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Superdiffusive central limit theorem for a Brownian particle in a

critically-correlated incompressible random drift

Scott Armstrong * Ahmed Bou-Rabee Tuomo Kuusi *

April 1, 2024

Abstract

We consider the long-time behavior of a diffusion process on R? advected by a stationary ran-
dom vector field which is assumed to be divergence-free, dihedrally symmetric in law and have a
log-correlated potential. A special case includes V- of the Gaussian free field in two dimensions.
We show the variance of the diffusion process at a large time ¢ behaves like 2¢,t(log t)l/Q, in a
quenched sense and with a precisely determined, universal prefactor constant c, > 0. We also
prove a quenched invariance principle under this superdiffusive scaling. The proof is based on
a rigorous renormalization group argument in which we inductively analyze coarse-grained dif-
fusivities, scale-by-scale. Our analysis leads to sharp homogenization and large-scale regularity
estimates on the infinitesimal generator, which are subsequently transferred into quantitative
information on the process.
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Figure 1.1: A Brownian motion subject to a random incompressible drift.

1. Introduction

1.1. Superdiffusive central limit theorem. We consider the long-time behavior of a Brown-
ian particle advected by a random, divergence-free velocity field in R?. This is described by the
stochastic differential equation

(1.1)

dX, = £(X;) dt + V2vdW,
Xo =X € Rd,

where v € (0,1]! is a given positive parameter called the molecular diffusivity, {W:} is a standard
Brownian motion on R? and the vector field f : R* — R? is a stationary random field with law P.
We assume that the vector field f is locally C'1'!, isotropic in law, and satisfies the incompressibility
condition

V-f=0 inR?. (1.2)

It is assumed to behave like a Gaussian field with Hurst parameter —1; roughly,
cov[f(z), f(y)] ~ |z —y|2, for|z—y[>»1. (1.3)

See Section 1.2 below for the precise assumptions on f.

A special case of this setup is in two dimensions with f = V+(H % n), where H is a standard
Gaussian free field (GFF) and n € CF(By) is a smooth, radial bump function. This model was first

!The assumption that v < 1 is made for convenience and without loss of generality. Indeed, if v > 1, we may
rescale the equation and apply the result.



studied heuristically in the 1970s [FNS77, FFQ*85, KLYS5, Fis84, AN84, BCGLDS7, Fan98] and
rigorously in the more recent works [TV12, CHST22, CMOW23].

It is well-known that advection by an incompressible vector field enhances the diffusivity of a
Brownian particle. If the covariance (and thus the power spectrum) of f decays very quickly, then
the vector field will increase the effective diffusivity from v to some constant veg > v, and E°[|X;|?]
will grow at the linear rate 2vegt + o(t) for large times ¢; here we denote by P% the law of
the process (1.1) conditioned on f, and by E* its corresponding expectation. Conversely, if the
covariances of f have slow decay, then the low frequencies of f have larger amplitudes and the
diffusivity enhancements may accumulate, as the particle sees more and more of these larger length
scales. In this situation we expect superdiffusivity, that is, E°[|X;|?] should grow superlinearly in t
for ¢t » 1, due to the effect of diffusivity enhancements across an infinite range of length scales.

The decay rate in (1.3) is critical: it is situated exactly on the boundary between the diffusive
regime (in which the right side of (1.3) is replaced by |z — y|™¢ for ¢ > 2) and the expected
superdiffusive regime (£ < 2). Predictions in [FNS77, FFQ"85, KLY85, Fis84, AN84, BCGLDS87,
Fan98], which were based on heuristic renormalization group arguments, are that we should see
logarithmic-type superdiffusivity in the critical case of (1.3): more precisely, E°[|X;|?] is expected
to grow at the rate of t(logt)"? as t — 0.2

In this article we formalize these heuristic renormalization group arguments using methods from
elliptic homogenization. In particular, we are able to sharply characterize the superdiffusivity of
the process {X;}. One of our main results is a superdiffusive central limit theorem: it states that,
for large times ¢, the process {X;} resembles a Brownian motion with diffusivity equal to 2c4+/logt
for a deterministic and universal constant c, > 0 (universal in the sense that it is independent of
the parameter v).

Theorem A (Quenched superdiffusive invariance principle). There exists a constant c.(P) > 0
such that, for P—a.e. realization of the vector field f,

|log €2|_1/4€Xt/52 =V2c:W; ase—0, (1.4)

where {Wy} is a standard Brownian motion on R? and the convergence in (1.4) is in law, with
respect to the uniform topology on paths. Moreover, for each § € (0,1/4) and B € (0,46), there exists
a constant C(B,9, cx,v,d) € (0,1] such that, for every t e [10,00),

B B[] — 2deuog

> C(logt)l/ﬂg} < Cexp(—C_l(logt)B) (1.5)
and, consequently, for every exponent p € [1,00), allowing C to depend also on p, we have

1 %
E[‘t[EOHXtF]] — 2dc,(logt) " p] < C(logt)*+. (1.6)

The constant ¢, in Theorem A is semi-explicit and can be computed in many cases of interest,
as we will show. For instance, in the two-dimensional special case mentioned above, in which f

is V of a mollified GFF, we have that ¢, = %

A natural generalization of this two-dimensional example to d > 2, also covered by Theorem A,
is to consider f = V- (H #7) where H is an anti-symmetric matrix-valued random field,® the entries

2The dihedral symmetry assumption is crucial for this result; heuristic arguments give ¢(log t)2/ 3 for certain non-
isotropic models, see [TV12].

3We use the convention that the divergence of a matrix-valued function A = (A;;) is the vector field with jth
coordinate given by (V- A); = Zle Oz Aij.



of which are obtained from independent copies of the standard log-correlated Gaussian field (LGF)
on R?. In this case, the constant c; is given by the formula

(d—1)2—4

7RT(df) (L)

Cy =

Note that this example coincides with V+ of the GFF in d = 2, since in two dimensions the
LGF and the GFF coincide and anti-symmetric matrices have only one degree of freedom and
therefore may be identified with scalars. In three dimensions, the divergence of an anti-symmetric
matrix can be identified with V+ of a vector field, and the f above can be written in d = 3
as f = V x ((Hy, Ha, H3) * 1), where the H; are independent realizations of the 3d LGF. This
higher dimensional case was also analyzed heuristically in [BCGLDS87] and in that paper the exact
prefactor constant of ¢, coinciding with (1.7), was also predicted.

Prior to this paper, several authors [TV12, CHST22, CMOW23] have pursued rigorous results
in the direction of Theorem A in the special case in which v = 1 and f is V* of a mollified GFF in
two dimensions. The first rigorous result demonstrating (qualitative) superdiffusivity was obtained
in [TV12], as well as (a time-averaged version of) the annealed estimate

1
C~loglogt < EE[EO[|Xt|2]] < Clogt. (1.8)

This bound was significantly improved in [CHST22], who obtained the predicted growth rate
of t(log t)l/ ? up to double logarithmic corrections: precisely, they showed that, for every e € (0, 1],

. (logt)”? 1
e la(fg;k,g;)t)m S ;E[EO[\XHQ]] < C-(logt)"*(loglog t)'*< . (1.9)

The double logarithmic corrections were removed in [CMOW23], who obtained the estimate, for

general v > 0,
E[E°[|X,|? E[E°[|X,]?
C;! < liminf 7[ I t1| ]] < lim sup 7[ [ t1| ]]
t>o  t(logt)"? t—oo  t(logt)'?
Annealed results in the superdiffusive regime in which the covariances of the field decay slower
than exponent 2 were obtained in [KO02]. We refer to [T18] for further references and more on the

history of the problem.

C,. (1.10)

Theorem A improves on these works by obtaining the precise rate of superdiffusivity with nearly
the next-order correction, by proving that the diffusion process {X;} has a scaling limit which is
a Brownian motion, and by treating all dimensions d > 2. Its statement also asserts that the
asymptotic rate of superdiffusivity is independent of the molecular diffusivity v, a phenomenon
characteristic of anomalous diffusion.

Furthermore, the estimates presented in Theorem A and throughout this paper are the first
quenched statements about the behavior of the process. In fact, to our knowledge, Theorem A is
the first result establishing even the qualitative superdiffusivity statement that

| X, |

P[lim

t—00

=+OO] > 0.

In contrast, the results in [TV12, CHST22, CMOW23] are annealed, which means that they are
valid only after averaging over all realizations of the vector field f. We emphasize that there is
a substantial increase in difficulty when proving a quenched estimate rather than an annealed



one. In the problem we are considering, annealed estimates can often be obtained by relatively
soft arguments, using ergodicity and stationarity. It appears, however, that quenched information
requires a quantitative, scale-by-scale approach in which the random fluctuations of all quantities
are carefully controlled.* The payoff is that a quenched analysis yields more precise estimates, even
for annealed quantities.

It is certainly unusual to obtain convergence to a limit process under a scaling which is different
from the one which leaves the limiting process invariant. Notably, a superdiffusive invariance
principle, with the same 1/log-scaling as the one encountered here, has been previously obtained
for the periodic Lorentz gas [MT16, SVO7].

The large-time behavior of the process X; solving the SDE (1.1) has also been studied in the
case f = VH, and the “unconstrained” case in which f has both potential and solenoidal parts.
In the potential case, the critical scaling for the covariance is the same as in (1.3)—so f is essen-
tially the gradient of the LGF mollified on the unit scale. This model was analyzed heuristically
in [FFQ™85, KLY®&5, Fis84, BCGLDS87], with the prediction of subdiffusive behavior due to trap-
ping: t_lE[EO[|Xt|2]] ~ t~¥ for some v < 1. The only rigorous result, to our knowledge, was proved
in [BDG20], where it was shown that the exit time from a large ball of a two dimensional discrete
version of this process has a subdiffusive scaling. For the unconstrained model, in which f is a vec-
tor white noise mollified on the unit scale, the prediction in [FFQ"85, KLYS85, Fis84, BCGLDST]
depends on dimension: in d > 2, one expects a diffusive scaling, as well as in d = 2 for weak
disorder (when f is also small). These predictions were rigorously confirmed in the case d > 2 for
weak disorder in [BK91, SZ06].

In the following two subsections, we introduce the precise assumptions and state our main
results. In Section 1.4, we present an informal, heuristic argument for the superdiffusive scaling
observed in Theorem A and, in Section 1.5, we give a detailed outline of the rigorous arguments
we use in this paper to formalize these heuristics.

1.2. Quantitative homogenization. The diffusion process described by (1.1) is Feller, as we
show in Appendix B. Feller processes are uniquely characterized by their infinitesimal generators
(see [Kal02, Lemma 19.5]), and therefore any statement concerning a family of Feller processes
can in principle be translated into an equivalent statement about their generators. For example,
a sequence of Feller processes converges to a limit if and only if their corresponding generators
converge: see [Kal02, Theorem 19.25] for the precise statement. This allows us to rephrase the
invariance principle asserted in Theorem A as a statement about homogenization of elliptic partial
differential operators.

The infinitesimal generator of the diffusion process described by (1.1) is the elliptic operator £
given by
Lu=vAu+f-Vu. (1.11)

We start by writing £ as a purely second-order operator in divergence form,
Luy=V- (VId + k)Vu,

where k is the matrix potential or stream matriz for f. That is, k is an anti-symmetric d-by-d
matrix satisfying V - k = f. In our setup, the matrix k is a random field which is not stationary:

“The first arXiv version of [CMOW23] contains quenched estimates for infrared cutoffs of the vector field. However,
these estimates are not shown to be valid on scales below that of the cutoff, and as such do not provide quenched
information about the original process.



like the log-correlated Gaussian field, only its gradient is stationary. We define the matrix-valued
random field a(x) by
a(z) = vlg + k(x), (1.12)

so that we can simply write £ = V - aV. The first statement in Theorem A is a consequence of
a stronger, more quantitative statement about the large-scale behavior of £, which is stated in
Theorem B below.

If the stream matrix k were a stationary function with finite second moment, then classical
homogenization theory would immediately imply that £ homogenizes in the large scale limit to
a deterministic and constant-coefficient elliptic operator of the form £ = V -aV. We would
consequently obtain an invariance principle for the process { X;} with diffusivity given by (twice) the
symmetric part of @ and, in particular, we would observe the usual diffusive scaling EV[|X;|?] ~ ¢.
It is because the stream matrix k is not bounded that superdiffusivity is possible; however, this
unboundedness brings the problem outside the realm of standard homogenization theory.

Nevertheless, in this article we demonstrate that this superdiffusivity can be analyzed using
iterative quantitative homogenization. We prove that, on length scales of order 3", the operator £
can be approximated (in the sense of homogenization, with estimates that are quenched) by the
operator £,, = §,A, where the renormalized diffusivity 8, > 0 is close to (2c4log 3’“)1/2 for a
special constant c, > 0.

To prove this, we must directly confront the fact that the oscillation of the stream matrix
necessarily diverges as a function of the length scale. This necessitates flexible analytic arguments
which do not degenerate at each step: the conclusions we obtain at one scale must be just as
strong as our assumption at the previous, smaller scale. This requires ideas and results from the
quantitative homogenization theory developed for high contrast coefficient fields in our companion
paper [AK24b].

We next introduce the general assumptions we work with throughout the paper. We take the
stream matrix k, not the vector field f, as the given random field. We assume that it is given by

the formal sum .
= Z Jn(z), (1.13)
n=0

where {jo,j1,j2,. .., } is a sequence of R%stationary random fields®, valued in the set dexe‘viv of anti-

symmetric d-by-d matrices with real entries, with law P and correspondlng expectation denoted
by E, satisfying the following assumptions:

(J1) The field j,, has range of dependence 3"+/d.

(J2) For each A, B = N with A n B # &, the subcollections {j, : n € A} and {j, : n € B} are
independent.

(J3) Local regularity: with probability one, j, belongs to the space o 1(Rd RE4Y) of anti-

loc skew
symmetric matrices with entries which belong to C%!(B,) for every r > 0, and

[HJnHLoc Oy + V3" Vil e @, + d3%[V2nl e @,y > t] < exp(—t?) Wte[l,00). (1.14)

(J4) Dihedral symmetry: the joint law of {j,}nen is invariant under negation, reflections and
permutations across the coordinate planes. That is, for every matrix R with exactly one +1

®The R-stationary assumption can be replaced by Z?-stationary with minimal notational changes.



in each row and column and Os elsewhere, the law of the conjugated sequence { R'j, (R-)R}nen
is the same as that of {j,}nen, and the law of the sequence {—j,}nen is the same as that

of {jn}neN‘ﬁ

(J5) Non-degeneracy: there exist constants ¢, A € (0,00) such that, for every m,n € N with n < m

and e € 0B1,
E”VA_1<V- > jle>(0)

l=n+1

<A. (1.15)

2
] — cu(log3)(m — n)

Throughout, we denote the law of {j,}neny by P and the corresponding expectation by E.

Strictly speaking, the sum on the right side of (1.13) is divergent. To be more precise, we should

define instead
o0

k({L‘) - k(y) = 2 (n(‘r) _Jn(y)) ) (1'16)
n=0
which does converge and is stationary. Indeed, by (J3) and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, |j,,(z) —jn(y)|
is almost surely summable in n. Similarly, Vk is a well-defined stationary field.

We introduce the divergence-free vector field

f(x) = Z (V-jn)(z), (1.17)

which is also unambiguously defined. Notice that the incompressibility condition V - f = 0 is
immediate from the assumed anti-symmetry of each ji,.

As mentioned above, the main example we have in mind is of an anti-symmetric matrix with
entries obtained from independent copies of a log-correlated Gaussian field (LGF), mollified on
the unit scale. In dimensions d > 2, the LGF is the (generalized) Gaussian random field on R?
characterized by

cov[(h ®1), (h, gbg J fRd

where ¢1, o are compactly supported smooth functions with S]Rd 1 = S]Rd ¢ = 0. In the two-
dimensional case, this coincides with the Gaussian free field. That the LGF acts only on mean-zero
test functions is a reflection of the fact that it is defined only modulo additive constants. For
the reader’s convenience, we give an explicit construction of the log-correlated Gaussian field in
Appendix A, where we also check that the anti-symmetric matrix-valued field with entries which
are obtained from independent copies of the log-correlated Gaussian field, mollified on the unit
scale, satisfy the assumptions (J1)—(J5) above with ¢, given by (1.7).7

The limit in (1.4) says that the rescaled process {X;}, defined for each € > 0 by

10g|ﬂf—y|d>1( Jo2(y) dz dy (1.18)

Xfi=eX (1.19)

[ .
52(801\ log E|)1/2

%In even dimensions, the negation assumption is redundant.

"Conversely, the assumptions (J1) and (J3) imply that the correlations of k are at most log-correlated, and the
non-degeneracy condition (J5) can be seen as a weak, double-sided log-correlation bound. We work with these general
assumptions to make it clear that we do not use Gaussianity, nor the precise covariance structure of the log-correlated
Gaussian field. Furthermore, it will become clear from the proof of that the right side of (1.14) can be relaxed to
allow for distributions with fatter tails, and the assumption (1.15) can be tailored to other situations with stronger
or weaker correlations (resulting in faster or slower superdiffusivity).



converges in law, as ¢ — 0, to a Brownian motion. The infinitesimal generator of (1.19) is the
operator £° of X; given by

£° = %(2@%] logs\)fwv- (Vg +k°)V, where k°(z):= k(). (1.20)

Since the infinitesimal generator of Brownian motion is A, we should expect the limit in (9.2) to
be equivalent to an appropriate statement concerning the convergence of £° to %A, in the limit
as ¢ — 0. The following is a quantitative version of such a statement with an essentially sharp
bound on the error.

Theorem B (Quantitative homogenization). Let o, 3 € (0,1] with 8 +2a < 1 and U < R? be a
smooth, bounded domain. There exists a random variable Z and a constant C' < o0, each depending
on (U, B, a, cy, v,d), satisfying

P[Z = ¢] < Cexp(—C'(log€)”), VEe[l, ), (1.21)

such that, for every ¢ € (0,12] with e~ > Z and functions f € L°(U) and g € WY (U) if we
let u®, Upom € Hl(U) denote the solutions of the boundary value problems

_1/2 . = )
{ — (2 logel) V- (Wl + W) VUE = f inU, { “Duom = [ in Uy o))

UEZQ on (?U, Uhom = 9 on aUv

then we have the estimate

vlg + k& — (ks)U
(2¢2|loge|)¥? H-1(U)
< |[loge|™*(IVyglLow) + I flz=@wy) - (1.23)

o om0 + [~ Vanom] 1 + [ . Vuhom]

We will show in Section 9 that Theorem B implies each of the assertions in Theorem A.

The estimate for the latter two quantities on the left side of (1.23) quantify the weak convergence
in L2(U), as € — 0, of the gradients and fluxes of the solutions u° to their homogenized limits.

The random variable Z in Theorem B quantifies the lower bound on the scale separation ratio
required for homogenization. Observe that the estimate (1.21) on Z is very weak: it does not
give any positive moments for Z, since < 1. This differs substantially from the typical case
in quantitative homogenization theory, where one obtains very strong, exponential moments for
minimal scales (see for instance [AK24a]). The very weak estimate we observe here is not an
artifact of our proof, but is an intrinsic feature of the model. In fact, we expect that the stochastic
integrability witnessed in (1.21) is essentially optimal.

We also expect that the scaling of the error in (1.23), namely |log 5\7%+, is nearly sharp. To
see this, observe first that no convergence rate better than |loge|™! is possible, due to scaling (just
compare the solutions of the first problem in (1.22) with ¢ and /2). To see that |log s\_% should
be sharp, observe that resampling the fields ji for k > |logge| — 10 will perturb the flux or the
gradient of the solution u® by at least O(]log 5|7%).

Theorem B is the first iterative homogenization result in the random setting. All previous results
to our knowledge, either qualitative or quantitative, observe homogenization after essentially a finite
scale separation. In contrast, the emergence of superdiffusivity is the result of an infinite cascade
of enhancements of the diffusivity due to advection. The proof therefore requires quantitative



homogenization machinery to be invoked repeatedly across an infinite number of geometric scales
(this is explained in more detail in Subsections 1.4 and 1.5 below). This kind of phenomenon is
expected to occur in many problems in statistical physics, including field theory and turbulence, in
which one observes the divergence of correlation length scales. Since such critical phenomena are
notoriously difficult to analyze rigorously, we expect that the methods developed in this paper to
prove Theorem B will be of wider interest beyond the particular problem considered here.

We also mention recent related works [AV23, BSW23] in which a multiscale, incompressible
vector field is constructed by hand, using periodic ingredients, in such a way that the corresponding
drift-diffusion equation can be analyzed by iterative quantitative homogenization. The solutions
are shown to exhibit anomalous diffusion, which is a stronger form of superdiffusivity than the
one observed here. The analysis in these papers rely on the periodic structure to obtain stronger
quantitative homogenization estimates than what is available in the random setting. The tradeoff
is that the vector fields in these explicit constructions are less generic, in a statistical sense, than
the one considered here.

1.3. Liouville theorems and large-scale regularity. The behavior of a Markov process is
inextricably linked to the properties of the £-harmonic functions associated to its infinitesimal
generator £. Of particular importance are estimates on the regularity of £-harmonic functions.
We next present statements giving large-scale C%7 and C'7 estimates exhibiting the superdiffusive
scaling, as well as associated Liouville-type classifications of £-harmonic functions with strictly
sublinear and, respectively, subquadratic growth at infinity.

To see why some regularity estimate is necessary for the invariance principle, note that a
quenched invariance principle requires pointwise homogenization in L®. Since homogenization
estimates are naturally obtained with L? spatial integrability, an L® estimate like the one in
Theorem B is typically proved by combining an L? estimate with some uniform equicontinuity
of the sequence {u®}.~q. Conversely, by [Kal02, Theorem 19.25], a quenched invariance principle
actually implies equicontinuity. This kind of regularity estimate is not true deterministically and
cannot be obtained by quoting classical elliptic theory since the equation for u® becomes highly
singular and degenerate as ¢ — 0 (e.g., the De Giorgi-Nash estimates do not apply).

The importance of the regularity theory is not limited to its use as a technical tool to obtain
Theorem A from Theorem B. In fact, the regularity theory presented here plays a central role in
the paper, and without it we would be unable to prove even an L? version of Theorem B, or to
obtain the sharp asymptotic growth of the renormalized diffusivities. Indeed, it is the engine that
allows us to formalize the heuristic renormalization group argument outlined below in Section 1.4.

The first regularity statement we present is a large-scale Holder C%7-type estimate, for v < 1.
It states that the oscillation of a solution in a ball decays at a rate consistent with Holder continuity,
as one decreases the radius of the ball from a large macroscopic scale down to a random minimal
scale. This is paired with a Liouville-type result, which asserts that the only solutions which
grow like O(|z|Y) for v < 1 as |z| — oo are constants. The latter should be regarded as a soft,
infinite-volume, qualitative version of the former.

Here and throughout the paper we denote volume-normalized integrals and LP norms by

f t@de= g [ 1@de and 1lme = (f @ra)”

Theorem C (Large-scale C%7 estimate). For each 7,0 € (0,1), there exists C(v,0,v,cy,d) < o0
and a nonnegative random variable X satisfying

P[X > t] < Cexp(—C'(logt)?), (1.24)



such that the following statements are valid.

1. Liouville theorem. Almost surely with respect to P, if u € HI})C(Rd) satisfies

~V-aVu=0 @mRY  and  lim infr =7 ul 25,y = 0, (1.25)
then u is constant.

2. Large-scale C% estimate. For every R > X, f € L*(Bg) and solution uw € H'(BR) of the

equation
-V -.-aVu=f in Bp, (1.26)
we have, for every r € [X, R/2], the estimate
T\ N
Ju— ()5, lins,) < C(F) (I = @sal 25 + Qog AR flony) - (1:27)

The restriction v < 1 is sharp in the sense that the statement for v = 1 is false. Indeed, as
explained below, a large-scale C%! estimate of this type would be inconsistent with superdiffusivity,
and the best that one could hope for in our setting is a +/log-Lipschitz type estimate (see Con-
jecture E below). This is in contrast to the case of uniformly elliptic homogenization, in which a
large-scale C%! estimate is valid (cf. [AK24a, Theorem 1.21]). See the introduction of [AV23] for
more discussion on the necessary trade-off between regularity of the solutions and the strength of
superdiffusivity.

