI dx),

We split the argument into two cases: Ba.(2) N\U = @ or By, (2)\U # @. In
the former case, we use the interior Caccioppoli estimate to obtain, as in the
proof of Proposition B.4, that

d+2
f v dr<o( K+ (][ Vu(e)|FE dx) .
By (2) Bar(2)

which of course implies (B.12). If By, (z) \ U # @, then, since U is Lipschitz,
we have

|By(2) N U| > ¢|Byr(2)] .

Since u— f =0 on RI\U, the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality (the version we need
can be found in [20, Theorem 3.16]) gives

a+2

2d

o @ f@P desc(f, (vu(o) - 9@
By (z) By (z)
Then according to (B.9), for every z e R? and r > 0,

[Vu =V fl2m. ) < C (Ko +r7Hu= flrem. e + |V 1208.0)) ) -

The combination of the previous two inequalities gives (B.12), except that the
balls on the right side have radius 4r rather than 2r. This can of course be
removed by a simple covering argument.

Applying Lemma B.3 (with V' = U and U = U + By), in view of (B.11)
and (B.12), now gives the result. O
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