The factor (log R)~"?R? multiplying the norm of f in (1.27) differs from the usual factor of R?
found in elliptic estimates. The extra factor of (log R)_I/2 reflects the superdiffusive scaling, and
ensures that the rescaled equation in (1.22) will have uniform bounds in . As part of our analysis
we will coarse-grain the Caccioppoli and Poincaré inequalities and obtain roughly that, for some
random minimal scale X and all solutions u of (1.26) on scales r = X, we have

ru'? r? e L

lu— (W)B, 2B,y < 7(10g 7 IVul g2 g,y + 7(10g iz I fll 2%,y (superdiffusive Poincaré)
vt r? o . .
Tog )7 IVulpes,) < lu— ()b, |28y, + Tog ) | flL2(B,,) - (superdiffusive Caccioppoli)

See Lemmas 8.6 and 9.7 for the precise statements. In particular, the bound (1.27) implies

r\v7—1 _
vVl s,y < O(7) (V21902 + (08 BRIl 25 ) (1.28)

where we have removed the logarithmic factors by slightly adjusting the parameter . This estimate
does appear to have the usual elliptic scaling, but the superdiffusive scaling is hiding in these coarse-
grained (“superdiffusive”) Caccioppoli and Poincaré inequalities.

The estimate (1.27) in Theorem C is not strong enough to imply an estimate on the actual
(pointwise) Holder seminorm of a solution. While we do not know if such an estimate is true,
we suspect not. Pointwise bounds are typically obtained from large-scale regularity estimates by
covering the domains with balls of the form By, (y), where X'(y) is the minimal scale for the
environment centered at y, and then applying local estimates (such as Schauder or De Giorgi-
Nash) in each of these balls. Carrying this out requires an estimate of the maximum of the X (y)’s,
which is typically obtained by a union bound. The difficulty in our setting is that the stochastic
integrability of the minimal scale X in (1.24) is very weak: since o < 1, we have no positive moment

10



bounds on X, only stretched exponential moments for log X'. This restricts our ability to make use
of union bounds.

What we can derive from Theorem C, which suffices for the pointwise L* estimate in Theorem B,
and thus the invariance principle, is a Holder estimate down to a certain mesoscopic scale which
implies uniform equicontinuity for sequences of solutions u® of (1.22). As explained in more detail
below—see the discussion leading to (1.58)— a solution u® of the first problem in (1.22) satisfies,
for all s > 0 and V with V € U and small € > 0 (smaller than a random &),

|u® % 1) 10g e oo vy < C(lgllLe @y + 1 F e wry) 5

where the constant C' depends on the subdomain V' in addition to (U, a, ¢4, v, d) and {n,},>0 is the
standard mollifier. We do not possess continuity estimates on the solutions u® on scales smaller than
a power of |loge|~!, and we in fact expect the solution to have wild, “intermittent” behavior on
such scales which can be highly localized in space (and will be localized in the regions corresponding
to large values of the random variable X in Theorem C).

Our next main result is a large-scale C'Y regularity estimate, which can be considered as a next-
order analogue of Theorem C. We denote, for v € (0, 1), the linear subspace of A(R?) consisting of
functions which grow like o(|z|'*7) as || — o by

AR = {u e ARY) : limsupr™ ) uf 25, < oo}. (1.29)
r—00 -

The next theorem asserts that the vector space A'*7(R%) has dimension 1 + d, the same as the
dimension of affine functions; and, secondly, that an arbitrary element of A(Bpg) with R large
can be approximated by an element of A1+7(Rd), on all smaller balls down to a random minimal
scale, with the same precision as observed in the approximation of a harmonic function by an affine
function.

Theorem D (Large-scale C17 estimate). Let v,0 € (0,1) and 0 < o < 3(1 — o). There exists a
constant C(a,7y,0,v, ¢y, d) < 00 and a nonnegative random variable X satisfying

P[X > t] < Cexp(—C'(logt)?) (1.30)
such that the following statements are valid.

1. Liowville theorem. Almost surely with respect to P, the space A**7(R?) has dimension 1 + d
and does not depend on ~y.

2. Flatness at every scale. For every 0 < a < 1(1—0), ¢ € AV(RY) and r > X, we have

Jnf |¢ —£e = (0)B,] 12(p,) < Clogr) ™[] 25, - (1.31)

3. Large-scale C'7 estimate. For each R € [X,0) and u € A(BR), there exists ¢ € A1T7(R?)
such that

r

[Vu—=Vé|2p,) < C(R

Y
)HVUHL2(BR), Vre [X,R). (1.32)

In light of the first statement of theorem, we henceforth drop the v and denote A!'*7(R9)
by A!(R9).

In the case of stationary uniformly elliptic equations, a large-scale C17 estimate similar to the
statement of Theorem D is valid (see [GNO20] or [AK24a, Theorem 1.21]) and plays a central role
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in the theory of quantitative homogenization. In that case, the space A'(R?) consists of solutions
which can be written as an affine function plus a stationary corrector which is strictly sublinear
at infinity. In particular, each of these solutions grows like a particular affine function and has a
gradient which is stationary; unlike in our setting, the “flatness at every scale” assertion (1.31) is
valid with a slope e that is independent of the scale . Consequently there exists a canonical linear
isomorphism from A'(R%)/R to R?, that is, the isomorphism respects stationarity.

The space A'(R?) in our setting has very different behavior. The vector e attaining the infimum
in (1.31) cannot be selected independently of the scale 7. That is, while the elements of A'(R?)
will indeed be flat at every scale as (1.31) asserts, they will have different slopes at different scales.
As a consequence, the individual elements of A'(R?) do not have stationary gradients and there is
no canonical (stationary) isomorphism from A'(R%)/R to RY.

Indeed, if e,[¢] € R? attains the infimum in (1.31), then we should expect e,[¢] to be related
to the energy of ¢ in B, and the effective diffusivity S, at scale r by

VHVQSH}(BT) ~ §r|€r[¢]|2 ’ (1.33)

up to a small error, we will in fact prove (1.33) (see (5.13) and (5.69)). Meanwhile, the main results
in the present work assert that 8, ~ (2¢, logr)"?. Now, if V¢ was a stationary field with bounded
second moment, then e,[¢] would converge as r — o0 to the expectation of V¢ (0), by the ergodic
theorem, and the left side of (1.33) would also be independent of r in expectation. This is clearly
inconsistent with 8, ~ (logr)">.

This reasoning suggests that the size of the “slope” of an element ¢ € A'(R?) in a ball B, should
scale with the radius r like |e,[¢]]| ~ S, o (2¢4 log )~ leading us to the following conjecture.
Conjecture E. For every element ¢ € AY(R?), the energy density v|V¢|? is a stationary field.
Moreover, if e;[¢] € R? attains the infimum in (1.31), then

P00 @Cﬁ)gﬂ)'w = E[uIqulz’]l/Q. (1.34)

If Conjecture E is true, then it is immediate from (1.31) that every nonconstant element ¢
of AYRY) grows like |z|(log|z|)~"*. Combining this with the first statement of Theorem D,
we would deduce that the equation has no solutions which grow at least linearly but at most
like O(|o|**7) for v < 1. Tt can also be combined with the third statement of Theorem D to obtain
a large-scale /log-Lipschitz estimate, which would evidently be the sharp estimate (in view of the
second statement of the conjecture).

We offer a second but related conjecture about the scaling limit of the vector space A'(R?).

Conjecture F. Given e € R? with |e| = 1 and r > X, let ¢, denote the unique element of A*(R?)
satisfying e,|[¢e,r| = e. Then we have that the vector field

(2¢4 log r)1/2 (Voer —e)(r)

converges in law (with respect to the topology of distributions), jointly with respect to e, to the
random field VA™L(V - ke), with additive constant chosen so that its average vanishes in Bj.
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1.4. Heuristic arguments for the superdiffusive scaling. The logarithmic divergence of the
diffusivity in Theorems A and B is a result of an accumulation of smaller enhancements of diffusivity
due to advection, iterated across many length scales. We formalize this by tracking the change in
the effective diffusivity between successive scales, as a function of the scale. This subsection contains
an informal description of this strategy and a more detailed outline appears in Section 1.5 below.

The vector field f in (1.17) is the sum of vector fields V - j,, each of which has size 37" and
inverse frequencies (wavelengths) of order 3". It follows that, for times ¢ « 32", the vector field V-j,,
has a small relative effect on the position X; of the particle. As time grows, the particle “sees”
more and more of the terms V -j,. Each such term enhances the effective diffusivity of the particle,
which should thus be viewed as a function of the scale.

This story can be told in the language of homogenization, in terms of the infinitesimal generator
of the diffusion process, which is
L=V (vl +k)V. (1.35)

For each n € N, on length scales much smaller than 3", the matrix j, is nearly a constant, by (1.14).
Since adding a constant anti-symmetric matrix to the divergence in £ leaves £ unchanged, we deduce
that

L£~V- <I/Id + Z Jk)V =: £, on length scales smaller than 3". (1.36)
k=0

The operator £, is called the infrared cutoff of £ on scale 3", and it has range of dependence of
order 3", by assumption (J1). By classical homogenization theory, the operator £, is close to a
constant-coefficient, deterministic operator £, on length scales much larger than 3™:

£, ~ £, =:5,A on length scales larger than 3". (1.37)

The dihedral symmetry assumption (J4) ensures that £, is a multiple of the Laplacian, and we
define the constant 5, > 0 to be this multiple. It is natural to expect that coarse-graining on a
smaller scale to (approximately) commute with taking an infrared cutoff on a larger scale. Indeed,
adding a constant anti-symmetric matrix commutes with homogenization, and the larger scale
matrices are approximately constant on smaller scales. This leads to the ansatz

e}
£x~V- (§nId + 2 jk>V on length scales larger than 3™. (1.38)
k=n+1

In effect, the oscillations in the vector field on scales smaller than 3™ have been integrated out,
becoming part of the diffusion matriz, which has increased its value from v to §,. This process can
be iterated, resulting in a reverse cascade of homogenization. Quantifying the increase in diffusivity
between successive scales leads to an approximate recurrence relation for s, which allows us to
compute, to leading order, its growth rate.

This heuristic is not new. It is a renormalization group argument that is present in some form
in the papers [FNS77, FFQ*85, KLY85, Fis84, AN84, BCGLDS87, Fan98], with [Fan98] being the
closest to our discussion here. It is also similar to the heuristics presented in [CMOW23] and
in [AV23], which considers a different but related problem.

There are however several difficulties in passing from (1.36) and (1.37) to the conclusion (1.38),
stemming from a lack of scale separation and a large ellipticity contrast in the diffusion matrices.®

8These difficulties can, to a certain extent, be circumvented if one is after annealed as opposed to quenched
estimates. Our discussion here is oriented toward the latter.
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An assumption of scale separation was implicit in passing from (1.36) & (1.37) to (1.38). Indeed,
this implication relies on the “macroscopic” part of the vector field, represented by Z,;'O:n +1Jk, nOt
affecting the homogenization of the “microscopic” scales, i.e., the range of dependence of £,.
However, this is clearly a tenuous assumption, since j,41 is active on scale 3"*1, which is only a
factor of three more than the microscopic scale.

This difficulty is compounded by the large ellipticity contrast of the operator £,: the ratio of
its ellipticity constants in a cube of size 3" is typically of order v~2n?.

This is where we crucially rely on the high contrast quantitative homogenization theory devel-
oped in [AK24b]. The results in [AK24b] assert that the critical length scale of homogenization
is at most exp(C(log®)?)) times the correlation length scale of the coefficients, where © is the
ellipticity ratio of the field. In our setting, this says that £, should homogenize by at most length
scale 3n+C1081)* W can therefore update (1.37) to the more precise claim that, for some ¢ < o,

£,~ £, =:5,A on length scales larger than 3n+C(logn)?, (1.39)

The problem of scale separation will be fixed by arguing that the error due to the overlapping
scales near 3" is much smaller than the size of §,,. Indeed, if we can show that §,, — o0 as n — ®©
at a sufficiently fast rate, then we can neglect the contribution of ji for k in a large interval and
make a small relative error. Using this idea, we will eventually show that the homogenization
approximation in (1.39) is actually valid on scales below 3":

£, ~ £, =:5,A on length scales larger than 3”*"6, for every 0 € (0,1/2). (1.40)

This requires a lower bound on §,, of n"?(logn)~¢ for some exponent & < oo, which is achieved by
a crude and less precise version of the argument which is to follow.

To obtain the recurrence relation, we use (1.40) to obtain roughly that

£n+k ~x £n+k ~ V. (gnId + (jn+1 +oee Jrjn-i-k))v

—5,V- (Id 5 Gags + +jn+k))v. (1.41)

Since §,, = n'?(logn)~¢, for fixed k « nd for § € (0,1/2) and large enough n we have

NG

551(jn+1 + o+ jnsk) S k1/2§;1 ~ k1/2n71/2(10g n)é «n~ (1.42)

The operator on the right side of (1.41) can therefore be analyzed by perturbative arguments which
yield an asymptotic expansion of its homogenized matrix. Indeed, in Section 7.3 we show is that if §
is a small anti-symmetric matrix-valued random field satisfying the dihedral symmetry assumption,
then

V- (I4+6)V homogenizes to SA, where §=1+E[[VAT'V-8ei]*(0)] +O(]6]").
The assumption (J5) tells us that
’E[\VA_IV -8e1]?(0)] — key log 3‘ <A, where 8 =8, (Jus1 + -+ + Jnsk) -
We deduce that, for k « n with § € (0, 1/2),

Sntk = 8n(1 + k(ci log 3)5,%) + O(4s,1). (1.43)
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A simple analysis of this recurrence gives that

Sn
v/2cy log 3™

To obtain this precise growth rate, we need to make k, the number of scales in our recurrence step,
large enough that the increment in the recurrence (1.43) dominates the error on the right side. By
quantifying this idea we are able to obtain a convergence rate for this limit, which is stated below
in Theorem 7.1.

—1 asn— . (1.44)

With the sharp asymptotics of §,, we can return to (1.36) and (1.40) to conclude that
£~ /2cilog3™"A on length scales between 3=’ and 3",

This tells us that the original process {X;} behaves, on length scales between 37" and 3", like
a Brownian motion with covariance /8¢, log3™. In other words, the rescaled process X; defined
in (1.19) should be close to a Brownian motion.

1.5. An outline of the rigorous proof. In thissubsection we explain how the informal heuristics
above are formalized and give a detailed overview of the structure of the proofs of Theorems A
and B. Rather than attempt to directly iterate homogenization of the operators £,, defined in (1.36),
we instead analyze the asymptotics of certain (quenched) quantities which we regard as representing
the effective diffusion matrix at different length scales. We call these quantities the coarse-grained
diffusion matrices of the diffusion matrix vI; + k. They are the same objects central to the theory
of quantitative homogenization, having been first introduced in that context (see [AK24a, Chapter
5] and the references therein).

As recalled in Section 2, below, we define, for each cube 00 < R? and coefficient field a(z),
a dual pair of symmetric matrices s(OJ) and s.([J), and another matrix k((J). We think of s([J)
and s, ([J) as representing two competing notions of the “symmetric part of the effective diffusion
matrix in 0”7 and k(O) as representing the anti-symmetric part. The two symmetric matrices are
ordered: they satisfy s.(0J) < s(0J), and the error in certain “coarse-graining estimates” will become
small when the difference s(0J) — s, (0J) is small. We therefore regard [s.(0) + k(O), s(0) + k(O)]
as a confidence interval for the effective diffusion matrix.” There are also annealed versions of these
quantities defined below, which we denote by 5(0J), 84(0) and k((). As we will see in (2.71) below,
in our context we have, by symmetry, that k() = 0.

The coarse grained diffusion matrices can be thought of as the coefficients of the corresponding
elliptic operator in a wavelet-type expansion. They organize and compress the information in the
full elliptic operator into discrete multiscale representatives. Indeed, quantitative estimates on
the coarse-grained matrices can be translated into estimates on the solutions. For instance, we will
deduce Theorem B as a consequence of the quantitative convergence of the coarse-grained matrices,
which roughly states that, for the coefficient field a(z) = vl + k(z), we have that, for every o > 0,

|s(Om) — (2c4(log 3)m)1/21d‘ + |84 (0m) — (2c4(log 3)m)1/21d’ + |k(On) — (K)o, | <m®.  (1.45)

Here and throughout the paper, [J,, denotes the axis-aligned cube centered at the origin with side
length 3™ defined by

1 1 d
O = (—f mo= m)
m 23 23

9These coarse-grained diffusion matrices are related to, but different from, the quantity that Fannjiang proposes
to analyze in [Fan98] which he calls boz diffusivity. In fact, his quantity lies in the interval [s4(U),s(U)].
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Figure 1.2: Outline of the proof.

As discussed above, the field vI; + k() is only defined modulo a constant anti-symmetric matrix.
The coarse-grained matrices inherit this property, and in fact the matrices s(U) and s.(U) do not
depend on the choice of the anti-symmetric matrix, while the matrix k(U) commutes with it. The
expressions on the left side of (1.45) are therefore unambiguously defined.

The quantitative bound (1.45) is a very precise estimate which will not be proved until the end
of Section 7. The rest of this discussion is an outline of its proof, illustrated in Figure 1.2, which
we organize into six main steps.

It is natural to work with infrared cutoffs of the field k(-) and a(-), which are defined at scale 3~
with L € N by

L
kr(z):= Z jn(z), and ap(x):=vlj+kp(x). (1.46)
n=0

We let sp(0), sr.»(0) and kz(O) be the associated coarse-grained matrices. As mentioned in
the informal heuristics section above (see the discussion below (1.37)), the infrared cutoff and
coarse-graining operations nearly commute with each other, provided that the scale of the cutoff is
larger than that of the coarse-graining—this follows from the fact that the coarse-grained matrices
commute with the addition of a constant anti-symmetric matrix and depend continuously on the
field. Using this we infer that the coarse-grained matrices of the original field (without cutoff)
inherit decorrelation properties from those of the cutoff fields (which by definition have finite range
dependence). The precise version of this estimate appears in Lemma 2.9, and we refer to this as the
localization property of the coarse-grained matrices. This localization property is important because
it says that the coarse-grained matrices have much better decorrelations than the logarithmic ones
of the coefficient field, allowing us to obtain quantitative homogenization estimates.

The relative error in the localization estimate involves the ratio of the size of the terms that are
removed, multiplied by the coarse-grained matrix s, !(J). This is the term which appeared above
in (1.42) and, as discussed there, to estimate it effectively we need a lower bound on s, (0J), which
is very close to sy, «(0) if the size of O is smaller than 3%.

16



Step one: A suboptimal lower bound for sy, .(0). In Section 3, we prove a quenched lower bound
for sy, «(0O,,) which states roughly that, for every L,m e N with L > m 2 1,

sp 5 ([0m) £ m™ ¥ (logm) 1y (1.47)

The precise version of (1.47) is stated in Proposition 3.1. This estimate is a suboptimal lower
bound on the diffusivity which, like the annealed estimate (1.9), exhibits a rate of superdiffusivity
which is optimal up to a correction which is doubly logarithmic in the length scale.

The proof of (1.47) relies on special properties of the matrix quantity SZ}*(D). The argument
would not work if we attempted to substitute szl*(D) with other notions of “diffusivity”, includ-
ing sz (0J).

The first step in the proof is to observe that (1.47) can be reduced to an annealed estimate,
using the localization of s, and another key property of s;!, namely subadditivity, which says
that s;!(0,,) can be upper bounded by the sample mean of the s;!(z + [0,)’s over the partition
of [, of subcubes of size 3". Due to the localization property, the sample mean will exhibit
stochastic cancellations and, as a result, we deduce strong one-sided control of the fluctuations
of s;1(0,,).

It therefore suffices to prove an annealed version of (1.47), which states that
S.4(0m) £ m™(logm)™?, (1.48)

where 5, % (0,,) = E[SZI*(Dm)] denotes the mean of s, (0,). Note that 5, (0,,) is a scalar

matrix by the dihedral symmetry assumption, and so by abusing notation slightly we allow 521* (Om)
to also denote a scalar.

To prove (1.48), we fix L € N and find a large sequence of successive length scales [m — 2h, m]
of length 2h « L, with 0 < L —m < log L, such that 5f,.(0;) does not change much (in ratio)
as we vary the parameter k € [m — 2h, m]. Since the subadditivity of szl* implies that §Zl*([!k) is
monotone nonincreasing in & and bounded from above by v~!

a simple pigeonhole argument.

, such a scale m can be found using

After identifying this range of good scales [ —2h, m], we attempt to obtain quantitative homog-
enization estimates within it. That is, we start from scale m —2h and show that homogenization has
occurred before we reach scale m. The fact that 5, .(0j) is essentially constant across this range
of scales ensures that its subadditivity is nearly additivity, and this provides us with additional
decorrelation on these scales, which is notably below the scale of the infrared cutoff. Consequently,
the fluctuations of the coarse-grained matrices sy, (Cx) are relatively small, and so these matrices
are close to the same deterministic scalar matrix, namely Sz, .(0y,).

This allows us to commute the influence of the larger scale ji’s with the coarse-graining, giv-
ing us a rigorous version of (1.41) on this limited range of scales. We are therefore able to lower
bound 5y, «(0;,) by the expected diffusivity enhancement due to these waves j, on the opera-
tor Sz, (0m)A. This (roughly) yields the bound

S2«(0Om) 25,5 (Om)h. (1.49)

The actual bound will have additional logarithmic factors, see (3.53). Since h can be taken to be
nearly the size of m, we obtain, up to these logarithmic factors,

5%7*(Dm) >m.
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This results in the bound (1.48), and the choice of m can be removed by using the monotonicity
of 81, «(0,,) in m, due to the subadditivity of §Zl*

Implementing this argument requires the application of quantitative homogenization estimates
for high contrast coefficient fields established in [AK24b] to the infrared cutoff field aj. This is
because the argument above does not really give the bound (1.49) directly, it actually gives instead

5£(0Om) 25,5 (Om)h. (1.50)

The estimates in [AK24b] state that the relative homogenization error becomes small after approxi-
mately O(log® m) many geometric scales. This tells us that, if we impose the constraint h = log® m
on the width of the interval of scales, then we can ensure that 5z,(0,,) < 251 .(0;,). We then
obtain (1.49) from (1.50). The constraint h = log®m is responsible for the additional logarithmic
factors mentioned above.

Step two: Quantitative homogenization on scales below the infrared cutoff. With a lower bound
for sz, in hand, we turn our attention to the problem of lack of scale separation in Section 4 with
the goal of formalizing the vague statement (1.40). That is, we want to prove that, across a range of
scales strictly smaller than L, the operator V-ayV is close to 8, A, where S;, := limy, 00 51, « (0.

The precise statement formalizing the closeness of the operators V - arV to SpA is presented
in Proposition 4.1. It says roughly that the coarse-grained matrices satisfy

55! s2(0m) — 8m| + 5, s2,4(Om) — S| + 85! [k (Om)| < m~ /At (1.51)

This statement does not take the form of a traditional homogenization estimate, in which solutions
corresponding to the two operators are compared to one another. We can certainly obtain such a
statement as a consequence, and we will do so, but it is much more efficient to encode information
about the operator V-azV in the coarse-grained matrices themselves. The exponent 1/4 appearing
in (1.51) is not optimal, and will be improved later.

Since, for each fixed L € N, the field a; has a finite range of dependence, the quantitative
homogenization results of [AK24b] are applicable (see in particular [AK24b, Proposition 1.4]).
However, since the range of dependence of ay, is of order 3%, these results will give us homogenization
only on scales larger than 3%. On the other hand, we learn from the localization estimates in
Section 2.5 that the operator V - arV is a very good approximation of V - aV on scales a bit
smaller than 3%. It is therefore on length scales strictly below the infrared cutoff that quantitative
homogenization estimates would be most useful. Indeed, the main interest in an estimate like (1.51)
is when the scale parameter m is the range L — C'log L <m < L.

The main difficulty in proving homogenization estimates below the scale of the infrared cutoff
is due to the lack of good quantitative ergodicity of a; on these scales. On scales below L, the
field a;, has essentially the same logarithmic correlations as the field without cutoff. The strategy
is to use the lower bound for 57 . in Proposition 3.1 and the special structure of the coarse-grained
coefficients to argue that, notwithstanding the lack of correlation decay of aj, the coarse-grained
matrices still possess sufficient correlation decay on scales larger than 3£7°(L)  In other words,
coarse-graining reveals a hidden decorrelation structure. This will allow us to apply the results
of [AK24b] to obtain the desired homogenization estimates, since these results are applicable under
such weak mixing conditions.

Step three: Large-scale regularity theory. A bootstrap technique that is present in many works
in quantitative homogenization is to use a weak or suboptimal homogenization estimate to gain an
improvement of regularity, which is then used to obtain stronger (and often optimal) homogenization
estimates. This idea is crucial to the present work, as explained in the next step.

18



In Section 5, we prove a conditional “black box” statement which asserts that any quenched
homogenization estimate, like the one in Proposition 4.1, yields, deterministically, a corresponding
statement about large-scale regularity. Since the estimate given in Proposition 4.1 is suboptimal,
this black box gives us a version of Theorem D with a slightly weaker exponent .. The exponent «
will be improved by reusing the black box, once the exponent in (1.51) has been improved from
almost 1/4 to almost 1/2—this is accomplished in Step four. We also prove a weaker version of
Theorem C (see the last statement of Proposition 5.7), which requires f = 0 and has L? spatial
integrability instead of L™ in (1.27).

The overall strategy for obtaining regularity statements from homogenization estimates is re-
viewed in [AKM19, Chapter 3]. Briefly, the idea is to approximate an arbitrary solution by harmonic
functions at each scale, and thereby deduce that the solution enjoys the same oscillation decay es-
timates as harmonic functions do, up to the homogenization error. These estimates can then be
iterated if the homogenization error is sufficiently small. To obtain Holder C%7-type estimates, the
iteration can be closed if the homogenization error is a small enough constant, which is ensured by
the assumption in the black box statement.

The C' estimate is the critical one for the bootstrap argument in the paper. It is more involved
than the Holder estimate, and it differs substantially from the usual argument in uniformly elliptic
homogenization theory. There one uses the homogenization estimates to obtain bounds on the
flatness of corrected affines on all sufficiently large scales. Then, working with a modified notion
of excess'” in which affines are replaced by corrected affines, we obtain excess decay estimates for
general solutions from those of harmonic functions, once again up to the homogenization error.
These can then be iterated to give the desired C'7-type bound.

Unlike the case of uniformly elliptic equations, infinite-volume corrected affines do not exist in
our setting. They do however exist in finite volume, and the main additional difficulty in the proof
is to show that these finite-volume corrected affines are compatible with each other across different
scales. In other words, we need to show that each of the finite-volume correctors is close to an
affine at every scale, with the slope of the affine depending on the scale. This estimate, which we
call flatness at every scale, is proved as part of an induction argument which proves a finite-volume
version of the C7 estimate. This finite-volume estimate then implies the Liouville theorem which
allows us to upgrade the finite-volume C'7 statement to an infinite-volume one.

Step four: Improved coarse-graining estimates. The homogenization error obtained in Step 2
is larger than the diffusivity enhancement we expect to observe in the recurrence relation (1.43).
This is not surprising, because we obtained the homogenization result by using the localization
estimate, which essentially discards the wavelengths responsible for the enhancement. In order to
prove the recurrence, we must sharpen the homogenization estimates so that the heuristic in (1.41)
can be formalized.

The homogenization error is captured by the sizes of the differences |(s — s.)((J)| as well
as |k(O) — k| and |s4(0J) — 5. However, the real bottleneck which limits the convergence rate
is the first difference |(s — s,)(0J)|, which represents the size of the “confidence interval” for the
coarse-graining operation in [J. We call this the coarse-graining error, and it is distinct from the
other two errors, whose sum we call the fluctuation error, which measures how close the coarse-
grained matrices are to a.

The coarse-graining error is usually much smaller than the fluctuation error, in fact it is typically
the square of the latter. The role of the coarse-graining error is fundamental in our approach as

'""The excess of a given function u is usually defined as E(u,r) := infg |u — €] 12, ), where the infimum is over all
affines £. It measures the relative distance between a given function and the nearest affine.
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it is the basis of the rigorous renormalization group argument. We define, for each n € N, the
coarse-grained coefficient field a,, at length scale 3" by

an(x) = ), au(z+0n)1.40,(2). (1.52)
ze3n74
where a,(0J) := (s, — k%)(0). In fact, if we take a solution u of the equation and mollify it on

scale r > 3" by considering u * n,, then u * n, will be a solution of the coarse-grained equation
-V -a,V(uxn,) = V- (Error),

where the divergence-form error on the right side is controlled—explicitly and deterministically—by
the coarse-graining error. Therefore, if the coarse-graining error can be made small, we can literally
coarse-grain the equation by replacing a(-) by a,(-). This brings us very close to formalizing the
informal heuristics in Section 1.4, as we will explain in the next step below.

The goal of Section 6 is to improve the coarse-graining error, so that it is much smaller than
the fluctuation error. The proof follows a renormalization argument which is presented in the
uniformly elliptic case in [AK24a, Section 6.2]. The idea is quite simple: the coarse-grained matrices
characterize an exact relation between the gradients and fluxes of certain solutions, and the large-
scale C7 estimate says that the gradients of arbitrary solutions are close to a certain d dimensional
family of solutions. This finite dimensionalizes the problem and restricts the pair s(dJ) and s, (0)
to be closer to each other. This argument appears in Lemma 6.3, which is then post-processed into
a statement about weak norms of fluxes, presented in Proposition 6.6.

As a result of this analysis, we improve the homogenization error estimate stated roughly
in (1.51) to the (still roughly stated) estimate

5, 180(0m) — S| + 8, |50,.4(Om) — 8| + 5,1 ke (D) | < m~ 259, (1.53)
with the coarse-graining error improved to
5 sL(Om) — spe(Om)| < m ™10 (1.54)

These estimates, which are optimal up to the small § > 0, are stated in Proposition 6.2. They also
allow us to deduce the full statement of Theorem D from the black box regularity statement proved
in Section 5.

Step five: The approximate recurrence relation and sharp superdiffusivity. The main goal of
Section 7 is to obtain the approximate recurrence relation informally stated in (1.43). The estimate,
which is stated precisely in Proposition 7.2, is roughly

[Simsh — Bm — cx(log 3)5,Mh| < m™72F0, (1.55)

0 0

where h € N is constrained to lie in the interval h € [m°, m™°§,,] and § > 0 is arbitrary. Upon
iteration of (1.55) we obtain a quantitative version of (1.44), which says that

[§m — (2cx(log 3)m) | < m?.

See Theorem 7.1 for the precise statement. The proof of (1.55) is broken into two steps, which are
stated in Lemmas 7.3 and 7.4 and which are the focus of Subsections 7.2 and 7.3, respectively.

Lemma 7.3 says that the homogenized matrix for a,, + (K, +5 — ki) is almost the same as the
homogenized matrix for a,, ;5. The estimate is roughly that

[Smih — 88 + (Kpen — k)]| S Om~ 240 (1.56)
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where a[d] denotes the homogenized matrix for a (stationary random) elliptic coefficient field d(-).
This formalizes (1.41) and says that the renormalization flow is indeed (almost) a semigroup! The
proof of this estimate is based on the improved fluctuation and coarse-graining inequalities (1.53)
and (1.54) obtained in the previous step, in the (stronger) form of weak norm estimates on the
fluxes (Proposition 6.6).

Lemma 7.4 asserts roughly that
8[8n + (Kmntn — k)| — (8m + cx(log 3)85,, k)| < m ™27 (1.57)

Observe that the combination of (1.56) and (1.57) imply (1.55). To prove (1.57), we first show
that, in the computation of a[a,, + (km+n —km )], the coarse-grained field a,, has small fluctuations
and therefore can be replaced by §,,14, up to a negligible error. Thus

a[an, + (kmen — km) | ~ 8[Sm (Is + 5, Knrn — ki) | = Sn@[La + 8, (Ko, — kin) | -

By the assumption on h we have that the anti-symmetric field 5! (k4 — Kyn) is much smaller
than §,,! and thus can be treated as a perturbation of the identity. This perturbative problem is
quite simple and straightforward to analyze, as we can compare the correctors ¢., which solve the
problem

V- (Ig+8)(e + V) =0 in R

to a solution of a problem with the Laplacian,
—Ax. =V -(de) inR%

To see that V¢, should be close to V., we observe that the two equations coincide asides from the
extra term V - §V e, which turns out to be small, |§V¢,| ~ |§|2. Since the homogenized matrix is
the mean of the energy of the corrector, we deduce that

e-allg +de = [ef? + {|Voe|?) ~ [e* + (|Vxel*).
Meanwhile, our assumption (J5) controls exactly the term appearing on the right,
{|Vxel*) ~ cx(log 3)5,,2 e|*h,

and so, combining the above yields a[lg + 5,,'(km+n — kim)| ~ Ig + cx(log3)s,2h. A careful
quantification of this argument gives us (1.57).

Step six: Pointwise homogenization estimates. The main purpose of Section 8 is to upgrade the
homogenization estimates from L? to L*. This will allow us to complete the proof of Theorem B.
Note that such an upgrade of spatial regularity is also needed in the next step to prove the invariance
principle, Theorem A.

A common way to obtain pointwise homogenization estimates from L? bounds is to obtain
uniform bounds in a stronger space—such as C%?—and then interpolate L® between L? and C°7,
In the case of uniformly elliptic equations, one can directly apply the De Giorgi-Nash Hoélder
estimate.

The argument is not so simple in our case, since the equation is not uniformly elliptic. We
apply the large-scale regularity estimates to obtain a bound on the L? oscillation of the solution u®
in every ball larger than |loge|~? for any exponent ¢ < 0. We take such a large mesoscopic
scale because, in order to have such a regularity estimate, we need to cover the domain by a grid
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of balls B, j5(z;) which have radii 7 > eX'(z;/¢), where X'(z) is the minimal scale for the large-
scale regularity estimates centered at the point z. These estimates are similar to Theorem C, but
have L? type spatial integrability rather than L. We use a union bound and a bound on X similar
to (1.24) to estimate the probability, for a given r, that such a covering is possible. The stochastic
integrability of (1.24) is however very weak. There will be »~¢ many balls, so for the union to yield
something useful, we require that 7~?P[X > ¢~ '] « 1. This is only possible if 7 » exp(—(cloge)?)
for 0 < 1. Taking then r. := |loge| ™7 is clearly fine, but we cannot take it to be as small as %99,

The result of this argument is an estimate of the form

[u‘€ * nrs]coxy <1, (1.58)

where {n,},~0 is the standard mollifier. In fact, we have (1.58) for v = 1 for such r., as we will
prove in Proposition 8.7, which states roughly that, in every ball B, (z;) with r € [re, 1],

[u® = (W) B @) | 2B, @)) S 7

We then use the De Giorgi-Nash L*-L? estimate with explicit prefactor constant depending on the
ellipticity ratio'! to take care of the smaller scales. Since the ellipticity of our equation is at most
of order v~ !|loge|? (by another union bound), we obtain

d
[u® = (w) B, @) | Lo (B @) S (v logel?) *uf = (u9) B, (@) | 2B, (1)) -
When combined with the previous display, we obtain, in light of the choice of r, that

d
1

[ % . — 0 < (v Togel?) 7 < v loge|T1E < [loge[ 1. (1.59)

after taking ¢ > g +1000. The combination of (1.58) and (1.59) gives us the uniform equicontinuity
of {uf}.~0 and allows us to upgrade the homogenization estimates from L? to L* and complete the
proofs of Theorem B and C.

Step seven: Consequences for the diffusion process {X;}. It is a basic fact that convergence
of a sequence of Feller processes is equivalent to convergence of the corresponding infinitesimal
generators: see for instance [Kal02, Theorem 19.25]. More precisely, if X§ is a sequence of Feller
processes with infinitesimal generators £° and X; is a Feller process with generator £,

X=Xy — £ -¢
where we say that £ — £ if, for every u € C*(R%) there exists a sequence u® € CX(R?) such that
ue > u and £°u® — Lu,

with respect to the local uniform topology. In our setting, the latter statement can be deduced
from Theorem B. Specifically, we let u® be the solution of the problem

£ = £y in R?

and obtain convergence of u® to u by approximation via the Dirichlet problem with zero boundary
conditions on a very large domain and applying Theorem B.

d—
1 The optimal constant for the L®-L? estimate is known to be C’ATI, where A is ellipticity and C depends only
on d. This was proved recently by Bella and Schéffner [BS21]. We do not require such a precise estimate, and any of

the standard proofs of De Giorgi-Nash bounds, upon tracking the dependence of the constants, yield CAT. We will
use the latter estimate, since the precise exponent does not matter to us.
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The remaining step needed in the proof of the first part of Theorem A is to verify that {X}}
is Feller. This is, however, an immediate corollary of the generalized Nash-Aronson type upper
bound established in the appendix (see Corollary B.3).

To prove the convergence of the diffusivity ¢~ E°[| X;|?
we use Theorem B to find a solution u® of the equation

stated in the second part of Theorem A,

LEuf =1

which is very close to the quadratic function Q(z) = o|x|?. This allows us to compute, making a
small error due to the difference |u® — Q||re,

%d&tEOUXﬂ?] = E°[Q(X))]| ~ o E°[v*(X})] = EY[€°u"(X])] = 1.
Therefore, after integration, we deduce that
LEonxa] ~ .
2d
After rescaling this bound, using (1.19), we obtain that
E°[|X7?] ~ 2des(logt) .

To make the above argument precise, we must work in a bounded domain. We do so by defining u®
to be the solution of the Dirichlet problem

e =1 B,
{ " (1.60)

ut =Q on 0B,
and using a stopping time T , the first exit time of the process {X;} from the domain B;:
OB [uf ( ;Tgl)] = E° [sfuf(xtfmglﬂ (75, ~ip] =PO[T5, > 1].

The previous computation can then be repeated as long as the first exit time 7% is larger than ¢
with high probability, and we should expect this to hold for times ¢ « 1. Upon undoing the scaling,
we obtain the estimates (1.5) and (1.6) stated in Theorem A for all times ¢.

The bulk of Section 9 is devoted to this exit time estimate. This is obtained by repackaging the
homogenization bounds for the Dirichlet problem into estimates on the resolvent which then in turn
give bounds on the parabolic initial-boundary value problem. Repeatedly iterating the parabolic
bounds allows us to deduce that the probability that X¢ exits By before time (logt)~? is extremely
small (see (9.23)).

1.6. Notation. The Euclidean norm on R™ is denoted by |- |. We sometimes write r A s :=
min{r, s} and r v s := max{r,s}. The Holder conjugate exponent of an exponent p € [1,00] is
denoted by p’, where p’ := p(p — 1)~ if p # © and p' = 1 otherwise. We let £.(z) = e - x
denote the linear function with slope e € R?. The distance between subsets A, B < R? is denoted
by dist(A, B) := infzea yep |[x—y|. The set of m-by-n matrices with real entries is denoted by R™*".
If B € R™*", then B! is the transpose of B. The n-by-n identity matrix is written I,. The
symmetric and anti-symmetric n-by-n matrices are denoted respectively by R™?*" and R%*". We

sym skew *

denote the Loewner ordering on R X™ by <; that is, if A, B € R**"™ then A < B means that B— A has

Sym Sym
nonnegative eigenvalues. Unless otherwise indicated, the norm we use for R”™*™, denoted by |A|,
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is the square root of the largest eigenvalue of A*A. The Lebesgue measure of a (measurable)
subset U < R? is denoted by |U|. If V is a subset of R? of codimension 1, such as the boundary oU
of a nice domain U, then |V| refers instead to the d — 1 dimensional Hausdorff measure of V. We
denote volume-normalized integrals and LP norms for p € [1,00) by

Hu = :I:U f(z)dx = ]U1| JUf(a:) dx and If ey = <J:U |f(x)|P d:];)l/P.

We also put a slash through the sum symbol Y to denote the average of a finite sequence. We
denote by |A| the cardinality of a finite set A and, for every f: A — R,

Ef(a)z Zf

acA aeA

We denote indicator functions—both for events and for subsets of R%—using the symbol 1.

The function spaces we use include the standard Hélder spaces CH(U) for k e N, a € (0,1]
and a domain U < R¢, as well as Sobolev spaces, which are denoted by WsP(U) for s € R
and p € [1,0]. The fractional Sobolev spaces are defined in [AKM19, Appendix B], and we use
the notation from this appendix (which we do not repeat here). For most of the paper, we use the
classical space W1P(U); in the case p = 2 this is denoted by H'(U). The norm is defined by

1

I lwiowy = (IVF B + 15 o)

If |U[ < o0, then the volume-normalized norm [ f|y 1.0 is defined by

1

£ lwro) = (195 oy + 101811 )

The negative, dual seminorms are defined by

-y =] [ @ate)de < g CEO). oy < 1)

and

[f]@ﬂ,p/w) = sup{fo(x)g(m) dz : [glyrogy <1, (9 = 0}.

If p=p =2, then we write H~! in place of WP, We let Wol’p(U) denote the closure of CX(U)
in W1P(U) with respect to the norm | - lwie@y. If X(U) is a function space defined for every

domain U < RY, then Xj,.(U) denotes the set of functions on U which belong to X (U n Bg)
for every R € [1,00). We let Cy(R?) denote the space of continuous functions u : RY — R such
that lim, e u(x) = 0, and C¥(R%) denotes the subspace of C*(R?) with compact support in RY.

We keep track of the stochastic integrability of our random variables with the Og(-) notation
defined in Section 2.3. Throughout, for o € (0,00) we denote F ( ) :=exp(t?) as defined in (2.38).
The bold symbol T is used to denote the gamma function I'(s) := SO t5~Lexp(—t) dt.

2. Coarse-graining estimates

In this section we introduce the main objects in our approach to renormalization, namely the
coarse-grained coefficient fields. These quantities are not new, and have been used extensively in
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the theory of quantitative homogenization (see [AKM19, AK24a] and the references therein for the
historical background).

In a very recent paper [AK24b], two of the authors developed a formalization of the renormaliza-
tion group in the context of elliptic homogenization, with an analysis based on these coarse-grained
coefficients. In particular, in that paper we measure ellipticity in a negative regularity space, and
this allows for the renormalization of the ellipticity ratio. Concretely, for solutions on large scales,
we are able to make use of elliptic estimates on a coarse-grained level—we can use the renormalized
diffusion matrices rather than the microscopic diffusivity. The analysis in the present paper makes
critical use of this idea.

We begin our discussion in the next subsection by introducing the reader to the coarse-grained
matrices for very general coefficient fields, specializing to the setting of Theorem B later in the
section.

There are many equivalent ways of defining and of thinking about coarse-grained fields, and they
have many interesting algebraic properties. These are presented in a complete and self-contained
way in [AK24a, AK24b]. To avoid repetition, here we will summarize the properties that are needed
while referring to those papers for many of the proofs.

2.1. Definition of the coarse-grained matrices. Consider a general coefficient field a : R —

R4 and write the symmetric and anti-symmetric parts of a, respectively, as
1 t 1 t
s:=§(a+a) and k:=§(a—a),

where a’ denotes the transpose of a. Although the coarse-grained matrices can be defined for more
general coefficient fields (see [AK24b]), in this paper we work under the assumption that a(-) is
qualitatively uniformly elliptic on bounded subsets of R¢. This means that s is valued in the set
of positive matrices and s™!, s,k € LY. (RY). Associated to the field a is another field A which is
valued in the set R2%%24 of 2d-by-2d symmetric matrices and given by

_ ((s+k's7Tk)(z) —(k's71)(z)
A(z) := ( (51K () s L(z) ) (2.1)

The field A arises naturally in the variational formulation of the equation —V - aVu = 0, and the
variational perspective is helpful in gaining an intuition for coarse-graining.

For each such a(-) and every bounded Lipschitz domain U < R%, we define three matrices which
we denote by s(U), s,(U) and k(U). The matrices s(U) and s, (U) are symmetric, and we think of
them as representing, respectively, upper and lower bounds for the symmetric part of the coarse-
grained matrix. We always have the order s(U) > s.(U), and we think of the gap between s(U)
and s, (U) as representing “uncertainty” in the coarse-graining procedure. The matrix k(U) is not
necessary anti-symmetric, but its symmetric part is bounded by the size of (s —s)(U) and therefore
small if coarse-graining is working well.

We also arrange these three matrices in a pair of 2d-by-2d matrices which we denote by

_ ((s+K's k) (U) —(k's;1)(U) _ (s« +ksTIKN)(U)  (ks™1)(U)
AlU) "( W0 s0) ) A*“”‘( W) s ) (22)

We consider these matrices to be a coarse-graining of the field A. We have that A,(U) < A(U) and
the difference A (U)— A, (U) is proportional to (s —s)(U), once again representing the uncertainty
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or error in the coarse-graining. We will often need to refer to the top left d-by-d block of A(U), so
we denote this matrix by
b(U) := (s + k's; 'k)(U). (2.3)

The matrices A(U) and A, (U) evidently contain the same information as the triple (s, s«, k)(U).
It is however helpful to have both perspectives in mind. The matrices (s, s, k)(U) are often more
intuitive, but on the other hand several important algebraic properties are best written in terms
of A(U). For instance, as shown below, A (U) is subadditive, while s(U) and k(U) are not.

There are several equivalent ways to define these coarse-grained matrices. The first way is to
define A(U) by the variational formula

1 1
SP AP = inf{J[U (X +P)-A(X+P): Xe L20(U) x Lfol’O(U)} , PeR*  (24)

where L?)ot,O(U ) and Lgol,o(U ) respectively denote the set of potential (gradient) and solenoidal

(divergence-free) vector fields which vanish on the boundary oU; that is,
LooU) i= {Vu : we HY(U)}, L2,(U) = {ge LA(URY) : o e H'(U), Lg Vo = 0}.

The right side of (2.4) is clearly quadratic in P, and therefore there exists a symmetric matrix A (U)
such that the equality in (2.4) in holds, and this defines A(U). Having defined A(U) in this way,
we can define the matrices s,(U), k(U) and s(U)—in that order—by giving names to the various
block entries of A(U).

An alternative way to define the coarse-grained matrices is to define, for each p, g € R?, another
variational quantity J(U,p,q) by

1
J(U,p,q) == sup J[ (—§VU'SVU—p'aVu+q-VU>, (2.5)
ue A(U) JU

where A(U) denotes the set of solutions to the equation —V -aVu = 0 in U; that is,
A(U) :=={ue Hp,(U) : V-aVu=0in U}.

We also define the analogue of this quantity for the adjoint equation by

1
J*(U,p,q) := sup J[ <—§Vu-sVu—p~atVu+q-Vu) (2.6)
ueA*(U) Ju

where

A*(U) = {ue Hp,(U) : =V -a'Vu=0in U}

denotes the set of solutions to the adjoint equation in the domain U. The supremums in the
variational problems on the right sides of (2.5) and (2.6) are achieved, and the maximizers be-
long to H'(U) and are unique up to additive constants. Throughout the paper we denote them
by v(-,U,p,q) and v*(-, U, p, q), respectively.

Having defined J(U, p, q), we can then define s(U),s.(U) € ngxrff and k(U) € R¥4 in a such a
way that

TWU,p,0) = 30+ sW)p+ g+ KO) -, U)a + KOW) —p-a. (27)
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It turns out that, by duality arguments, it can be shown that (see [AK24a, Lemma 5.4])

TUp.) = 5o s+ (g~ KUW) -5 (U)a — KO)) ~p- 0. 28)

If we then define A(U) by (2.2), then the above identities become

J(U,p,Q)=;<_p>-A(U)(_p>—p-q and J*(va,q)=1<p>'A(U)<p>—p-q- (2.9)

This implies that

[\

<Z> CA(D) (2) = J(U,p,—q) + J*(U,p, q) (2.10)

These two definitions of the coarse-grained matrices given above are equivalent. A proof of this
purely algebraic fact can be found for instance in [AK24a, Section 5.

The quadratic form (p,q) — J(U,p,q) is therefore yet another way to represent the coarse-
grained matrices. Its usefulness is due to the variational form (2.5), from which we can quickly
derive many important properties, as we will see in the next subsection.

While the coarse-grained matrices clearly depend on the underlying coefficient field a(-), we
usually suppress this dependence from the notation. However, in this paper we need to consider
several different coefficient fields (for instance infrared cutoffs of a in the context of Theorem B,
as well as renormalized coefficient fields) and so it is necessary to make this dependence explicit in
some cases, which we do by writing s(U; a), s«(U;a), k(U;a), A(U;a), J(U,p,q;a) and so forth.

One property of the coarse-grained matrices which is very important for the analysis in this
paper is the commutativity of coarse-graining with the addition of constant anti-symmetric matrices.
We first observe that the set of solutions A(U) of the equation does not change if we add a
constant anti-symmetric matrix ko € R?? to the field a, since V - (a + ko)Vu = V - aVu. That
is, A(U;a) = A(U;a+kg). Indeed, we may even consider that the field a is only defined modulo the
addition of an anti-symmetric matrix. This invariance is inherited by the coarse-grained matrices.
Indeed, using this and (2.5) we see immediately that

J(Uapa g;a+ kO) = J(vav q — kop; a) :
In terms of the matrices, we have
s(Us;a+ko) =s(U;a), s«(U;a+ko)=s«U;a), and k(U;a+ko)=k({U;a)+ko, (2.11)

and

(s+ (k +ko)ls; 1k + ko)) (U) —((k + ko)?s;!

A(U;a+ ko) :< —(s: ! (k + ko))(U) s, (U)

U
) )) = Gt_kOA(U; a)G_y, ,
(2.12)
where we define the matrix Gy, as
I; 0
G, = <}f Id) . (2.13)

In other words, adding a constant anti-symmetric matrix kg does not change s(U) or s,(U), and
it merely adds ko to k(U).

We combine J and J* into a single quantity by defining

* 1 1
J<U, (2), <g*>> 1= §J(U,p —p*,q" —q) + §J*(U,p* +p.q¢" +4q). (2.14)
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2.2. Basic properties of the coarse-grained matrices. We list here (without proof) some of
the important properties of the coarse-grained matrices. Proofs can be found in [AK24a] or [AK24b].

The coarse-grained matrices are bounded by integrals of the field itself: for every bounded
Lipschitz domain U < R?, we have that

1
<J: sfl(aﬁ) dx) <sx(U)<s(U) < (s+ ktsglk)(U) < J[ (s + ktsflk)(w) dx . (2.15)
U U
and, more generally,

(J[U A7 () dx>_1 <AU)<A@U) < J[UA(:U) dzx . (2.16)

A more general form of the last inequality in (2.16) is the subadditivity of A(U), which states that,
for every partition {U;}¥; of U (up to a Lebesgue null set) we have that

N .
AU) <D “é”

=l

AU;). (2.17)

Equivalently, the quantity J(U, p,q) is subadditive. By Young’s inequality, if s, so are symmetric
matrices and k is another matrix, then

sy + ktSQk —ktSQ s1 + 2kt52k 0
< —SQk S92 < 0 282 ) (2'18)

We will use this to upper bound matrices like A(z) and A(U) by a block diagonal matrix.
The first variation for the optimization problem (2.5) asserts that, for every w e A(U),

q~J[ Vw—p-J[ anzJ[ Vw - sVu(,U,p,q) . (2.19)
U U U

The second variation says that, for every w € A(U),

1
J(U.p,q) —][ (—§Vw -sVw —p-aVw + q.vw)

U
= J(U %(Vu(o, U,p,q) — Vw) . S(Vv(~, U,p,q) — Vw). (2.20)
It follows that J can be written as the energy of the maximizer: for every p, q € R%,
J(U,p,q) = :EJ %Vv(-, U,p,q)-sVou(-,U,p,q). (2.21)
Similarly, we have that
J(U,p,q) = %(q . J[U Vo(-,U,p,q) —p- J:U aVu(-,U,p, q)) : (2.22)

By summing (2.7) and (2.8), we obtain the identity

J(U,p,q—h) + J*(U,p,q+h) =p- (s —s:)(U)p + (¢ — s:(U)p) - 55 (U) (g — 5+(U)p)
+ (h=k(U)p) -8, " (U)(h—k(U)p) . (2.23)
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In particular,

J(U,e,(sx —k)(U)e) + J*(U,e, (s« + k)(U)e) =e- (s —s4)(U)e. (2.24)
By [AK24a, Remark 5.7], we have that that the symmetric part of k is controlled by the gap
between s(U) and s, (U):

(k+kHU) < (s—s4)(U) and — (k+Kk")(U) < (s—s4)(U). (2.25)

The quantity J allows us to relate the spatial averages of gradients and fluxes of arbitrary
solutions: by (2.19), we have that, for every p,q € R? and w € A(U),

fU (p -aVw —q - Vw) ﬁj Vw - SVU(-, U,p, q)’ < (2J(U,p, q))l/2 <J(U Vw - st>1/2 . (2.26)

By taking ¢ = (s — k)(U)p, using (2.24) and then taking the maximum over |p| = 1, we obtain, for
every w e A(U),

J[U aVw — (s — kt)(U)J[U Vw‘ < 2"2|s(U) — s, (U)["* (J[U Vuw - st)1/2 . (2.27)

The coarse-grained matrix s,(U) gives a lower bound for the spatial average of the gradient of an
arbitrary solution in terms of its energy:

1 1

(J[ VU) -5:(U) (J[ vu) <][ “Vu-sVu, Yue AU). (2.28)
2\Ju U U2

Similarly, the coarse-grained matrix b(U) gives a lower bound for the spatial average of the flux of
an arbitrary solution in terms of its energy:

1 1
= <J[ aVu) b~ HU) <J[ aVu> < J[ —Vu-sVu, Yue AU). (2.29)
2\Ju U U 2
For e,q € R? and a bounded Lipschitz domain U < R? denote by v(-,U, e, q) the maximizing

solution in (2.5). The spatial averages of the gradient and flux can be written explicitly in terms
of the coarse-grained matrices: by [AK24a, (5.16)], we have

]fU Vol Use.q) = —p + 53 (U)(q + K(U)e)

(2.30)
J[ aVu(-,U,e,q) = (Is — k's; ) (U)g — b(U)e.
U
We also denote
v(-,U,e) := v(-, U,O,s*(U)e) , (2.31)
so that by (2.30) we have that
(Vv(-, U, e))U B e
<(aVv(-, U.e)y) = \(su0) —Ki(u))e) - (2.32)
By (2.21), the energy can be expressed as
1 1
J[ §Vv(-,U, e)-sVu(-,U,e) = J(U,0,s.¢) = 3¢ s«(U)e. (2.33)
U
It is clear that the map e — Vu(-,U, e) is linear. We also define
a,(U) :=s,(U) — k' (U).
For each n € N, we introduce the coarse-grained coefficient field a,, defined by
ni= Y a(z+0n)lan, . (2.34)

2€3n 74
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2.3. Orlicz notation for tail bounds. Throughout the paper we track tail bounds of random
variables as follows: for A > 0 and an increasing function ¥ : Ry — [1, 00) satisfying

© ot
L 70 dt < o, (2.35)
and a random variable X, we write
X < 0yg(A) (2.36)
to mean
P[X > tA] < T0R Vte[1,0). (2.37)

As we will see just below, this induces a particularly useful algebra which allows us to essentially
multiply and add the right sides of (2.36). More generally, we write

X < O\pl(Al) + ...+ O\pn(An)
to mean that

X<Xi+-+X,, where X; = Oy, (4;), Vie{l,...,n}.

Although we introduce this notation for a general increasing function ¥ satisfying (2.35), for
most of this paper we will use ¥ = I',;, where for o € (0, ),

Ly (t) :=exp(t?). (2.38)

This describes random variables with stretched exponential tails. The important case o = 2 specifies
Gaussian tails and (1.14) can be rewritten as

linll 2= (@ne) + 3" IVinl o) + 3% 1V2inl 2@,y < Ora(1). (2.39)

We recall some basic properties and refer to [AK24b, Appendix C| and [AKM19, Appendix A] for
an in depth discussion.

Lemma 2.1 (Generalized triangle inequality). There ezists a universal constant C' < oo such that,
for every o € (0,00) and sequence {Xy}ren of random variables,

X <Or,(m) = >, Xp<Or, ((1 +Co ) D) ak> (2.40)
keN keN

Proof. The inequality for o > 1 is proved in [AKM19, Lemma A.4]. The proof of that lemma also
gives the statement for 0 < o < 1. O

Lemma 2.2 (Multiplication property). For every o1,09 € (0,00) if X1,X2 are positive random
vartables, then

X; < OFol (Al) and X9 < OF02 (AQ) = X1 X0 <Or o109 (AlAQ) . (2.41)

o1+0o9

In particular, for every o,p, K € (0,00) and positive random variable X,

X <O, (K) — X <Op  (KP). (2.42)

o/p

Proof. This is [AKM19, Lemma A.3]. O
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Lemma 2.3 (Maximum of Or, random variables). Suppose that 0, A > 0 and X1,..., XN is a
sequence of random variables satisfying X; = Or_(A) for N = 2. Then

VYo
12%{\[‘)( Or, ((3log N)77A) . (2.43)

Proof. For every t = 1 we use a union bound to estimate

P[ max X; > A(3log N) 1/"75 Z [Xi> A 310gN)1/”t]

1<i<N
< Nexp( 3t logN) exp( 7(3log N — logN)> exp(—t?),
where in the last line we used 2log N > 1. O
The indicator function 15 of an event E with 0 < P[E] < 1 satisfies, for every o € (0, o0),
15 < Or, (g P[E]|"7") . (2.44)
This is immediate from the definition of (2.36) in (2.37).

Lemma 2.4. For every o € (0,00) and random variable X satisfying X = Or, (o),
E[|X"] <o*(1+T(kf2+1), VkeN, (2.45)

and
Elexp(NX) — 1] < 3max{oN exp(dN), 0> N? exp(c’*N?)} . (2.46)

Proof. To obtain (2.45), we assume o = 1 without loss of generality and straightforwardly compute
Q0 Q0
E[|X[¥] = f P[|X|F > t]dt <1 +f P[|X| > t]kt* 1 dt
0 1
| 2
<1+ 3 kt" “exp(—t°)2tdt <1+ T(k2+1).
1

We next use (2.45) to estimate

0 o k k 0 k k
NE N N*T (k2 4 1)
Efexp(NX)] § 17 E[|X|¥] § § o

The first term on the right side is bounded from above by oN exp(c/N) and the second term is
bounded using the identity
2k)!
V2R N,

Lk +1/2) = VT

as follows:

i ok NET( k/2+ 1)

[
R

(aN)%r k +1 i (o N)*HID((k + 1) + 1)

k=1 k=1 ( (2k +1)!
< ( & 2k+1f(2k+2)
N Z | Z Ak+1
k=1 =
< (exp 2N2 ) +JNeXp (02N?)
< 02N2 exp(0?N?) + o N exp(c?N?).
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To conclude, we note that
oNexp(oN) + 0?N? exp(0?N?) + o N exp(0?N?) < 3max{oN exp(cN), s> N? exp(c>N?)}.
This completes the proof of (2.46). O

We will use the following concentration inequality for sums of centered, independent random
variables with stretched exponential tails. For a proof, see [AK24b, Lemma C.2 & Corollary C.4].

Proposition 2.5 (Concentration for Or,). There ezists a universal constant C < oo such that, for
every o € (0,2], m € N and finite sequence X1, ..., X, of independent random variables satisfying

Xk = Org(l) and E[Xk] = 0, vk e {1, e ,m}, (2.47)

we have the estimate
' Xi = Or, (((Co™)" + Cllog(o — D] 1gpury)m"?) (2.48)
k=1

We often apply Proposition 2.5 in the case of sequences which have a finite range of dependence.
For instance, we may have random variables {X.} c3nzd~g, for some m,n € N with n < m, which
have the property that X, and X,/ are independent provided that the corresponding subcubes do
not touch: that is, if dist(z + Oy, 2’ + O,) # 0. In this case, we can simply break into 3¢ many
subcollections which are independent:

I D YD S o8

2e3nZ4N0,, ye3"Zdn, 11 2€37 1740,

We then apply (2.48) to each of the inner sums: assuming X, = Or, (1), we have

Z Xyy: =0Or, (((C’J_l)l/” + C|log(o — 1)|1/"1{(,>1})3g(m_”_1)> .

ze3n+17d~0,,

Summing over y € 3"Z% n O, ;1 and using the triangle inequality then yields

Y X, =0r, (G320 )

ze3nZ4n0,,

2.4. Infrared cutoffs. We now move from the general setting considered above to the particular
setting of Theorem B, that is, a := v + k with k given in (1.13) with the assumptions (J1)—(J5)
in force.

We let a,, and k,, be the infrared cutoffs defined in (1.46), and we define also

(vl + vkt k) (z) —v ik (x)

Apn() ::( BN i ) (2.49)

The divergence-free vector field f,,, is defined by

f,:=—-V k,.
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By (J1), the fields a,,, Ky, A, and f,, are R%stationary and have range of dependence +/d3™.
The assumption (J3) implies that, for a constant C'(d) < o,

o0 e}
If =l < Y, IV dnli=@,) < 0F2< > 3”) < Or,(37™) (2.50)
n=m+1 n=m-+1

and, indeed, for every m,n,e N with n < m,
|V (km —kn) | Lo,y = Or, (37") - (2.51)
In the following lemma we record some more basic estimates on k,,, — k,, in L? and W~ norms.

Lemma 2.6 (Estimates on k,, — k;,). Let p € [1,0). There exists C(d) < o such that, for
every I, m,ne N withn <m <,

[k =Xy < Ora(CP73™) (2.52)
[k = Kl oy < Clm = )2 + Or, (Cp2(m — n)¥23-2(=m) (2.53)
[k = Kl oo o) < Ora(Clm — )2 (1 = )?). (2.54)

Moreover, for every 6 € (0,1) and o € (0,00), there exists a random variable K, with
log Ky < Or,, (C(C5 1 o™1)Y7) (2.55)
such that, for every m e N with 3™ = K,
m k= (), | oo, + 3" IV = Vil (0, + 377k = (0,15, < 0m” (256
and for every A, B =1 and m — [Alog(Bm)] <n <m and z € 3"Z* ~n O,
(9)- 40, — ()5 | < (Alog(Bm))dm? . (2.57)
Also, for Ky satisfying (2.55), we have, for every x € RY,
k(z) — k(0)]” < C (log(K2 + |2[2))*" . (2.58)

Proof. The dihedral symmetry assumption (J4) and the R?-stationarity of j, imply that, for ev-
ery x € R4
Efja(2)] = E[52(0)] 0.
The independence and tail assumptions, (J1) and (J3) respectively, therefore yield, for every k € N
and h € Z,
. _d(h—

|Gy, | < Or, (C372(RRIVOY (2.59)
Applying the multiscale Poincaré inequality (see [AK24b, Proposition A.1]) and using (2.42) and
the concentration inequality in Proposition 2.5 with o = 2/p, for every | > k,

l p
3‘l||jklwl,p<al><023h‘l< ya \(jwymh!p) < Ory (Cp"357 (14 (1= ) 1gagy) - (2:60)

h=—0o ye3hZdn0;
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The bound (2.52) now follows from the triangle inequality and Lemma 2.1:
m
- —1s 1 —1
3 Hkm — kn||w71’p(|]l) < Z 3 ||Jk”w,1,p(‘:|l) < OFQ(Cp /23771, )
k=n

Turning to the proof of (2.53) and (2.54), we use the independence of different ji and the tail
assumptions ((J2) and (J3), respectively) to obtain the existence of C(d) < o such that, for
every m,n € N with n < m,

|k — k2)(0)] = Or, (C(m —n)"?) . (2.61)
Using (J3), we obtain, for every m,n € N with n < m,
[l = en o ) < V3™ [V (i = K)o, + [k = k) (0)] < Ory (C(m —n)?) . (2.62)
By the assumption of R stationarity, we obtain, for every [ € Z and m,n € N with n < m,

J[u (ki — kn)(@)[" d < Ory, (CP(m — )2 (2.63)

Using the finite range of dependence assumption (J1) and Proposition 2.5, we can improve the
previous bound on scales larger than 3": for every I,m,n € N with n < m <,

J[D (ki — k) (2)|" dz < C(m — )" + O, ((Cp)"*(m — n)?23-2(=m) (2.64)

This yields (2.53). To obtain (2.54) we return to (2.62) and make a union bound: for every ¢ > 1

Pk — Kl n ) > Clm = m)V2(1 = ) 1]

- IP[ sup [k — anLOC(ZJan)

> C(m—n)"?(l — n)l/Qt]
ZE3nZdﬁDl

N

Z IP[Hkm - anLw(HDn) > C(m —n)"?(1 - n)l/zt]

ze3n74 0,

< 3=n) exp(—Ct*(1 —n)) < exp(—t?),

provided that C is large enough. This implies (2.54).
Turning to the proof of (2.56) and (2.57), for each m € N, denote h := [Alog(Bm)] and define

Xm = m_lHk - (k)Dm HLOO(EIm) + 3m||Vk - vkaLOO(Dm) + 3_m/4 [km]fl—l/4(|]m)

2.
+h' max max  |(K)oso, — (K)o, . (2.65)
ne[m—h,m]nN ze3nrZin0,,

We claim that
Xm < Or,(C). (2.66)

The first two terms on the right side of (2.65) are bounded by Or, (C') using (2.54) and (2.51). For
the third term, we claim that for every (z + O,) < ,,, we have

|(K)240, — (K)o, | < O, (Cm —n)"?). (2.67)
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Indeed, by (2.59) and (2.43) we have that

[(K)z+0, — (K)o, |

(kn)zt0,] + (K)o, | + (k= kn)z10, = (k = k)0, |

Or,(C) + [(k = kn)(2) = (k = kn)z40,| + (K = ki) (2) = (k = Kkn)o, | + [k (2) — kn(2))]
Or,(C(m —n)") + |(k = kn)(2) = (k = kn)or0, | + | (k = k) (2) = (k = k)|
Or,(C(m —n)"?),

NN

N

A\

where in the last line we used (2.51). Consequently,

m 1 1/2
37"k — (K)o, g g,y <C Z 3-a(m- n>< E |(k)Z+Dn—(k)gm]2) < Or,(C).

n=-—00 2e3nZ4A0,,
Also by (2.67) and (2.43) we have

TR [(k)z4+0, — (K)o, < Or,(Ch). (2.68)

This completes the proof of (2.66).

For each o € (0,00) we define K, := sup{3™*! : m € N, X,,, > dm°}. Set also N, :=
[(Co=61)"7]. By a union bound and (2.66) together with (2.68) and a straightforward computa-
tion, we deduce that, if the constant C' in the definition of N, is a large enough universal constant,
then

e @] a0
P[log Ko > (log 3)Nam] < Z P[X, > én7] < Z exp(—cn®?) < exp(—em®).
n=|Ngm| n=|Ngm|

This completes the proof of (2.56) and (2.57).
Finally, (2.58) is a direct consequence of (2.56). The proof is complete. ]

We denote the coarse-grained matrices for the infrared cutoff a,, with the subscript m; that is,
sm(U) :=s(Usan), sSmx(U):=s«U;an), knU):=k{U;ay,), An,U):=AU;a)

as well as J,, (U, ) := J(U,-; ay,) and A, (U) := A(U; a,,) and so forth. We also denote the infrared

cutoff coarse-grained coefficient fields ay, ,, by

ﬁL,n = Z aL,*(z + Dn)lz_Hjn . (269)
€374

Associated to these coarse-grained matrices are annealed matrices A, (U), 8,(U), 8.« (U), ki (U).
These are defined by

A (U) = <( Jr(_l‘_qsﬂll*)le))(U) (lgﬁj(’%w)> = E[A,(U)] . (2.70)

In fact, using that a,, has the same law as a!,, and that

k(U;a') = —k(Usa),
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which is immediate from (2.7) and (2.8), we deduce that k,,(U) has the same law as —k,,(U). In
particular, k,,(U) = 0, which allows us to rewrite the matrix in (2.70) as

ALU) = (gméU) glo(U)>. (2.71)

m,%

The dihedral symmetry assumption (J4) also implies that each of the diagonal blocks of A,,((J,,)
is a scalar matrix.

By subadditivity, the matrices A,,((J,) are monotone nonincreasing in n. We also define the
deterministic matrices A,, and S,,, as the infinite-volume limits of these:

A, = <§6“ 591> = lim E[A,,(0,)]. (2.72)

The fact that §;&*(U ) converges to §,,' is a consequence of qualitative homogenization for the

field v1; + k;p, (see [AK24Db, Proposition D.1 & Theorem 3.1]).

We also define, for each m € N,

. (V + 20(2.53)1/_1771)111 0
E, = < 0 20(2.53)1/_1101 . (2.73)

Lemma 2.7 (Ellipticity bounds for A,,). For every m,n € N,
E,. A, (0,)E;,)?| < Or, (1)  and  E7A,E."”<E"A,(0,)E,?<1. (2.74)

Moreover, for each m € N and € (0,1), there exists a constant C(vy,d) < o and a random minimal
scale Sy~ satisfying

S = Or, (C3™) (2.75)

such that, for every n € N,
3" > Sy = 3TTVESVIA L (2 + O)E;, T < 20y, Vi€ Z A (—oo,n), 2328 0,. (2.76)

Proof. Fix m e N. Using (2.18), we compute, for every z € R¢ and [ € Z,

—11,t
Az 40 < Am<x>dx<Jf (”Id“” ko (2)km (@) - 0 >d:z:
40, Z+0; 0 201y
—1 2
(2 el 0 Y
0 21/71151

We deduce that
E VA (2 + O)E.Y < max{l, (Cm) 2 (zml)}bd-
By (2.53) and (2.54), we have that, for every z € R% and [ € Z,
- —(g —m)v
(Cm) ™ k[ J2(syryy < 1+ Ory (€37 GO, (2.77)

Combining the previous two displays yields (2.74).
We also deduce from (2.77) that, for every ¢ > 1, v € (0,1) and n € N with n > max{m, [},

P[(Cm)_lHkaiz(Dl) > 2t37(”_l)] < eXp(—Ctg’Y(n_l)"rg(l—m)vO) .
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By a union bound and stationarity, for every t > 1, for every n € N,
]P’[Hl €Zn (—wo,n], 32€3Z¢n0,, EAL(z+O)AL" £ 2t37(”_l)12d]

< i 3 P[E;;/?Am(z +O)ALY & 2t37(”’l)12d]

l=—00 2ze3!Z4~0,

< ) 3“”‘”1@[E,ﬂ?Am(DZ)A;/? & 2t37("_l)12d]

l=—0

< Z 3d(n—1) eXp(_Ct?)'y(nfl)Jr%(lfm)vO)

|=—00
C|1
< exp(‘?ygfﬂ> exp(—cS’y("_m)) .
We next define

Sy 1= sup{3" : neNn[m,0) and there exists [ € Z n (—oo,n], z € 3124 n 0O,

such that E;Il/2Am(z + DZ)A;;/Q £ 2t37(”_l)12d} )

Then &, - satisfies the conclusion of the lemma. O

2.5. Localization. We observe in this section that the matrix Gy defined in (2.13) and the
infrared cutoffs of the previous section can be used to estimate the cost of localizing, that is lowering
the infrared cutoff of the coarse-grained matrices. Localization will be used below in arguments
requiring us to use independence to observe stochastic cancellations.

Lemma 2.8. We have

Gn,Gh, = Gh,1n,, Vhy, hye R4, (2.78)
For every {,n e N, z € R and h e R¥*¢,
_ it se(U) 0
AU) = Gy, vy ( 0 s;U) Gk, () (2.79)
and )
‘A;l(U)GflAg(U)Gh - Igd‘ < 2[s; L(U)h| + |s; LU)B[. (2.80)

Proof. The first two identities are immediate. To see (2.80), suppress ¢ and U from the notation
and compute

_ 10 s 0
\A IGLAGh—IQd\= Gk<50 S*)GilGiZGt_k<0 S_1>G_kGh—Igd

*

10 s 0
= Gk((so s Gil 0 S;l Gp —Iyy |Gk
st 0 + (s O
- < 0 sy Gn 0 s;t G — Iaa
|(s7! 0)/hls;'h his;!
"IN 0 s /\ s;'h 0
s~ V2hts-lhs™"2 s 2hts] 72 1 12
- ( 5;1/2;:5_1/2 0 ’ ‘<2|S* h‘ +’S* h| )
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where the last estimate follows by the fact that s, <s. O
We next compare the coarse-grained matrices corresponding to two different infrared cutoffs.

Lemma 2.9 (Localization). There ezists a constant C(d) < o« such that, for every m,n,L € N
with n < m < L and Lipschitz domain U < O,

‘A;”I/Q(U) GIEkL—km)UAL(U)G(RL*km)UA;LW(U) B I2d‘

< 2Vd3" |V (km — ki) 1o(,) + 437 |V (kpn — kp) |70, - (2.81)
Consequently,
|5 (U)s, ' (U) = Ta| + [sms (U)s L (U) — 14| < Or, (31 70m7™) (2.82)
and
s 2 (0) (kL (U) — kn(U) — (kp — kn)v)s; (U)] < Op, (317 30m) (2.83)

Proof. We begin with the proof of (2.81). We start from the pointwise identity, which is immediate
from (2.49):
AL(z) = Gl (2) 1, () A () Gy (@) —kp (@), VT ER?

This can also be written as
AL(r) = G (1) -1p (0) (ko —kcr )o A (8) Gl () ke (2)— (k) V2 € RY,
where we define, for e € {L, m},
Au(@) = Gl ), Ae(@)G )y and  T(2) = G, () ks () (kon—k1)or
Using the above, we have

|AL"ALAL"

r = L] ey = |A, T T A, TT 1A, —

I2dHLoo(U)
= [A'TALT T~ Lo

We next use the identity
ADNTALT ™ —Tyg = ALY (T = Lpg) AL (T = Tpg) + AH(T ™ — Tog) AL — (T = Iyg),
the triangle inequality and the cyclic property of the spectral norm to obtain
AT AT L,
< [ALHT = L) AL(T™! = Toa) | oy + [ALH T = Taa) A oy + [T = Taa| o
H HT™! —Tzq) ALHLO@(U HT ' I2dHLoo + HT - 12dHLOO(U) + HTil - I2dHL°0(U)
= HT - 12dHLOO(U) HT - 12d”LOO(U) + HT - 12d”LO@(U) + HTil - 12d”LOO(U)
2
<2|T- I2d”L0@(U) + [T - I2d“Loo(U)
In the last line, we also used that the spectral norms of T, T~!, T? and T~ are equal, due to (2.78).

Therefore,
~ _1 ~ ~ _1 2
HAL /2AmAL = I2dHLoo(U) < 2”T - 12dHLOO(U) + HT - IQUZ”LOO(U)
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A similar computation yields,
| AL ALALY ~Taa o) < 2T = Tad] oy + 1T = Taal g
Using this, we have, for all P € R%¢
P Gy, ), AL(U) Gy P

- inf{J[U(X +P) AL(X+P): XelL2o(U)x Lzol,O(U)}

< |ALPALALY @ inf{J[U(X +P)-Ap(X +P): XeL?, (U)x Lgow(U)}

t
< (1+D)(P- Gy, ), An(U)G,), P) (2.84)
where for convenience we denote
2
D= 2HT - 12d”LO@(U) + HT - I2dHL°C(U) :
By a similar computation, we also obtain the estimate

P - Gy, Am(U)G ), P < (1+ D) (P - Gl ), AL(U)Grey), P) - (2.85)

U

The previous three displays yield that
AL U) Gl i AL Gy iy A (V) = Taa| < D.
We bound the random variable D by noticing that

IT = Tad] o 1) < I () = ki) = (i = ki)u | 2= () < V3" |V (K — kL) 120
< Op,(3"™™). (2.86)

In the last line, we used (2.51) and the assumption U < [J,,. Hence
D < 2vd - 3"|V (km — ki)| e (o, + d32" |V (ki — kL)H%OO(Dn)
< Op,(2-3"™) 4+ Op, (32"™)) < Op, (317 ™) . (2.87)

This completes the proof of (2.81).
To prove (2.82), we observe by (2.84) with h := (k; — k,,,)(U) — (kr — kyn)u we have

t SL 0 Sm. 0
G_h<0 sz;)G_hé(lJrD)(O SEJ*>'

Consequently, by (2.12)
szl* < (1+ D)S;ﬁ*
and
s;, <sp +h's;th < (1+ D)sy,, (2.88)

with the first inequality due to the fact szl* is positive definite and symmetric. An identical
argument, using (2.85) instead, shows that

S < (L+D)s;Y and s, < (1+D)sp.

m,
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The previous three displays together with (2.87) yield (2.82). Similarly, using (2.88) we have
,1/ /

Sy 2smsL —1; < Dl

and
s, *hts; hs; " < (1 + D)s; Psmsy,” — 14 < Dla+ (1 + D)(s;, *sms;, * —1a) < D(2 + D)y,
which, by (2.87), implies (2.83). The proof is complete. O

The next lemma lets us compare gradients of solutions for different cut-offs.

Lemma 2.10. Let m,/,n e N. If ue H(O,) solves —V - a,,Vu = 0 in O, then there exists v €
u+ HYO,) solving —V -a,Vv =0 in O, such that

IV(u—=2)|r2@,) < v [k — kg — (K — ko)o, | 2o @) VUl g2,y - (2.89)

Proof. Let v eu+ H(O,) solve =V - a,Vv = 0 in O,,. By testing the equation for v with (u — v)
we have

0= ][ aVu-V(u—v) = J[ aVu-V(u—v)—v|V(u-— U)”i?(Dn) )

Since u solves —V-a,, Vu = 0, it also solves —V - (a,, —h)Vu = 0 for every anti-symmetric matrix h.
In particular, for h = (k,, — k¢)o,, we then get, by also applying Young’s inequality,

J[ ayVu-V(u—v) = _J[ (am —ar — (km — ke)o,, ) Vu - V(u —v)

v 2 1 2 2
< §HV(“ - U)HLQ(Dn) + 5”km — k¢ — (km —k¢)o, ”LOO(DT,,)HVUHLZ’(D

The result of the lemma follows by the previous two displays. O

Lemma 2.11. There exists a constant C(d) < oo such that for every h,n,f, L € N with h < n <
¢ < L we have that

_ o C v
872 (0n) (kz — ko), [* < Or, (C(L — O[s7L(E0)]) + OF%( (L — )31 h)> (2.90)
and
_ _ C (e
572 (On) (kL — ke)o,| < Or, (C(L — )"[8, % (T5)]) + Or, (;(L — )23 h)) : (2.91)
and

sLl*(D ) <5 L(Oh) + Or, (Cv'3 ("_h)) . (2.92)
Proof. We will first show (2.92). By subadditivity,

sp(0n) S5O0+ 2 (sph( +0n) —54(0n) -

z'e3hzdn0,
To estimate the last term, we use (2.82), which yields
SEA G+ 0h) = s (2 + Ol < 207 Pl (2 4+ ) — s (2 + 0w
< Or, (Cv 13720 =M) = op, (Cv 1373 (M) |
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Similarly,
1
5L (0n) — 5,1 (Op)| < Ov~t3=aln=h),

The claim (2.92) now follows by Proposition 2.5 with o = 2. For every k € N, we have that

(&), | < Or, (1) and  E[(jx)o,] =0,

and thus, by Proposition 2.5 with ¢ = 2, we obtain

L
(ke = ko), | = | 25 ()| < Ory(C(L = 0)).
i=0+1
This completes the proof of (2.90) and (2.91). O

3. A suboptimal lower bound on the renormalized diffusivities

In this section, we prove the precise version of the suboptimal lower bound which was vaguely
stated in (1.47). The idea of the proof is that, if §1,(0,,) does not grow sufficiently fast in m, then
due to its monotonicity, we can find a range of scales across which it does not change much. But
this allows us to compare the maximizers of the variational problem in (2.5) with (p,q) = (0,¢)
across this same range of scales and thereby deduce that the maximizer on the largest scale is
“flat” (close to an affine function). We then argue that the existence of such a flat solution is only
possible if the advection term is not contributing much (which is ruled out by assumption (J5)),
or the effective diffusivity s (0,,) is large. We deduce therefore that sz, ([J,,) must be large.

Proposition 3.1 (Suboptimal lower bound estimate). There exist C(d) € [1,00) and c(d) € (0,1/2]
such that, for every L, m,n € N satisfying

Lzm>=nz ¢ log®(3 + v 1) loglog(3 + v71), (3.1)
Cy
we have B B T
St = 51,+(0m) = ccam”?log™ 2 (v "m) (3.2)
and, consequently,
SZ}*(Dm) <Celn? log%(l/_ln) + OFQ(C’I/_13_g(m_”)) . (3.3)

The rest of this section is focused on the proof of Proposition 3.1. Throughout, we select
parameters ¢ € (0,1/2], L € N satisfying (3.1) and h, h’ € N satisfying

—1
1Mb%@mhéﬂ<lL, (3.4)

h = 10[K log®(v"'L)] and <70

where K is a large constant to be selected later. We will also select the parameter h at the end of
the proof. By the pigeonhole principle argument in [AK24b, Lemma 3.4], there exists

meNn[L—4K,L 1],
satisfying
—_1 —_ —_1
A () AL (Oon) AL (O) — Toa| < 6. (3.5)
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We next define scales n, £, ¢, L' € N by

L' :=m+[Klog(v 'L)],
0 :=m—h,

(:=0 —[Klog(v™'L)], (3.6)
n:=/0—[Klog(v"'L)].
Note that, by taking K sufficiently large, we can ensure that
m-—2h<n<t{<{ <m<L <L. (3.7)
Due to (2.82), we have that, for every k € [m — 2h, m],
ze3%§i\(mm’SL’*(z + Dk)sz,{*(z +0x) — Ig| < Or, (03_(”_’“)) < Or, (03_(L/_m)) . (3.8)
Combining (3.8) with (3.5), we deduce that
522 (Om)S. (Omezn) — 1| < 6+ €37, (3.9)

Note that the quantity 57/ () is monotone nonincreasing in &, and therefore (3.9) says that across
the range of scales k € [m — 2h, m] the ratio of any two S/ ,(Og) is close to one. In particular, the
parameters n, £ and ¢’ each represent scales which are within this range, that is, n, £, ¢’ € [m—2h, m].

We next fix a unit vector e € R? with |e| = 1. For each y € R? and k € N, we let uy, denote
the maximizer of Jr/ (y + Oy, 0,§1L/2*(Dn)e); that is,
1
Uky = UL/(-,y + Dk,O,SL/i*(Dn)e) ., yeR? keN.
For each k € N we let Vu;, denote the vector field whose restriction in each cube of the form z + g,
with z € 3*Z¢ is equal to Vuyg, .. That is,

Vu = Z Vug 1,40, -
2e3k7d

This is a slight abuse of notation, since Vuy, is not necessarily a gradient field except on subdomains
of a single cube of the form z + O, z € 3*Z¢.

We define the parameters p, ¢ € R? by
pi= 52,1’/:03”)6 and ¢ :=E[(a,Vu,),]. (3.10)

Observe that
pl < v, (3.11)

By (2.30), we have that, for every z € 3"Z¢,
E[(Vun):+0,] =55, (00)5] ,(On)e = p. (3.12)

We next use the identity (2.21) with s = vI; and the bound s;,', (U) < v, which is valid in
every domain U, to obtain, for every z € 3*Z¢, the quenched estimate

IVurl2a . o, = 20 (2 + Ok, 0,5/ (0n)e)
=15, (On)e 57t (2 + T0)5) L (On)e < v 2514 (00)]. (3.13)
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We next write the equation for wu,, := u;, 0 as
-V agVum = (fg - fL/) . VUm in Dm . (3.14)

We let w € H?(0,,) be the solution of the Dirichlet problem

—Aw = (fp — 1)) - in O,,,
{ w = (f )-p in (3.15)

w=0 on 0, .

The proof of Proposition 3.1 is based on a comparison of w to u,. We proceed by testing the
equations (3.14) and (3.15) with w to get

Vw - ayVu, = J[ w(fy — 1) Vu, =p- J[ w(fy — ) + J[ w(fy — £r) - (Vum — p)

Dm m m m

and

J[D |Vw|2 =Dp- fg w(fgl — fL/) =p- J(D w(fg — fL/) —I-p . J[ w(fgr — fg) s (3.16)

respectively. Combining these, we obtain, for every ¢ € R?, that

f vl = f, vooadu, o) - pa |t -t

m |]Tn

= Vw - (agVum — ¢) —+ Vw- (ke —kp)(Vupy, — p) —p- J[ (kg — ko) Vw.
Om Om Um

To get the second line in the display above, we integrated by parts, using the anti-symmetry of k.
and ky, to remove the divergence from f, — f;, and put a gradient onto the w. We next split the
terms on the right side of the previous display involving Vu,, into smaller scale maximizers and
additivity defect terms. Noting also that a;, = ay + ky — ky, we get, for every g € R, that

J[ ‘Vw]Q = J( Vw - (ayVuy, —q) + Vuw - (kr — k) (Vu, —p)
Dm Dm Dm

+ Vw-ap (Vi — Vu,) —p- J[ (ky — ky)Vuw. (3.17)

Dm m

The strategy is to estimate the expectation of the left side of (3.17) from below in terms of p, and
thus by means of §El*(Dn), and then to upper bound the expectation of the right side of (3.17).
This will be done in a series of lemmas below.

We begin with some basic estimates on the function w.
Lemma 3.2. For each t € (1,0), there exists a constant C(t,d) < oo such that
IVwl e,y < Or, (CR[p]), (3.18)

and
V2wl e, < Cll(fr — 1) Pl2@,,) < Or, (Clp|3~*) . (3.19)

Proof. Observe that by the regularity assumption (J3), the function on the right side of equa-
tion (3.15) is active only on scales larger than 3¢, and this is therefore true for w as well. In
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particular, w is very smooth on scales much smaller than 3¢. Using this together with (2.61)
and (J3) we see that the energy of w is bounded by:

vauy(mm) < Clpl|fr — ff"|ﬂ*1(Dm)
< Clpl[kr — ke — (kpy — ke )0, | 20,0

m—1 L
<Clpl| > i +Clp| ) 3" Vi 2,
k=t'+1 IL2(0Om) k=m B
< Or, (C(m —£)p]) . (3.20)

Using odd reflection to extend w periodically to R¢, we may then apply standard interior Calderén-
Zygmund estimates together with the previous display, to obtain, for every ¢ € (1,0), the existence
of C(d,t) < o such that

IVwl L@,y < Clpllf = follw-re,,)
< Clpllkr — ke — (kpy — ke)o, [l e,

m—1 L
<Clpl| ), jk<3’“~>H +Clpl Y3 3" Vi3 ™) e
k=041 L'(0Om) k=m -

< Or, (C(m —¢)"*|p]) (3.21)

and
V20|, < Cl(Ee = £) - ple@,,) + Ors (ClPIZ™) < Ory (Clp3™") . (3.22)
To see the second inequality in the previous display, we use (J3) and compute, for each k > 0,
IVikl L2, = E IVikl L2100, < Ors (C37%).
ze3m—kzd~0,,

This completes the proof. ]

We next prove a lower bound estimate for the expectation of the left side of (3.17), which
matches the upper bound in (3.18).

Lemma 3.3. There ezists C(d) < oo such that

‘E[:f ‘Vw‘ﬂ — (log 3)cxhlp|*| < Clp|*K log(v™'L). (3.23)

Proof. We consider, for each n € {¢' +1,...,L'}, the R% stationary random potential field Vi,
defined by
Vi, := VAT (V - jup) . (3.24)

That is, W, is the solution of the problem
—AWy, =V -jup inRe.

The random field @, is well-defined and R% stationary in dimensions d > 3 and is defined only up to
an additive constant in two dimensions; the potential field Vi, on the other hand, is well-defined
and R%-stationary in all dimensions and satisfies E[V@n (0)] = 0. Moreover, we have the estimates

Hv'@nHLQ(Dm) < OFQ (C|p‘) s (3'25)
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||V2@nHL2(Dm) < Or, (Clpl3™), (3.26)

and
|@n — (D)0, 20,y < Ory (Clpl(m —n)23"), if n < m. (3.27)

These facts can be checked directly from the representation formula for @ in terms of a convolution
of the fundamental solution of the Laplacian, and the assumptions on j, in (J1) and (J3). Note
that (3.26) and the Poincaré inequality imply that

| = (@), — v, 0) 20,0 < O (ClRIB*™), i n=m. (3.28)

We next define
@Z@gq_l-f—"'-i-@[/.

Using the triangle inequality, (3.27), (3.28), the independence assumption and E[V@n(O)] =0, we
find that

m—1 L L
< Z |Dn — (@)l L2 (@, + Z |Dn — (Wn)0,, — €va, ) L2, +3™ Z V@n(o)l
n=0+1 n=m n=m
< Or, (C|p|3™) + Or, (Clp|3™) + Or, (Clp[3™ (L — m)"?)
< Or, (Clp|3™(L' —m)"?) . (3.29)

The assumption (J5) asserts precisely that, in any bounded domain U < R,
2 2 ¥
E[[V@(0) 72| — ex(log3)(m = n)|pl2| = [E[[V@©0)[*] — culog3)(m — n)lpf*| < Alpf* . (3.30)

In view of (3.15), the difference w — w is the solution of the problem

(3.31)

~

—A(W—w)=0 in0,,
W—w=1mw on o, .

By standard estimates for the Laplace equation and (3.29), we obtain

IV (@ —w)l 2@, < O3 @ — (@), 2@,y < Ora (ClPI(L = m)").

We now obtain the desired estimate (3.23) from the triangle inequality, the previous display
and (3.30). O

We next estimate the expectation of the first term on the right side of (3.17).

Lemma 3.4. There ezists a constant C(d) < o such that

¢ U(m —0)3==0 (3.32)

]E m

Vw - (agVuy, — q)] <
Um

Proof. The idea is to find stochastic cancellations between scales 3¢ and 3™, because the flux
field a;Vu, has a range of dependence of at most v/d3¢. We compute

V- (@i q) < Vol g o, lacVal g,
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By (3.10) and (3.19), we have
/2 , _

3E[IVuln )] < 03" ra(@ .
By (3.10) and independence, we obtain, for every k > ¢,

2 —d(k—2 2 —d(k—¢ 2

E[|(a€vun_Q)z+Dk| ] < (C3 ( )E[HagVun—qHLz(De)] < C3 ( )E[Hagvuﬂ@z(m[)] .
By (3.13) and (J3), we see that
E|laVunl 220, | < E|laele gy Vunlia, |

l
vlg + Z Jk
k=0

2 ]ce2

<v s, @lE| SR NGNS

L*(Oy)

Therefore, by the multiscale Poincaré inequality (see [AKM19, Proposition 1.12]), we obtain
1/2 _ 1/2
] <03t mE[Hagvun— Q|‘i2([|m)]

N C<(m _ 0 ég?)—z(m—k) 3 E[\(aﬂun— q)z+gk|2]>

ze3k74d~0,,

3 EJacVun—al o

1/2

m /2 1/
<c3tm (1 +(m—10) )] 3_(d_2)(k_£)> E[”agvu”_ Q||z2(Dé)] 2

k=t

< %e(m —03tm,

Combining the above displays yields (3.32). O
We next estimate the expectation of the second term on the right side of (3.17).

Lemma 3.5. There exists C'(d) < oo such that

IE[ > J[ V- (k — ko) (Vu, . —p) | < Q(L’ — )L —n)3~, (3.33)
ze3nZ4~0,, z+0n v

Proof. By duality,
Vw - (kL/ — kg)(Vun — p) < E HV’U} . (kL/ — kg)Hﬂ1(z+D[)HVun — p”ﬁf%z_*_m[) .
Dim 2630240y,
We estimate the first term using (3.18), (3.19), (J3) and Hoélder’s inequality:
> Ve (kp = k)l esmy)
2€3¢Z4~0,,

< Y (Vg o kel ooy + 1Vl ) 9 k) e(1))

2€3¢7Z4~0,,

< Or, (Clp[(L' — 0)37%) + Or, (Clp|(m — £)37).
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It follows that
1/2
—1
3%{ > V- (kp - kg)ﬁfl(zml)] <O = O)pl < Ov= AL/ —0).
2€3¢74~0,,
By the multiscale Poincaré inequality (see [AKM19, Proposition 1.12]) and stationarity, we obtain

_ 1/2 e 1/2
3 E[|1Vun — o0y | < O3 E] IV bl |

+ C<(€ —n) Ze: 3-2(0=k) E E[‘ (Vu, — p)Z+Dk‘2]>l/2 :
k=n

2€3kZ4 0,

Since
E[|(Vun)p, |*] = B[ (g4 (On)51(0n))el*] < v E[sg 4 (Oa)s1.(00)] = v,
we see by (J1) and (3.12) that
E[|(Vun, — 1 < c37 1 E[|(Va, — 2 ¢ Cgdtem)
[|(Vun p)z-&-Dk} | < [|(Vun p)Dn‘ < y :

We deduce that

4

0
—2(4— 2 n) c —2(m—n
Z 3-2(0=k) E E[|(Vur, _p)z+Dk| | < 3-2(0~ Z ;(E—n)?) 2(m—n)
k=n 2€3k7Z4 0, k=n
Combining the above displays then yields (3.33). O

The estimate of the third term on the right in (3.17) is the most involved one, and requires some
coarse-graining ideas. We first record a consequence of the localization estimates in (the proof of)
Lemma 2.9.

Lemma 3.6. For every m,n,¢ € N with n < min{m, ¢} and every U < [O0,, and ¢ € (0,1],

|(be = b)) (U)] < e[bm(U)| + (1 + e™H)|(knm — ke)irsp (ki — ke)ub;, ) (D)
+ Ory, (Cv™'m(l —m)3™™). (3.34)

Proof. Recalling that the top left corner of Ay, — A,, is equal to by — b,,, we write

ot 1 B
A= Am =G0, AnGig i), — Am
+G(lfe—km)uA:v/TQ(Afnl/QG?kz—km ArG k) Am v _IQd)A/G(1 —km)u

We bound the spectral norm of the second term using (2.63), (2.74), (2.87) and Lemma 2.2:

’G A (Afr}/?G?ke—km)UAzG(ke—km)UAﬁml/2 - I2cl)A1/2G’( 1 —km)u |

| 2

(ke—km)U
< A AL Gl ko ArG 1m0 Am” = L2l |G ik
< Or, (Cv~'m) x Or, (317""™) x Or, (C (£ — m))
< Or,, (Cv~'m(€ —m)3"™).
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To bound the top left corner of the first term above, we use (2.12) and observe that, with P := (e, 0)
for e e R?

-t -1
P (G(kﬁkmuAmG(krkm)U - Am)P
= e (ke — k) sy (U) (ke — km)ve + 2e - (kg — ki) s (U)kme -

Using Young’s inequality, we have that, for every ¢ € (0,00) the last term on the right side may be
bounded as

2le - (ke — k) Sy (U )k (U)e|
< elsm Bk (U)e]* + & Vs i (U) (ke — k) e|”
= (e (bn—=sm) (U)e) +7 (e (ke = k)8, (U) (ke = Kim)ve)
Combining the previous four displays yields (3.34). O

Lemma 3.7. There exists a constant C(d) < oo such that

E[J[ Vw-ap (Vg — Vun)]
Um
< C(6+ 3@ =m) (1 = 0L O + [Bu(Dn)P
+ Oy (3730 g3ms(ton) 4 3ma (0= 4 3mghy (3.35)

Proof. We split the term on the left in (3.35) into two parts as follows:

E Vw-ap (Vg — Vuy)

Um

- E[ E J[ (Vw - (Vw)ZJan) ~ap (Vumy — Vunz)]
2€3"Z4 0,y z+0n

+ E[ E (Vw)z+mn (ap (Vum — Vunvz))erDn] . (3.36)

2€3"Z4 A0y,

The second term on the right side is now ready for coarse-graining, while the first term will be
brutally estimated using the separation of scales between the small cubes z + [J,, and the scales
on which w varies, which are at least of order 3*. The two terms on the right side of (3.36) are
estimated in the following four steps below, in (3.39) and (3.37), respectively. Together, these
inequalities imply (3.35).

Step 1. We estimate the first term on the right side of (3.36). The claim is that

E[ E J[ (Vw — (Vw).40,) - ap (Vim — Vug2) | < %(5 + 3_(”_7”))1/2(L’)1/23_(€/_") .
1%
23" Z4A0,, z+Un

(3.37)
Here we will make a very crude estimate because we have scale separation to our advantage. We
use Cauchy-Schwarz and then use the Poincaré inequality in each cube of the form z + O, taking
advantage of the fact that the Vw terms are centered, and then apply (3.19). We obtain:

:f (Vw — (Vw)z40,) - ap (Vum — Vg, ;)
Z+Dn

< [Vw = (Vw)4o, Hﬁl(erDn)HaL’(vum - Vun,z)|‘ﬁ—1(z+[|n) .
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y (3.19) we have that
n C o3
3 E[va_ (Vw)zmnu?’ﬂl(zmn)] <cgn ¥ [HVQwHLg o, )] < 37
Z€3nZdﬁD7n Z€3nZdﬁDnL

and, by the multiscale Poincaré inequality, Holder’s inequality, and (2.29)

E[HaL/(VUm Vu, Z)H3/2 H= (240, )]

<E[< Zn: 3J< b \(aL,(wm—Vun,z))z,+mj\2>l/2)3/2]

Jj=—00 2'ez+3174~0,

< 032"E

3/4
1872 (Vi — Vi, ) H 2(;40n) Z 39 ”( max ’bL/(z’+Dj)’> ]

oo 2'ez+3174n0,
Spirr —1\34 1/2 2 ¥4
<C32"(L'v™) E[HS (Vuy, — Vu"’z)”E(an)] .
The last factor on the right side can be estimated by (2.20) and (3.9):

> IE[HSI/Q(Vum - vun,z)\@(zmn)] =[50 x(Om)s , (0n) = 1] < 6+ C37F7m) - (3.38)

2€3"Z4 A0y,

Combining the above displays with Holder’s inequality yields (3.37).

Step 2. In this step we start to estimate the second term on the right side of (3.36). Let k =
[0 + 7%4:0]. The claim is that there exists C(d) < o0 such that

E{ > (wum,@mw%—wmmmj

2€3"Z4 A0y,

1/
< E[ E E ’bz/,z(z +0Op) (Vw)zq_gkf] 6+ 03—(L'—m))1/2

2/€3kZd N0,y z€2' +3"Z4 N0y,
+ 03012y (3.39)
We first record, that, by (2.29) and (3.38),

E[ 5 h%@+mm%wwmﬂmmﬁmﬂ

ze3n 740,

< E[ > J[ V(U — tn,z) - 8V (U — uw)] <§+03=E=m), (3.40)
2€3n74 0, 2 Hn

Decompose the left side of (3.39) as

E (Vw)Z+Dn (ap (Vup, — Vun,z))ZJan

2e3n 740,
= E E (V“’)mk . (aL/(Vum — Vunyz))erDn
2'e3k 740, zez'+3"Z4N0,
+ E E ((vw)z-i-Dn o (vw)z’-i-l:lk) ' (aL/(vum o vunvz))z-i-ljn : (3‘41)

2'€3kZ4 N0y, 2z€2' +37ZAN0y

49



The first term on the right of (3.41) is estimated using Cauchy-Schwarz and (3.40)

E[ E E (vw)z'“:‘k ‘ (aL/(Vum B vu”vz))erDn
2'€3k 74 A0,y z€2' +37Z4N0,
-E| ¥ Y b +0)(V),, - (b (4 Dn)an (Vum — Vus), o
L2'€3kZ4 N0,y z€2/ +3"Z2N0,,
_ E 1/2
3 ¥ [l

Lz/e3kZd N0y, z€2/ +37"Z2A0, |

N
=

- 1/2
” E[ E ’bZ’l/Q(z + Un)ar (Vum — V)

ze3nZan0,, |

11/2
< E[ E E ‘bZ/Q(Z + Dn)(VU))Z,Jer ? (5 + 03_(L,_m))1/2 . (342)

2'€3kZ4A O,y 262’ +3" 240y, i

Similarly, we have,

E[ E E ((vw)z+Dn - (vw)z/+Dk> ’ (aL/(Vum - vunvz))zﬁ-Dn]

2'€3k 740y, 2z€2' +37 74Ny

_ 1/2
2

| 2'e3kZdn0,, ze2’+3"Z2N 0,

[ nEs Y4
<CE E E ‘(vw)erDn - (vw)z’-H:’k‘ ] E |bL’<Dn)‘2

L2'€3k 74 N0,y z€2" +37 72N,

4 /a
< C(V—IL/)QE[ E E ‘(vw)z+[]n - (Vw) Z/+Dk ]
2'€3k 74 A0y, zez' +37Z4N0;

< Cgk(V_lL/)2E[Hv2w‘|z4(|jm)]1/4
< O3 (L2 = o3m a0 ()2 (3.43)

where in the last inequality we used (3.22) and (3.11). Combining the above displays yields (3.39).

Step 3. We are left to estimate the expectation on the right in (3.39). For this we use indepen-
dence and the regularity of w. The claimed estimate is that there exists a constant C'(d) < oo such
that

E[ 3 3 ‘blL/?(z+Dn)(Vw)Z,+Dk

2]
2'€3k 740y, ze2’ +3"Z3N0y

1

< C((L’ — 05,1 (00) 2 + [be(Da)|? + v AL — 021/ (371 4 37300 3*%)) . (3.44)

Recall from Step 2, the selection k = [ﬁﬂ’ + ﬁﬁ]. To prove (3.44), we first decompose

|bL’(z + Dn)| < |er(z + Dn) - bé(z + Dn)| + |b£(z + Dn)|
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and bound the first term using (3.34) as
[br (2 +0n) = be(z + Un)| < Ol(kry — ke)bup, 57,2 + On) (ke — k)24,
+ Clbe(z +0p)| + Or, , (Cv (L — ) I'37 ™) |
and then continue to decompose,
d
Ibe(z + O,)| < dbe(Dn)] + D ei - (be(z + On) — be(Dh) e
i=1

By combining the above three displays we have,
‘bL/(Z + Dn)’ < C‘Bg(\:‘n)’ + C’(kL/ — kg)i_i_DnSZi(Z + Dn)(kL’ — kg)z_Hjn‘
d
+C Y ei- (by(z + On) — by(0n))es + Ory, (Cv (L' - HL'3~=m) . (3.45)
i=1

We now estimate using Hélder’s inequality and (3.45),

E[ E \(Vw)z,+|:|k|2 E br (2 + Dn)’]

2'e3kZ4~0,, zez' +3nZ4 N0y

2 Y2 1
< OB C)IE|[Vulfa e, | + CE[ ] B[ Vel o, |

> by(z+0,) — by(On)

2€3nZ4 N0y,
272 y
+CE > (ke—kp)iio,spt, (2 + On) (ke — kip)zym, ] ]E[va|‘4L4(EI )]
2€3n 740y
_ (t—n 4 12
O — )13 )E[va”y(mm)] . (3.46)

We estimate these terms separately. First, we have by (3.18) that
- 2 - _,
BeTh)IE|[Vel2a,, | < CBDIL = DI53, O]

Next, since the average is over a collection of independent Or,(CL'v—!) random variables, by
concentration and (3.21)

|

Next, by Lemma 2.11 and (3.9),

|

> be(z+0,) — (D)

ze3n7d A0,

E (k kL/)Z+D SL/ (Z + D )(k@ - kL,)Z'i‘Dn

ze3n72d A,

2712 . o
] ][Vl ]

<o )2|§Z/1 (Om—on)llpl* + Cv (L — 6)23_%
< C(L = 07577, (On)| + Cv (L — 037 7" (3.47)

51



Finally, we use (3.21) again to see that
1/2
(L' — Z)L’S_“_")E[||Vw\|z4(mm)] <Cv YL —0)?L/3~ ()

Combining the above four displays with Young’s inequality yields the desired estimate in (3.44).
Step 4. Combining (3.37), (3.39) and (3.44) concludes the proof. O

We estimate the fourth and final term on the right side of (3.17).

Lemma 3.8. There ezists a constant C(d) < oo such that

E{p : J[ m(k@ — kg)Vw} < Cs.L(0n). (3.48)

Proof. We use (3.19) and (2.52) to find

o | o~ kv | < Bll ke~ ks 0, IVl 0,
1 1
< plE[I (ke — k)% ) B[V g, )]
< C3"pP3™" = Cls,,(Om)l
which is (3.48). O

We are almost, done with the proof of Proposition 3.1 except for an estimate of the factor |by((1,,)]
n (3.35). To estimate this factor, we first localize, using Lemma 2.9, and replace the factor by
|b(0,,)| for a parameter k& « n. The replacement is a coarse-grained matrix coming from a high-
contrast local equation at the scale 3¥. Since the local equation homogenizes, by [AK24b], the ratio
b, (O )§;i(Dm)| is bounded. This argument leads to the following estimate.

Lemma 3.9. There exists a constant C(d) < oo such that, if n = Clog®(v~'L), then we have that,
for every £ > n,
() < C(0—n+1og>(v0)) 804(0,) - (3.49)

Proof. Fix parameters ki, ks, k3 € N with k1 < ko < k3 < n to be selected below. We start from
the pointwise identity, valid for every z € R%:

¢
Ay(z) = Gkkl(x)fkg(z)Ak(w>Gkk1 (z)—ke(z) >
where G is as in (2.13). Therefore, we get that

H A_1/2 Akl _1/2

leony v 1AL AAL ] o,y < (1 [k — el n(o,)?

Thus, for every P € R??,
pP- AK(Dn)P
= mf{J[ (X + P) : AZ(X + P) X e Lpot O(DTL) x LsolO(E| )}
—1 —1 B
<[An" AL e o) mf{fm (X + P) - Ay (X + P) : X € Loy 0(0n) x L10(0n) |

< (1+ ki, — kellzo(,))*P - Agy (On) P (3.50)
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By subadditivity and independence, using (2.48) with o = 2, we get

Sk1 *(DkS) Sk1 *(Dk2) E (S];l,*(z + Dkz) - gl;l,*<[]k2))
ze3k2ZdﬁDh/
<5, (On) + v A Oy (Cr 1378 0k)) (3.51)

Similarly,

bk1 (Dn) < Bkl (Dk3> + E (bkl (Z + Dks) - Bk1(Dk3)) < Bkl (Dkz) + OF2 (Ck?g_%(]%_kl)) .

ze3k374d~0,

By (2.54) we have the bound

Ik, — kel 2o,y < Or, (C(£ = k1))
and, thus, we obtain by (3.50) that

Spa(Oky) < E[(l + kg, — kZHLOO(DkS))2S];117*(Dk3)] < C(l = k1) (5, (Ony) + Vﬁl37%(k3*k2)) :
(3.52)
and
Be(0n) < E[(1+ [Key, = Kel n(0,)) 21y (On) | < C = ki) (B () + Chy 3~ 3070
By subadditivity 8¢ .(Og,) < Sr«(0yn). Using this and (3.52) yields
Sty (D) < C(£ — k1) %804 (0n) + Cr (0 — )23 2 (ks e
Furthermore, by [AK24b, Theorem 3.1], we deduce that if ko > k1 + C'log®(v k), then
b, (Oky) < 28k, 4(Oky) -
Combining the previous three displays then yields that
() < C(£ — k1) 'S0 (0,) + Cv1B(37 2 e k2) 4 35 (ka=k))

We complete the proof by selecting k; := n — C'log®(v~¢) with large enough C(d) < o0, as well
as ko := ki + [3(k1 —n)] and ks := ko + [3(k1 — n)]. O

We conclude with the proof of Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. By taking the parameter K sufficiently large, depending only on d, we
can ensure that h > 100(¢ — n),

(log3)cxh > 2C(3 93K log(v L),

and
Cr L) (372 4 375 4 375 (0'=0) 4 3=5h) < 71000

Therefore, by combining Lemma 3.3 and (3.17) with (3.32), (3.33), (3.35) and (3.48), taking note
of (3.10), we see that

czhsp L (0n) < C(6+ 37" (by(Dn) + k5L (0n)) + CK log(v™'L)[s, % (Tn)].
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If K is chosen sufficiently large and ¢ is chosen sufficiently small, then the factors of [} (0,)| can
be reabsorbed from the right, and we deduce that

EhSE ) (T0)] < g lbe(0n).

Combining this with (3.49), we obtain

Clog"?(v='L)

=1
5, (On)| < 2h [8e.4(Cn)| - (3.53)
To optimize this inequality, we take h as large as we are permitted, which in view of (3.4) leads to

the choice h := cLlog(v~'L). Substituting this into the previous display yields
3 [57.4(0n)l < CL™ 1og (v L) 5, (0n) -
Finally, by (2.82), (3.9) and subadditivity, we see that
8L (Bm)| < 2[8L,4(Un)] < 4[8¢,4(Hn)| < 8[SL4(Ln)| < 8[SL4 (L) -

Combining the last two displays, we obtain (3.2). We then obtain the quenched estimate (3.3)
from (3.2) and (3.51), which completes the proof. O

4. Homogenization on scales below the infrared cutoff

In this section we prove homogenization estimates for the infrared cutoff field aj, defined in (1.46)
on a range of length scales which include scales smaller than 3. The goal, as described in the
introduction, is to show that the operator V -apV is close to the operator V -5y V on length scales
of order 3" with m € [L — CL®, L] for o < 1/2.

Before giving the statement of the proposition, we first introduce some random variables which
quantify the homogenization error in a way that turns out to be convenient. Given any (general)
coefficient field a, a deterministic matrix a € R%*? with symmetric part § and anti-symmetric
part k,, an exponent s € (0,1) and m € N, we define

1/2
El(Om; a,8) ( Z g3s(k=m) oo |§_1(s —8x)(z + Dk;a)|> (4.1)

[ ze3kZ4~0,,

and

1/2
£: i a,8) < D13 max (s, (2 + Opsa)(se(z + Oisa) —s)g—vzy?)
o 2€3%Z8 A0,

m 1/2
+ (D] s3elhmm) 2 (2 + Oy a) (k(z + Og;a) — k)5~ 2) . (42
<k__008 Zeg,{%gfmmb* (2 + Opsa)(k(z + Opsa) — k)5~ 77| (4.2)

Moreover, we set

E(Opm;a,a) := E(Op;a,5) 4+ £X(Op; a,8) . (4.3)

The random variables in (4.1) and (4.2) measure, respectively, the coarse-graining error (the differ-
ence between s([J) and s, ([J)) and the difference between the coarse-grained matrices and the given
deterministic matrix a. These differences are taken with respect to all triadic subcubes of (,,,, with
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a geometric discount (represented by the exponent s) for smaller scales. We think of their sum, that
is, the random variable defined (4.3), as quantifying the difference between the operators V - aV
and V -aV in a weak sense.

In what follows, we will need a lower bound on the length scale with strength of the bound
depending on other parameters. For this purpose, we introduce, for every a € [0,1) and M € [1, o),
a constant Ly defined by

Lo(M, a,cy,v) := <(C]Mlog16 (1/(]\4)@)) = , (4.4)

1—a)lbe2 11—«
where the universal constant C' is chosen to be so large that
L>Ly = L' > Mc?log!%(v7'L).
We have defined Lg in such a way that Proposition 3.1 yields

L>Lo(M,a,ce,v) —  inf 57 ,.(0p) = c(d)ML*log®(v1L). (4.5)
heNn[L/2,00)
The following proposition is the main result of this section. It states that, on sufficiently large
scales and for L sufficiently large, the coarse-grained matrices for the infrared cutoff ar will be
close to §p, in a family of cubes with sizes which may be smaller than L. Recall that s, is defined
as an infinite-volume limit defined in (2.72).

Proposition 4.1. There exist a constant C(d) < oo and, for every d,s € (0,1], p € (0,Y/4) and M €
[10*d, ), a minimal scale X satisfying

log X = Or,, (Lo(C?s™ 167 M, 1= 2p, cy,v)) (4.6)
such that, for h := [CMs tlog((v A 6)71m)] and every L,m,n € N satisfying
Lym> Lo(C%s 167 1M, 1 —2p,cy,v), 3">X and m—h<n<m, (4.7)
we have the estimate

5§;11/2mplogm, m<L+h,

4.8
dm 100 m>L+h. (4.8)

ghax Es(z+0nsan, 8pa(men) T (ko —Kpa(man))0m) < {

The error on the right in (4.8) is not sharp and will be improved in Proposition 6.1 below, where

we strengthen (4.8) by replacing the factor of §7_nl/ *mP by 5, lm?.

In view of the fact that §;11/2 < m~/**P by Proposition 3.1, the estimate (4.8) above asserts
that the relative differences of §,, and the coarse-grained matrices for aj in cubes proportional
to O,,, with m in the range log L < m < L, are at most of order m~"**?, where p in any parameter
in (0, 1/4). This range of m is much more unconstrained than the one suggested in (1.40). However,
the constant matrix in the estimate (4.8) is essentially Sy .., not S;. This is very natural, as we
expect the effective diffusivity to depend on the scale of the infrared cutoff, or the scale being
observed, whichever is smaller. However, as we will see in Lemma 4.38 below, the estimates in
Proposition 3.1 imply some continuity of §,, in m. This allows us to replace §,, by Sz in this
estimate, provided that m is in the range L — L~ < m < L, and make a small relative error. In
practice, this yields a homogenization result across this more limited range of scales, with effective
diffusivity Sz, matching (1.40).

The proof of Proposition 4.1 appears in Section 4.4, below. We continue in the next subsection
with a presentation of the needed decorrelation estimates for the coarse-grained matrices.
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4.1. Concentration properties of the coarse-grained coefficients. In this subsection we
prove a mixing property for the infrared cutoff coarse-grained matrices with the strength of the
estimate dependent on the scale separation.

Proposition 4.2 (Mixing below the infrared cutoff). There exists a constant C(d) < oo such that,
for every L,m,n,h € N satisfying
L—n< C_1§g7*(Dh) ., n<m~—[Clog(v™'m)] and h:=n—[Clog(v~'m)], (4.9)

we have
‘Ail(Dn) > (AL(z+0,) - AL(Dn) ‘1{m<L+Clog(V1L)}
2€37 230,
< Or, (C(L —n)"5, 1 (0n)) + Or, (C(L —n)S;2(0h)) + Or,, (m ™) (4.10)
and
‘Ail(Dw > (AL(z+0,) - AL(Dn))‘l{m>L+Clog(y1L)} < Or, (m™19%).

ze3nZan0,,
Proof of Proposition 4.2. Let L,m,n,h € N be such that
L—n< K*1§f7*(Dh) , n<m-—[Klog(v™'m)] and h<n—[Klog(v~'m)], (4.11)

where K > 1 is a large constant to be selected below, depending only on d. We first consider the
case that m < L + K log(v~'L), which we note also implies n < L — K log(v~'L). The argument
in the case m > L + K log(v~!L) is much simpler, as we explain at the end of the proof. Also, we
may suppose without loss of generality that

m —mn e [Klog(v™'L), 10K log(v~'L)]. (4.12)

Indeed, if n < m — 10K log(v~!L), we may split the sum into smaller subcubes and then apply the
result in each of those subcubes.

Select a parameter £ € N which satisfies
n < { < min{m, L} . (4.13)

We will require gaps of at least K log(r~'L) between each of these parameters, so we further assume

min{L — {,m — {(,{ —n,n} > 1——[; log(v~1L). (4.14)

We begin the proof with the decomposition

> (AL+0)-AL@) = X (Adz+00) — Ay(Dy))
2e3nZa~0,, 2€3" 740,
+ > (AL(z+0.) — Aglz +0n))
ze3nZ4dn,,
+ (Ay(0,) — AL(Oy)) . (4.15)

To estimate the first term on the right side of (4.15), we use Proposition 2.5 with o = 1, (2.74)
and (4.24) to obtain

‘Agl(Dn) 3 (Adz+00) —Aglz + Dn))’ < Or, (oy—%s—%(m—f)) < Op, (m~29) | (4.16)

2e3nZ4A0,,
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where we used (4.14) for K suitably large in the last inequality. Estimating the last two terms
on the right side of (4.15) involves comparing the coarse-grained coefficients for different infrared
cutoffs and this is our focus for the rest of the proof. We claim that

‘Ae—l([}n) > (AL(z+0n) — Ag(z +0y))

2€3"Z4 N0,

< 057500k = kelF2 o ) + OS5 (On) ke = kel 2,y + Or,, (M%), (4.17)
We decompose the summand on the left of (4.17) as
Ar(z+0,) — Az +0,)
B ((SL — s+ kz(sz,l* — SZi)k@) (z+0,) (kt(sL « — S0, o)) (z+ 0, ))

B —((szl* — SZi)kf) (z+0,) (SL « —Sp, *)(z +0,)
(kt ST *kL kﬁsz *kg)(z +0,) —((kL —ky) si*)(z +0y) (4.18)
(SL | (kp — ko)) (= + Oy) 0 ' '

To estimate the contribution of the first matrix on the right side of the previous display, we use (2.82)
and Lemma 2.7 to obtain

A0 (52— se+ki(sp, — sy )ke) (2 + 0n) = (Kf(sp —5,,) (2 + On)
ce —((s7}, — s )ke) (2 + ) (5tL = 571) (2 + On)
< Or1/2 (Cu‘lﬁ?)_(e_”)) < 0r1/2 (m—2000) . (4.19)

provided that K(d) is large enough. It remains to bound the second matrix on the right side
of (4.18):

—1 (Kispikr —kbsp ko) (z+0,) —((kr —ke)'s; L) (z + On)
‘Ag On) X ( L(LSL’*L(kL_Zle))(iJan) Y

2€3nZA0p,

< Osp L (@) ke = kel 20, + CSTA(En) ke = kel T2, ) + Ory, (m™1). (4.20)

Om)

Indeed, (4.18), (4.19) and (4.20) yields (4.17).
The off-diagonal terms in (4.20) are estimated as follows. First, we observe that

(sph(ko —ko)(z +0y)
- SZ,I*(Z + 0n)(kr — ke)z40, + (sz}*(z +0,) (ke — ko) (2 + 0,) — (kr — ke)210,,) -
By Lemma 2.7 and (2.83), the second term above is bounded by
’(Sz,l*(z + Dn)((kL —ko)(z+0,) — (kg — k@)z+5n)‘ < Or2/3 (m—2000) .

For the first term, we set ¢ := (¢ —n) and use (2.51) together with subadditivity to obtain that

> sph 00 (kL —ke)aio,
zey+3nZin0,

< |(kp —ke)y+0, |

> sph 40|+ OB V(kL — k)| e (yen,)

zey+3"Z4n0y
<57.(On)l(k — ke)y+0, | + Or, (m ™).
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Combining the above three displays yields

> (sph(r — k) (2 + 0n)| <5.5(00) [kr — kel g1,y + Ory, (m 1) (4.21)

2e3nZ4A0,,

We next focus on the upper left corner of matrix in (4.20). We rewrite it as

(Ksp ik — sy Lke) (2 + 0p)
= ((kp —ke)'s L (k — ko) + Kisp ', (kp — ko) + (k —ke)'spLke) (2 + 0,) -

For the last two terms on the right, we obtain by Young’s inequality, for every 6 € (0, 1],

5,000 > (Kisph (ko — ko) (z + On)

2€37Z4 A0,y
1 - - _—— J—
< E (0 s, (00) (ke — ke)'sy L (kr — ko)) (z + On)| + 0[5, (On) (Kisp L) (2 + D")D .
2€37Z4 Ay,

We then observe by (2.82) and Lemma 2.7,

E 5, 1(0,) (i( SL " SZi)ke)(z +0n)| < Or,, (m 2000

2€3"Z4 A0,y

and, using the fact that |A| < |trace (A)| < d|A| for d x d positive semi-definite matrices A, we have

E ’__1 ( N 1kg)(z + 0O )’

ze3nZan0,,
<Ol > 5,10 (kisgike) (2 + 0n)
ze3n74n~0,,
<C+Cls,'(On) X <(s€ + ks, k) (2 + 0,) — gg(mn))’
ze37Z4~0,,
<C+ C‘Azl(Dn) E (Ag(z+0,) — Ag(z + Dn))‘ :
2e37Z4n~0,,

By combining the previous four displays with (4.16) and taking

1/2}

0 := min{l,

5,000 > ((kp—ko)'sph(kp — k) (2 + On)

2€3"Z4 A0,y

we obtain

5,'(0n) > (Kispikp —kispLke) (2 + Op)

2€3"Z4n0,,
<O X (ke —ke)'spL(ke —ko)(z + 0a)
2€3"Z4n0,,
1/2
+05,1 (00 X (ke —ke)'sph(kr — k) (z+0a)|  + Op,, (m™5).

ze3nZan0,,
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To estimate the remaining term, we use (2.83) and Lemma 2.7, subadditivity, and Proposition 2.5
with o =1 to get

(572 (k. — ) (2 + O)

< ’sL (24 On) (ke — ko) (= + On) — (kp — ke)or, )| + 57 22 (2 + On) (ke — ke)zs00, |

< sz + Ol V2fs (2 + 0a) ((kz — k) (= + 0n) — (kz — ke)ovm,)sy (= + Dn)‘
1/2
+ ( 22O + > (sph(F+ 00 —5.5(00) ) (k= k¢)240,|
Z'ez+3h7Z4~0,

< 52’142(Dh)|(kL —ke)o40,] + Ory, (m =200y

Hence, using §4_1 < §Zi, the localization estimate (2.82) and again Lemma 2.7

5,00 > (ko —ko)'sph (ke — ko) (2 + On)| <

ze3nZan0,,

<8 *(Dh)HkL kgHiQ(Dm) + OF1/3 (m~2000)

From the previous three displays we deduce that

s,'(0n) > (Kispiko —kispLke) (2 + Op)

ze3n 740,

< O57, (On) ke — kel 2, + OS5 (On) ke — ke[7

@) T Oru, (m 1600y, (4.22)

Combining the above display with (4.21) completes the proof of (4.20) and thus of (4.17).

We next take the expected value of (4.17) and use (2.53) to obtain an estimate for the third
term on the right in (4.15):

|X21(DH)KL(D,L) —Iy| < C(L - ﬁ)l/ngl*(Dh) +C(L = 0)5,%(0y) + Cm ™19,
This implies, by (4.11) for K sufficiently large that
———1 —_ __
A, (On)AL(D,) — Lag| < C(L—0)5; L (0y) .

Combining the above display with (4.16) and (4.17) together with (2.53) yields (4.10). This com-
pletes the proof when m < L + K log(v1L).

We conclude with the proof in the (easier) case when the scale separation is large, specifically,
when m > L + K log(v~'L). By Proposition 2.5 with o = 1, (2.74) and (4.24) we obtain

’AL(Dn)‘1 > (Ar(z+0.) - AL(Dn))’ < Or, (v L3750 1)) < Or, (m10)

ze3nZ4~0,,

This completes the proof. O

4.2. The renormalized ellipticity bound. In order to homogenize the infrared cutoffs, we
require the following rather crude ellipticity-type bound.
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Proposition 4.3. There exists C(d) < o0 such that, for every~y € (0,1) and m, L € N with m > L/,
we have the estimate

sup 3 max AL (On)AL(z +04)| < Or, (Cy v 2L). (4.23)

keZm(_w7m] Z€3kzdﬁ|:’m

Proof. With E, defined in (2.73), we use the following crude estimate comparing it to A (0,):
for every L,n € N,

ELA; (O,)] <4(v + Cv ' L)[s; 1 (30)] + 4v Y 5L.4(0n)| < Cv2L. (4.24)

Let K (d) be a large constant to be selected just below. Using a union bound, (4.24) and (2.74), we
have that, for every m € N with m > iL and t > 1,

P sup 37T max |X21(Dm)AL(z +0p)| > Ky 'v2mt
keNn[—oo,m] 2€3kZ4 0,
m
< ) 3d<m*’“>]P>[|E;1AL(Dk)| > cKry*lﬁmL*lsW(m*’f)t]

k=—00

a0
< Z 3% exp (—cK'yfl?ﬂkt) < exp(—t),
k=0

where the validity of the last inequality was obtained by choosing K (d) sufficiently large. This
concludes the proof. O

4.3. Homogenization and renormalization. In this subsection, we complete the proof of
Proposition 4.6 by appealing to [AK24b]. To be able to invoke [AK24b, Section 5] we need to
verify that our field satisfies certain ellipticity and concentration assumptions. This verification has
essentially already been carried out above, but to be explicit we record it in the following lemma.
For the statements of the assumptions (P1), (P2’), (P3’) and (P4), we refer to [AK24b, Section
5.1].

Lemma 4.4. There exists a constant C(d) such that for every v € (0,1), « € [0,1), M > 1, and
every L € N with
L> LO(CM> Q, Cy, V) )

the infrared cutoff field A satisfies the assumptions (P1) and (P4). Moreover, (P2’) is satisfied
with parameters
H:=Cuagy v 2, moi=1Lja, Us=Ty,

(4.25)
D:=1, Kyg:=2exp(2) and pyg:=2d.
We also have that (P3’) is satisfied with parameters
=1/ . mg:=L— ML*log3(v"'L) , L, =2C , Ly:=v71 |
B =1/ 3 g ( ) 1 (4.9) 2 (4.26)

W = Gp +n 1000 p= Iy, , Kyg:=C and py:=2d,
for @, defined by
{C(L - n)l/ng,l*(Dhn) ; n< L+ Cyo log(v'L),

0 otherwise ,

where hy, 2= n —[C(y9)log(v™'L)].
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Proof. Assume that L € N satisfies
L > Lo(CM,a,cy,v), (4.27)

where the constant C(d) < oo is such that, if L > Lo(CM, a, c4,v) and L —n < ML*log®(v~'L)

then the first condition in (4.9) is satisfied. The existence of such a constant is guaranteed by (4.5).
Assumption (P1) holds as each j, is R? stationary and (P4) follows from (J4). Next, Proposi-
tion 4.3 gives us, for every j = ma,

sup 37(k=J)  max ‘XZI(D]')AL(Z —I—Dk)‘ < Or, (0(4'23)’)/_11/_2[4),
keZn(—o0,5] 2€3FZdn0;

which is (P2’) with parameters given by (4.25). It remains to check (P3’), and for that we apply
Proposition 4.2, which yields that, for every i,j € N with ¢ > mg and j > ¢ + L; log(L2j),

-1 —- ~
’AL (@) > (AL(z+0) —AL(@))| < Ory, (@; +i1%%). (4.28)
2€31Z2A0;
This is (P3’) with parameters given by (4.26). O

We next use [AK24b, Theorem 5.1] to prove the following homogenization bound.

Proposition 4.5 (Homogenization below the infrared cutoff). There exists a constant C(d) < o
such that, for every a € [0,1) and M € [1,00) and for every L,m € N satisfying

L= Lo(CM,a,cy,v) and ~ m>=L—ML*log3(v™'L), (4.29)

we have the estimate

I57'50(0m) —Ta| + [8£57 5 (Om) — 14| < C5%(L —m +1og® (v L) L rscrog1ry; + Cm 0.
(4.30)

Proof. Assume that L € N satisfies
L > Lo(KM,a,cy,v) (4.31)

for a constant K > C(4 27, depending only on d, to be determined below. Let £ := Klog®(v'L),
select 7 = 1/2 and fix parameters as in Lemma 4.4, so that we may apply [AK24b, Theorem 5.1].
Observe that the microscopic ellipticity ratio ©r ¢ in [AK24b, Theorem 5.1] for our field ay, is
bounded via Ey, (defined in (2.73)), so that

Or0 < C(d)v L.

We also have that

CK4d2
T := v =C(d
! min{d + 1,py} — d cld)
and
- C D+10g(H+K\ps) . -1
Ty := B ey 2P <C<L1 log Lo + = ) = Cexp(Clog(v™)),

Furthermore, for large enough K there exists a constant C(d) < oo such that for mg := C'log®(v~'L)
and every m € N with m > mg the inequality [AK24b, (5.5)] is satisfied. Consequently, by [AK24b,
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Theorem 5.1], there exists a constant C'(d) < oo such that, for n,m € N with n > m + myg
and m = mg,

Or, — 1 < O(d)ws + C(d)ym 200 < 14, (4.32)
increasing K if necessary. Also, by subadditivity, we obtain for every h € N,

51 < [5.(0p)| < Opnlse«(On)| < Orp jli_{go I5L«(0;)| = ©Ln3L . (4.33)

In particular, for every m > mg by the previous two displays with
n=m+2mg and h=n

we have

—_

-850 < [Sr«(0n)| <5L. (4.34)

\V]

Next, for each such choice of m, select m’ such that hz/ = n, let
n=m +2mg and K =n’

and apply (4.33), the first inequality in (4.32), and the improved bound (4.34) to see that

Ornw —1< C§Z2(L —n + 1Og3(V71L))1{n'<L+Clog(u—1L)} 1 1000

This concludes the proof after possibly increasing K. O

Using the previous proposition and the concentration estimate (Proposition 4.2), we obtain
quenched homogenization estimates.

Proposition 4.6 (Quenched homogenization below the cutoff scale). There exists C'(d) < o0 such
that, for every a € [0,1), M € [1,00) and L, m € N satisfying

L > Lo(CM,a,cy,v) and  m>=L—ML*log3(v™'L), (4.35)

we have the estimate

(2 = s2.6) (@) + | (kEsz hkr) @] + |72 (Om) (s2.4(Cnn) —52) [
< Or, (C(L —m + 10%(’/ L) e s Clogo-11)})
+Or, (5L —m + 1og(v ™ L) Lpmer i Crogw—11)}) + Ory, (m™0%). (4.36)

Proof. Denote n := m — [C4.9) log(v=Y(L v m))]. Using (2.9), subadditivity and Proposition 4.5,
we have that, for every e € R? with |e| = 1,

2.1 (O, 57 e,50%) = <€> AL (ALO,) - AL)A1/2< e)
—e ———1/2 - —1/2
< > <e> AL (AL(z+0,) —AL)A] <e>
ze3nZen0,,

oA, Y (AL(z+0,) - Ay)

ze3nZ4n0,,

< 4‘A21(Dn) E (AL(z+0,) — AL(Dn))‘ + 4]X;1(Dn)XL — Igq| .

ze3"7Z4n0,,
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Note that the condition (4.35) implies the hypotheses of Proposition 4.2 are satisfied if C(4 35 is
taken sufficiently large. Thus, we may apply Propositions 4.2, 4.5 and (4.34) to the above display
to obtain

Jr,(Om, szl/Qe SIL/Q )
<Or, (CSL (L~ n>1/21{m<L+C<449)}) +Ory (CEZQ(L - n)l{m<L+C(4,9)})
+ OS2 (L —n +10g> (v "' L)) Lner4 0 logv-1 1)) + Oy, (m ™)

An identical bound for Jj(,,,5, “e SL/ e) is obtained by the same argument. For a symmetric

matrix § and skew symmetric matrix k let & = S + k and observe that (2.23) gives us, for every
bounded Lipschitz set U, e € R?

JL(U,e,ale) + Jf (U, e, ae)
= (51, = s1.) 2(U)el* + s, (O KL (U) = K)ef* + |5, 1 (U) (31,4 (U) = 8)el*. (4.37)

Finally, we can replace each of the three indicator functions with 1<, +2C4.0) log(v—1L)}- We can
then drop the last, deterministic term on the right side, since

L > Ly(CM,a,c,v) = 5;%(L —n+logd(v™'L)) < O(L —n)"5; .
Combining the above completes the proof. ]

We record an application of Proposition 4.5 and Lemma 2.9 which enables us to compare the
effective diffusivity for different infrared cutoffs.

Lemma 4.7. There exists a constant C(d) such that, for every o€ [0,1), M € [1,0) and L,{ € N
satisfying

L>0>Lo(CM,a,cs,v)  and £>L—ML*log®(v L), (4.38)
we have
- a=—21..3( —1 }
8,50 — la] < CMLS " log(v™'L) < 3. (4.39)
Moreover,
5L < Ce;'L7log™*(v1L). (4.40)

Proof. Assume that L, ¢, n € N satisfy
L>0>Ly(KM,a,cq,v) and n:={—[100logL],
where K is a large enough constant so that n > L— M L% log® (v~1L). According to Proposition 4.5,

|

57'52(0n) — 5, '8(0,)| < 20(4.30)]\45)[(54_2 +5;, ) log*(v L) <

provided that K(d) is large enough. By (2.82), on the other hand, we get
1
1
Now (4.39) follows by the above two displays, the triangle inequality and Proposition 3.1 provided
that C(4.35) is large enough.
To show (4.40), Proposition 3.1 and (4.39) yield

51 — 80| < Cey ' 1og"?(v71L).

50(0,)5, 1 (0,) —1g) < CL71%0 <

Iterating this leads to (4.40).
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4.4. Minimal scales. We next show that Proposition 4.1 follows from Proposition 4.6. We just
need to write the quenched homogenization result in terms of the random variables defined in (4.1)
and (4.2) and then formulate the result in terms of a random minimal scale, which we do using
union bounds.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. We let K to be a constant to be determined below satisfying K > C(4.29) v
C.35) v Ca.38) and assume that

L>Lg:=Lo(K%s 167 1M,1—2p,cq,v).

Set also
h:=[Ks 'log((6 Av)"'m)] and £:=m+2h. (4.41)

We also define, for each z € Z%, k € Z and L € N, the random variable

Z/{Z,k,L = ‘gzl(SL — SL7*)(Z + Dk)‘
—1/2 — \=—1/2)2 —1/2 ——1/212
+|sp4 (2 + 0Op) (spx(z + 0Ox) —=51)5, " + [(sp 4 ko) (z + Op)5, 7| (4.42)
We will use the crude bound, by Lemma 2.7 and Lemma 2.3 that, for every k € Z and L < 4m,

max U,k < OFI(CV*2m2) . (4.43)

ze3k74d~0,,

Step 1. We first observe that when Ly < L < ¢ and n € N, we have, by the definition (4.42),

n

1/2
max (EST(Z—an;aLjL) +5;(Z+Dn;aL,§L)) < 2( Z s3°F=) max uz,k,L) . (4.44)

2e3nZ4A0,, oo ze3kZ4d~0,,

Step 2. We next consider the case of large cutoff, arguing that the choice of normalization gives
us a similar bound as in Step 1. More precisely, we show that

sup max (5;(2 +0O,;ar,80) + (2 + 0y ar,50 + (kg — kg)gm))
L0 2€3" 240y,

n Y2
< 2( Z s3°F=") max Z/IZJM) + Or, (m™°%). (4.45)

oo 2€3k74 0O,
We first observe, by the triangle inequality, that for any /€ N and k € Z

sup ’§21(SL —sp«)(z+0p)| <U e+ sup |§Zl((sL —srx) — (Se —sg4)) (2 + Og)l.
L>m+2h Lem-+2h

Since £ = m + 2h, Lemmas 2.9 and 2.3 yield that

sup _ max_ [5; (5L — 8L.e) — (8¢ — 8¢4)) (2 + Op)| < Opy (m ™).
L>t z€3KZ4~0,,

Combining the previous two displays establishes the bound in (4.45) for the El(z + 0Op;ar) term.
In the remainder of the step we consider the £} (z + O,;ar,s¢ + (kr — k¢)o,,) term. Using (2.82)
and (4.43) we get that, for every k € Z with k < m,

_ o N_—1/22
sup‘sLZQ(z + Dk)(va*(z + Og) — S@)Sé 1/2‘
L>/
_ _1 152
< 2(1 + iu[z‘(sL}*Sg,*)(z +0Ok) — IdDUZ’k,g +2 SLHFE‘(SL”CQ(SL’* — s&*)) (z +0Ok)S, /2‘
> >

<2U, g0+ OF1/2 (m72000) .
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We also have, for every k € Z with k < m, that

‘SL z—i—Dk)(k (z+ k) — (kr — k¢)o, )8 —1/2‘
<2 SL* O +0u)s; " + 2 L*2 (2 + Op)((kz — ko) (2 + Ox) — (kg — k), )5, 7

The first term on the right in the above display can be bounded using (2.82) and (4.43) as
—1/2)2 -1 Y2 =122
sLup‘ k ¢)(z + 0k)5, ‘ (1 + sLuyz‘(sL7*Sg7*)(z +0Ok) — Idm Se L ko) (z + 05, ‘
= >
SUz e+ Ory, (m 2000y

The second term can be split as

]sz’{? (z+ Op)((kp — ko) (2 +0Ok) — (kz — ké)Dm)EZI/Q‘Q
2|SL W (2 0Op)((kp —ke) (2 + Og) — (kp — ké)z+|:|k)s£_1/2{2
+ 2|sL Pz + 0 ((k — ko)oro, — (ko — ko), )5 Z1/2| ,

and then estimated using (2.82), (2.83) and Lemma 2.7 as

supls ' (z -+ 0 (ke ~ o)z + 0g) = (ki — K)o )5,
=

SLUIZISL z + Dk HSL % \Z + Dk)((kL — kg)(z + Dk) — (kL — kg)z_,_gk)SL 2 (Z + Dk) 1/2’
>

<Or ~2000y

1/2 (m

and, by (2.51),
supls (= + O (k)i — ez — ko), )5,
=
< Cv 23" sup |V (kr — k)| Lo (m,,) < Or, (Cv™'372") < Or, (m ™).

=

Combining the above displays yields (4.45).

Step 3. In the next two steps we bound geometric sums involving U, ; . In this step, we
consider the case Ly < L < m — 2h and show

<Lsm—2h ze3k74~0,,

1/2
< Zs3s(k "L max max Uz,k7L> < Or,(m™19). (4.46)
k=—00 0

Proposition 4.6 and Lemma 2.3 yield that, for every k € N with k € [n—h, m] and L € [Lg, m —2h],

max U,k < Or, (m™7%).
263k 740,
By (4.43) we get that
n—h
e —sh, 22 ~2000
2530 max  max Ui < Or, (O3 m?) < Op (m). (4.47)
k=—0o0 S m

Combining the above two displays yields (4.46).
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Step 4. We next consider the case |L — m| < 2h. We show that, for m,n, L with |m — L| < 2h
and m —h' <n <m and every o > 0

n 1/2

s(k—n) 12=—1/2 =1 —400
(k;;S , max zeS’?%%i\(Dm Z/lzyk,L) < Or,(Ch’?s, %)+ Or,(Chs,) + Or,, (m=*").
(4.48)

By Proposition 4.6 and Lemma 4.7 we have for every k € N with k£ € [L — 2h,n] and ¢ > 0 the
bound

U,k < OFQ(Cg;nth) + Or, (CS:22h) + OF1/3 (m—99)
By the above display and Lemma 2.3 we deduce that
n 12
(k_;—: 38(k_n3%2hr<nf§m+2h €3RI, uZ”‘“’L) < Or,(C5,,”h"?) + Or, (C8,,'h) + Ous(m™ %) .

Combining the previous display with (4.47) yields (4.48).

Step 5. We combine the previous steps and conclude by proving existence of the minimal scale
as in the claim. Let

N 65 ”PmPlog?m, m<L+h,
M= 300
m , m>L+h.

We first show that there exists ¢(d) € (0,1) such that

P[ sup  max 55(2 +UOnsar,Spae + (kp — kL,\g)Dm) > ﬁz}
L>Lg 2€3" 230,

< exp(—cc5252M_2K_2 log2((6 A y)_l)m4p) . (4.49)

By (4.48) and (4.46) we see that

n Y2
IP’[( Z s35(k—1)  hax max le7k7L> > ﬁz] <exp(—c(5§;ll/2mplogl/2 m)4h—2§3n).

Lo<L</t kzd
k——0 0 ze3k74n0,,

We then obtain (4.49) by (4.44) and (4.45). The minimal scale is revealed to be

X := sup {3m+1 : sup  max Ss(z + Onsar,spae + (kg — kLAg)Dm) > 7%} )

m=Lo L>Lg 2€3" 2% "0

By (4.49) and a union bound we then deduce that, for every m € N with m > Ly,

P[IogX > %Lom] < exp(—cKp_2k4p) < C’exp(—cKm4p) < exp(—m4p),

b
108

where the last inequality follows by taking C'(4¢) large enough by means of K. The above estimate
concludes the proof. O

For flexibility, we bound the larger matrices A(U) by the factor on the left in (4.8). For the
statement, recall the definition of A,, from (2.72) and G from (2.13).
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Corollary 4.8. Let the parameters m,n,h € N be as in Proposition 4.1 and set £ := m + h. Then
we have, with h := (k;, —kp.0)0,,

n

Z s35(k—1)  hax |KZ}\4G€1AL(Z + Og)Gn — I2d|

e 2€3kZ4 A0y,
m 1/2
+ 3 e33R GL(AL(z + Ox) — AL(Tn))Gr
k=—00 ze3k7d~0,,
< 8E% 4 16€ (4.50)

where
E =& On;ar,Spae+ (k —kpae)o,,) -

Proof. For convenience, we write 8 := 5y .¢, k := (k;, —kr.¢)o,, and @:=5+ k. Let U € R? be a
bounded Lipschitz set. We start with the identity,

57 L (U)E2 + 8 s (U)s = 213 = 5 (s (U) = 8)sp L (U)(sp.(U) —8)57 2.
From the above display and the fact that, for all A,z > 0 we have
O0<A+A T —2<t? = A—1D)v (ANt —1)<t+¢?
we deduce
max{|§_l/25L7*(U)§_l/2 — 14, [V L (U5 - 1d|}
< sy 2 (U)(s1.4(U) = 85| + sy L (U) (51,4 (U) —5)5 2. (4.51)
Recall the definition of G from (2.13). By the above display, (2.12) and the triangle inequality we
have
A0 GEAL(U)Gy — L
< 2[5 (st (U) + (kp(U) — k)'s L(U) (ko (U) — k) —8)| + 2[ss, L, (U) — 14
<25 sz (U) — sp.(0)| +4fs; 2 (U) (ko (U) — k)52
405 L (U)(1,4(U) 85+ Als (V) (1.4(U) —5)5

It follows from the previous display that

n
Z 535(k_”) max |KZ}\€GI—(AL(Z’ + Dk)GE - IQd} < 852 + 857
R ZESkdeDm

which gives (4.50) for the first term.

We next turn to the estimate of the second term in (4.50). By (2.9) and the fact k is skew, we
have, for every e, ¢’ € R%, the identities

0< (—e> . < > ALGL(AL(z+0y) - AL<Dm>)GKAZi/2> <_ee>

2ze3kZ4d~0,,

=2 > (JL(Z + Ok, 5 e,a's 2e) — Jp(O,,,5 P, E_lt§_1/2€)>

ze3kZd~0,,
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and

/ L _ /
0< (2,) . < S A LGL(AL(: + Oy — AL(D,)GEAL A/;) (2,)
263k Z4 Oy,
=2 > (Ji(z+ O 5 e as ) - JF (On,5 2,85 2e)) .
ze3k74d~0,,
The matrix in the middle is nonnegative by the subadditivity. Since R? = span{(—p’, p")!, (¢*, ¢")*
p,q € R%}, the above two displays imply that

> ALLGL(AL(z +0p) — AL(0n))G

ze3kZd~0,,
SCmp (‘]L(Z+Dkv§ Pe,alse) = Jp (O, 5 Pe,als )>
lel<1 2€377Z4A0,,
+COsup ) (Jf(zmk,@*l/?e,ag*lﬂe) — J§(Op, 5 e, a5 )).
‘6|$1 ZegndeDm

We also have, by (4.37) that

m 1/2
< Z s3°F=™)  max  sup (JL(Z + Ok, 5 e,a’s 2e) + Ji(z + Dk,§1/26,5.§1/26)>>

ze3k74d~0,, le|<1

k=—o0
< 2.
Recalling that § = 5y .¢, the above two displays and Jensen’s inequality imply that
m _ 1/2
dosgtml o X2 AL GL(AL(z + Op) — AL(Om))Gg| < 8E.
k=—0 ze3k74d~0,,
This proves (4.50), and concludes the proof. O

The above corollary can be used to control a composite quantity appearing below in Section 6.
For the statement, recall that ay, (U) = sz «(U) — k% (U).

Remark 4.9. Let § be a symmetric and k an antisymmetric matrix, and let

— s+kis7'k —k's
A'( 5k 571 )

For every m, L € N we have, with a := 5§ + k, that
- _ _ -1
52" Q)@ — &, (On)s ] < 8/A AL (D) — Laa (4.52)

and
5 Nag«(On) —a)| < 8[A AL(O,) — 14| (1+ [A AL(O,,) —14]) - (4.53)

Proof. By the triangle inequality we get, for every e € R? with |e¢| < 1
- _ 1 2
sz (D) (@ — (D)5 ¢l
< 28 1 (Om)8 = s1,5(Tn)5 e + 2fsp (O (e (Om) — K5
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and, together with (4.37) and (2.9), this implies that

57 (52— 52,00 (Om)] + 52 (@) 8 = 51O ))8 " + [ O) (e (O) — )57
< sup (JL( m,5 e, als™V?e) + JF (0,5 e,§1§_1/26)) < |K71AL(Dm) — Togl .

lel<1

If |K_1AL(Dm)—IQd] > 1/2, the above display, upon taking a square-root, implies (4.52). Otherwise,
if |K_1AL(Dm) — Ip4| < 1/2, we have ]sz{k(Dm)ﬂ vV |sL.«(0m)871| < 4, and hence

- _ __ _ _ —1
B P(Om) (5 — 50,4 (0m))8 | < |s2,4(0m)5 111/ |s2,%(0m) '8 — 1g| < 2/A7 AL(O) — Lol
and
- =y __ _ = —
5717 (O (ki (O) — K5 < [0, (052 }57L (O (et (O) — K)| < 678 AL (T) — Lo
Combining the above two displays completes the proof of (4.52). By (4.52) we obtain
57 Az (On) — B)] <[5 %(Onn)[Is7. L' (O @ — s (On))57 |
—
<8(1+ AL AL(Dy) — 1a|)|AL AL (D) — 14,
and thus (4.53) follows. O
We next prove another consequence of Propositions 4.2 and 4.5.

Proposition 4.10. There exists a constant C(d) < o0 such that, for every a € [0,1), M € [1, )
and L, m € N satisfying

L= Lo(CM,a,cy,v) and  m>=L— ML*log®(v"'L), (4.54)
we have

1
AL AL(Om) — Ingl

< Or, (C(L —m +1og(v' L)) "5, et Cloa11)})
+ OFI (C(L —m+ log(V_IL))SL 1{m<L+Clog(u—1L)}) + Orl/g (m—999) : (4'55)

Proof. First, by [AK24b, Lemma 4.3], we have, for every n € N with n < m and §,,(0,)5,,(0) <
1+ (80d)~1

|AL(On) " AL(On) — Tadl

<10d(8.(0n)s, 4 (0n) = 1) +4) > Ap(0n) 'AL(z+0,) — g (4.56)

ze3nZ4 N0,

Fix n := m — [C4.) log(v~!L)]. Choose C(4.54) sufficiently large so (4.29) and (4.9) are valid.
Consequently, by Proposition 4.5 and Proposition 4.2, we have

57150(0) — La| + [57'52.+(0,) — 1|
< Cs;.? (L—m+ logg(y_lL))1{m<L+Clog(V—1L)} + O 1000 (4.57)
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and

'Agl(mn) 3 (AL(z+0n) - AL(Dh)

237240
< Or, (C(L —m +log(v™" L)), L (On)mersClogv-11)})
+Or, (C(L = m +log(v ' L))5. 3 (On)Lpmerrcrog10)}) + Oryy(m™), (458)

where h :=n — [C(y9)log(v'L)].
Using Proposition 3.1, we may assume, after making C(4 54) larger if necessary,
ClasnSL (L —m +log(v'L)) Lim<i4+C s logv1L)} + Cusnn %
< Clysg) log (v L)(L —m + 1og(u*1L))1/2§Lj}<(Dh)1 (<Lt Clase log(v-11)} < (160d) 1.

Combining the previous displays with Proposition 4.5 again completes the proof. ]

4.5. Auxillary minimal scale. In the proof of Lemma 5.6 below, we will use a minimal scale to
control another random quantity involving the coarse-grained matrices.

Lemma 4.11. For every t > 0 there is a constant C(d) < o and a minimal scale Y satisfying
logy = Or,(C), (4.59)
such that for every L,n € N satisfying
L= Cc;2log(v™1)

and 3" = Y we have

n

tk e L ax s h(z+ 00| < 5,0, (4.60)
=—00
Proof. Suppose that

L > KG9 max{(cj log(v~1))2 ,log3(1/_1)} (4.61)

for large K(d) < oo to be selected below, where the constant C4 99y is as in Proposition 4.5 with
parameter o = 1/2. We show that

n

t Z 37H=k) max |SZ’1*(Z +0)| < Cs, 1, + Op, (L7 (4.62)

k7d
[ —— 2€3F 24Ny,

from which the result follows by a union bound.
We claim that we may reduce to the case

1
n>L- ELI/Q. (4.63)

Indeed, if n < L — %GLl/Q, then by (2.82), letting n’ := L — %Ll/Q, we have, for each k € (—o0,n) NN,

7 (O] < (1 + Is7 4 ()8 (Or) — La) st (On)] <[5, (Tk)| + Ory (L719),
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with the last inequality holding after possibly increasing K; consequently, by (2.43),

n
Z 37—k} max ]szl*(z—i-Dk)\

[ R—— ze3kZdn0,
n n
< 37H=R) max s (2 0| + 3=k O (C(n — k) L1000
k_z]oo Ze3kzdm|:|n’ n ,*( k)‘ k_Z:OO F1< ( ) )

< Z 37tk max ]s;,%*(z + Op)| + Op, (L%,

PR ze3k7d~0,
Thus, we may assume (4.63).

We now consider two cases for the indices k € N in the sum in (4.62). First, we consider k € N
such that

E>L— L
32

and let k' := k — Alog(v~'L) for a sufficiently large constant A(d) < oo to be determined. Then,
by (2.92) we have, for large enough A,

515 (Or) <5.%(Op) + Or, (L) < 2571 4 Or, (L71), (4.64)

where the last inequality holds by Proposition 4.5 (with o = 1/2) and (3.2), after increasing K if
necessary. We next consider indices k € N with

1
k<L——L"
32
and use the brutal bound
370R max syl (24 )| < 3R, L1000 (4.65)

2ze3k7d~0,,

with the latter inequality due to (4.63). Combining (4.64) and (4.65) and enlarging K yields

n

37=R) max  Js7L(z+ Op)| < C57 4 Opy (L2
B e 46 O] < 05 017
This implies (4.62) after using (4.39) to switch §;' to 5+, in the above display. This completes
the proof. 0

5. The Liouville theorem and large-scale regularity

The proof of Theorem D is based on the classical idea of regularity by harmonic approximation:
if a given function can be well-approximated by harmonic functions on a range of length scales,
then it inherits some regularity properties on those scales. In the context of uniformly elliptic
homogenization, this leads to a large-scale Lipschitz estimate on solutions, meaning that solutions
possess L? oscillation bounds which have a Lipschitz-type scaling but are valid only on scales
above a (random) multiple of the correlation length scale (see for instance [AK24a, Theorem 1.21]).
One can prove higher-order regularity statements which assert that a general solution can be well-
approximated by corrected polynomials (solutions which are close to harmonic polynomials) with
approximation errors that scale like a Taylor remainder (see for instance [AKM19, Section 3.3]).
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As discussed in the introduction, what is different in our context is that we cannot expect this
Lipschitz-type estimate to hold across an infinite range of length scales, as it is inconsistent with
superdiffusivity. Nor do we expect corrected polynomials to exist in infinite volume—indeed, even
corrected affine functions do not exist. In particular, a solution which is flat—close to an affine
function—at a certain scale will typically deviate substantially from this affine function on other
scales. The key observation which allows the regularity iteration to work is that solutions should
nevertheless be flat at every scale, even if the slopes of the affine approximations change across
scales. This is the main step of the proof of Theorem D, and the argument appears below (inside
of an induction loop) in Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 5.7.

In the next subsection we collect the needed harmonic approximation lemmas as well as the
coarse-grained Poincaré and Caccioppoli inequalities. Given these ingredients, the regularity it-
eration arguments are entirely deterministic and the errors terms appearing in the subsequent
subsections will come from these lemmas. At this stage, these errors originate in the homoge-
nization error in the previous section, which is suboptimal in size. This homogenization error is
improved in Section 6, below, using the regularity estimates proved here. We can then return to
the arguments here and improve the error, and thus the regularity estimates themselves.

Therefore, in order to avoid repetition, we will work under the following general assumption on
the homogenization error in this section. This assumption is in force in the rest of this section.

Assumption H. There exist constants o,s € (0,1], C € [1,0), a decreasing sequence
{wm }men € (0,1] (5.1)
and, for every § € (0,1], a constant Lo € [1,00) with Ly(-,-,-,-) as in (4.4),
Ly > LO(C(24.7)5*1, 1/2, ¢4, 1)
and a random variable X (0) satisfying
log X = Or,(Lo) (5.2)

such that, for h:=[Cs™'log((v A 6)"'m)] and every L,m,n € N satisfying

Lm=>Ly, 3">X and m—h<n<m, (5.3)
we have the estimate
max SS(Z + DTM aLagL/\(m-‘rh) + (kL - kL/\(m+h))Dm) < 5wm : (54)
2€3n74 A0,

We next present a version of Theorem D which is valid under Assumption H.

Proposition 5.1. Suppose that Assumption H is valid and let v € (0,1). Then the following
statements are valid.

1. Liowville theorem. Almost surely with respect to P, the space A**7(R?) has dimension 1 + d
and does not depend on ~y.

2. Flatness at every scale. For every ¢ € AV*Y(R?) and r = X, we have

nf ¢ —Le = (9)B, ] 12(,) < Cliogy ri 9], - (5.5)
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3. Large-scale C'7 estimate. For each R € [X,0) and u € A(BR), there exists ¢ € A1T7(R?)
such that

r
R

The proof of Proposition 5.1 is the focus of the rest of this section.

Y
IV~ V|25, < c( ) IVl 25,y , V7€ [X.R). (5.6)

Remark 5.2. Proposition 4.1 gives us the validity of Assumption H with any choice of o € (0,1)
and s € (0,1] and with parameters C' = 10*dC46), Lo = Lo(C?s 1671, 1/2, ¢4, v) as in the statement
of the proposition, and with

W, 1= SUp pg (5.7)

k=m

where p, is defined by

53)

B §;11/2md/410gm, m<L+h,
pm m , m>L+h.

In view of (3.2), by making Lg larger, if necessary, we can ensure that w,, is no larger than 1 for
every m = Ly, and then redefine it to be equal to 1 for m < Ly.

5.1. Approximation lemmas. In this section, we switch from using mostly cubes as our domains
to using mostly balls. We are making this choice for readability, and because regularity iterations
are traditionally done in balls. However, this does require some additional notation, as in some
places we need to switch between balls and cubes in order to quote the estimates from previous
sections. We define a parameter

0 :=9Vd,

which is chosen so that, for every ball B, with r > 0, there exists k € Z such that
B, clpclc Bg—lr.

Given r € [1,00), we define

N, :=log(20~2r)/log 3,
which is the smallest k € Z% such that By-2, € 0. It is convenient to express diffusivities in terms
of the parameter r, so we define, for every r > 1, the renormalized diffusivity at scale r by

gr ‘= SLAN, - (59)

Note that Lemma 4.7 implies that these diffusivities do not change much across a small number of
scales; precisely, for every r > logs Lo, we have

1. . ~
5 < Sp2, < 28, (5.10)

We also extend the definition of w by setting, for every r € [1, o),
Wr 1= W]log, r| - (5.11)

Throughout, we let X5 be the maximum of the minimal scales in Assumption H and Lemma 4.11.
Also recall the definition of the maximizer vy, (-,U, e) from (2.31), and the matrix A,, from (2.72).
For every open subset U < R?, we let H(U) denote the set of harmonic functions in U,

HU) =={we Hy(U) : —Aw=0inU}.

In the next lemma, we use Assumption H and a deterministic estimate found in [AK24b] to
obtain harmonic approximation for arbitrary solutions.
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Lemma 5.3 (Harmonic approximation)

There exists C(d) < oo such that, for every r € [Xs,00),
r~Hu — w2
sup in /2’ HL (Bor) < Co@, .
weAp(B,) W) 5 Py IVl 2,
Proof. Fix r € [X5,00), let m :=
that uHVuHiz

|logs | and let v € Ap(B,) and assume by normalization
y=1. By [AK24b, Proposition 6.6] and (5.10), there exists a constant C(d) < o
and w € H(O,,) such that, for every n € N, with n < m — 2
378w — w2

(Om)
< C<3‘ﬁ(m‘”) +

ma; E(z+0y;ar,8 + (k
z€3”de)|§m+1 S( ny ALy SLA(m+h) (
We then obtain the conclusion by (5.4) with o = 1/2 and M =1

- kLA(m-’rh))Dm)) :
N with 3™ > X5, L > Lo,

O

Lemma 5.4 (Affine approximation). There exists C(d) < o such that, for every e € R andm, L €

37 int Jup(-,Om, ) = €e + ¢ 2,y < Cowmlel (5.12)

ceR = m

and
S A nlvIVoL(: Dm’e)Hi?(Dm) — S amlel’| < 48le[Pwn,
Proof. Assume by normalization that |e| <
and let

(5.13)
< 1. Let £ := m + h with h being as in Assumption H,
h = (kL — kL/\g)
By (2.32),

and ¢ :=sp«(0Op)e.
< (VoL(-,0m, €))o,,
(

e
aj, — h)V’UL(' 6))Dm> o <(SL,*(D )—
universal constant C' < oo such that

m) — K, (Om) + ht)e) '
We substitute this into [AK24b, Lemma 2.15], using (2.31) and (5.4) to see that there exists a
3| AJ Vor (e, 0m)
Lnt (ar(0m) —h)Vor(-,e,0m) — (SL,*(

Dm) - ktL(Dm) + ht)€>:|l,:[1(|:|m)
_ 1/2
< >‘ Z 3= ( ’ALiZG%(AL(Z‘i‘Dk)—AL(D Gu| )
=— ze3k7Z4d~0,,
cxt&s ()] 3 5-tn-b
+ 3‘ ‘ Z 3

C3d’A1L/2Az

LAL

1/2
> AL Gh(AL(z+0x) — AL(On))Gn
ze3*kZ4d~0,,

m (5.14)
The summands on the right can be estimated using Corollary 4.8. We also have that

‘ LA€< >’ < |§ZZZSL,*(Dm)| <_Z ( + 30m plog m) 48

4.\ < 45"
and the inequality

_1/2 1/2
LAt ™= 8SL/\m )
where we used Lemma 4.7 with o = 1/2 and M = 1. Consequently, by the previous two displays

If = (Nonlee,.) <CDIVig-1qa,)
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and Corollary 4.8 together with (5.4), we obtain that

37" inﬂg oL (s Oms €) = £e + |2,y < 37" Vur(,e,0m) — e < Céwyy, .
ce -

la-om <
Finally, we observe from (2.33) that

V”V’UL(',Dm,G)”zQ( =e-sp«(0On)e.

Om)
Therefore, by Lemma 4.7 and the definition of £} in (4.2), we obtain

’yHVvL(-,Dm,e)Hzg(Dm) —e -§LAme’ < |€’2|SL7*(D ) —§LAm|

_1/y 1 _1/o —1/
< Spam SL,\/fn [{2* || / SL *(D )_SL/\m SL/\fn|

<4 <& (Om;arn,SLam)
SSpam 45wm :
This is (5.13). -

Lemma 5.5 (Superdiffusive Caccioppoli estimate). There exists C(d) < o such that, for everyr e
[Xs,00), L > Ly and u € Ar(B,),

~—1 _ ~ ~—
92/2 1/2\|vu\|g(392r) < Crtu— ()b, | L2(s,) + COBS, 02|Vl 2, - (5.15)

Proof. We apply the large-scale Caccioppoli estimate proved in [AK24b, Lemma 6.5]. It yields, for
every k, ¢ € N with 3* > X5 and ¢ < k,

Cop_ —L(k—
AVulia@, ) < O3 Searle — (ol fz,) + 03724 M Vuljs,)

—’—26312%%):\D 5.1, <51T/2(z +U0gan) +&5,(2 + Upar — (k. — kk)Dkvgk)>>VHqu22(|jk) .

Thus, by choosing ¢ := k — 100[log(6 k)], we deduce that
V||VUH22(D,€7 ) S < O3~ szLAkHU (u )DkH22([]k) + C(5§L /]ikp 10g4/3 k‘)l/HquiZ(D

After iterating this and using Lemma 4.7, we obtain (5.15). O

Lemma 5.6 (Superdiffusive Poincaré inequality). There exists C(d) < oo such that, for every r €
[Xs,0) and u € Ar(B,),

lu— (w)Bo, |25,y < C78; P12 VUl 2, - (5.16)

Proof. Let m := |logs r|. By [AK24b, Lemma 2.12] we have

m
e = 036, < O 1 Vulz,y D) 3 _mas Isph(e+ D01
We then conclude by appealing to Lemma 4.11 and using (5.10). O
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5.2. Excess decay iteration. In this subsection we prove the following finite-volume version of
Proposition 5.1.

Proposition 5.7. For every v € [1/2,1), there exist constants C(v,d) € [1,00) and dy(7,d) € (0,1)
such that, for every § € (0,00], L = Lo, R € [CX5,0), m € N with 3™ > R, and for every u €
Ar(BRr), there exists e € R? such that

T

IVu = Vor(-,Om, €)| 25,y < C<R

X
)||Vu\|L2(BR), Vr e [CXs, R] . (5.17)

Moreoever, there exists constants ¢(d), C(d) < o0 such that we have the implication

Cc

R
re [CX67R], ? <exp(W

) = IVulge,) < CIVulgg, - (5.18)
Furthermore, for every o € (0,1) there exists 01(a,d) and C(a,d) < oo such that, for every § €
(0,01], we have that
ryo—1

IVl 2,y < c(ﬁ) IVul 25, VrelCXsR]. (5.19)
Proof. Throughout we suppress the dependence of the maximizers v (-,U, e) from (2.31) on the
infrared cutoff parameter L. The parameter § will be a small number chosen at the end of the proof
and depend only on (v, d), in the case of (5.17), and depend only on («a,d), in the case of (5.19).

The strategy is to first prove the following statement by induction in m € N, for each v € [1/2,1):
for every n € N n [0,m] with 3" > X5 and every r, R € [X},3"] with r < R,
r

. ~_1/2
inf 34|V = Vo, O )l < (3

Voo
R) SR1/2HVUHL2(BR) , VYue Ar(BgR). (5.20)

We will denote this statement by R(m, C,~,d).

Taking mg := [logs X5] so that 3m0~! < X5 < 3™ we have that (5.20) is trivially valid (since
we only have to check one scale) for any v € (0,1] with C = 2-3'*%* and e = 0. Here we also
use (5.10) to control the ratio of 8, and Sg. This establishes that R(mg,2 - 392, ~,4) is valid,
which is the base case of the induction.

In Steps 1-4 below, we will prove the following implication: for every exponent 7 € [1/2,1) and
constant C € [1,00), there exist parameters Cy(d,7y) < o0 and 4(C1,d,~y) € (0,1/2] such that, for
every 0 € (0,d4], if then C7 > C then

R(m,C1,v,0) = R(m +1,C1,7,9). (5.21)

In the proof of the inductive step, we fix a small parameter p € (0, 1] defined by p := (8C;) 0.

Once we have proved the implication (5.21), we will obtain by induction that, for Cy :=
Co(d, ) v (2-3'%2), the statement R(m, Ca,~, ) is valid for every m = mg and § < 64(Ch, d, 7).
The proof of the proposition will then be completed in Step 5, where it is shown that the e in the
infimum in (5.20) can be chosen independently of the scale r at the price of modestly increasing
the constant C' on the right side of the estimate.

Step 1. Under the assumption that R(m, C1,~, ) is valid, we show that v(-,0,,+1,€) is flat on
every scale. The claim is that there exists d;(C1,d) € (0,1) such that, for every e € R?, § € (0, 1]
and r € [(6p) "' A5, 3™F1], there exists e, € R? such that

S, VPV, Oy, €) = Vo, On,, en) | g2, < 6720 er - (5.22)
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We break the proof of (5.22) into two cases. We first handle the case in which r is relatively
large: r > p3™~2. By Lemma 5.4 we have, for every t € [X5,0) and s € (0,1], that

t 1+d/2~
) Biele] . (5.23)

—1 .
s~Hinf o, O €) = £ — el 2, < C5(g
Thus, by the triangle inequality, for every t € [Xj, o0),

ajt|€| .

1. 37N Y2+1
t irellguv(’ Omt1,e) —v(,0n,,€) — CHﬁ(BQ,Qt) < Cé(?)
Denote w := v(-,0p41,€) — v(-,0p,, €) for convenience. Using Lemmas 5.4 and (5.10), we obtain

the very crude estimate

gt_lV"vaz2(B€_2t) < gt_l’/HV”(‘v Dm‘*‘l’e)H}(Bg_gt) +gt_lVHVU('aDNtve)Hi?(Bg_Q )

~1(3™\¢
<G () (V00 O, Nz, + 06 Ove Dl )
3m\d
< -
\C< t ) o]

Applying the Caccioppoli inequality in Lemma 5.5, using the previous two displays and (5.10), we
obtain the more refined estimate

1 _ ol
S¢ /2’/1/2HVWHL2(Bt) < C(t 1““’ - (w)Brzt”y(Be_Qt) + 0048, /2’/1/2va”y(39_2t))
3m d/2+1~
< — . .
\05( : ) Biele] (5.24)
We next impose a restriction on 01(Cy,d) € (0, 1],
B d/2+1 1/4 1
0(5.24) (9) 0/ < 5 (5.25)

By the previous two displays, we obtain (5.22) for every r € [Xs v (p3™~2),3mF1].
We turn to the case in which r is smaller than p3™~2. For each r € [X;, p3™2), we let e, € R4
attain the following infimum (with ties broken by lexicographical ordering):

. ~—1 1
E,. = e}gﬂgd S, 2y /QHVU(~,Dm+1,6) — Vo(, DNT’e/)HL2(B,.)
=3, 2V Vo(, Omyr,e) = Vol On, ) 125, (5.26)

Applying the induction hypothesis R(m, C1,7,68) we find, for every r,t € [Xs, p3™2) with t < r,
an element &; € R? such that

§;1/21/1/2||Vv(-,Dm+1,e) — Vv(',Dngt)”y(Bt) <C (;)7Er- (5.27)
By the triangle inequality and a similar computation as in (5.24) we then deduce that
By <& 0|Vl O, €) — Vol O 0l 20
<& (1Yo, Omar, €) = Vo, O, @) |2,y + [V0( Ong, &) = Vo, Ong, @) | g2,

t\Y ~— ~ ~
<O1(5) B 43, Vol O, ) = Vol O, )] 2,

<0 (;)WE 4 05(2)%“@@ . (5.28)
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For every ¢ € R?, we have, by the triangle inequality and (5.23), for every r,t € [Xjs, 00) with ¢ < r,
1. 1.
ol < O inf Jo(, O, 0) — el s,y + O inf o, On, ) — £ — cl2(s
—1- r\Y2+L
<Ot inf |v(-,On,,q) — ¢l 2p,) + C6(7> Wrlql .
ceR = t

Thus, if t > pr, using (5.25) and taking 1 (p, d) smaller, if necessary, we may reabsorb the last term
on the right side. We obtain that, for every g € R? and r,t € [§71 X5, p3™2) with pr <t <,

—1.
ol < GtV ind o, O, ) = el 2

Applying the large-scale Poincaré inequality in Lemma 5.6, we obtain that, for every ¢ € R¢
and r,t € [0 X5, p3™2) with pr <t <7,

gl < €8, VPV o, O, @) 2, - (5.20)
Applying (5.29) with ¢ = e, —€; and then using the triangle inequality, (5.26) and (5.27), we obtain

< C3; 2| Vo(-, O, e — e)lz2 (s,
< G (|90 ( D, €) — Vo 0N, )| g2, + [V Omts€) = Vo, On,, )| 12,))

< C((Z)d/?+1 + Oy (;)7) E,. (5.30)

By applying (5.28) and (5.30) with ¢t = pr and then using the triangle inequality, we obtain that,
for every r € [(0p) 1 X5, p37m2),

E, <Cip"E, 4+ Cép~ (42+1) Wr|€pr]
< Cip"E, +Cdp~ (92+1) Opler — €pr| + Cop~ (Y241)g5,. ler]
< C1p" By + C5p~ 405, (p= 2+ 4 C1p") B + Cop~ P05, e, |
< C1p E, + Cop~ A5, (1 + C)E, + Cop~ P25, e, |
< (CLp” + Cop~ (1 + 1)) By + Cop~ P0G, ey | (5.31)

Using that p = (8C;)~'%, which implies C1p”> < 2719 and selecting §;(Cy,d) small enough
that (5.25) holds as well as

0(5,31)61;)‘(“2)(1 +C) <27 and Cps. 31)51/4 —(42+1) < 9-10
we obtain, for every r € [(0p) 1 X5, p37™2),
E, <278E, + 27867, e, . (5.32)

Furthermore, we observe, using the triangle inequality, Lemma 5.4, the large-scale Poincaré in-
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equality in Lemma 5.6 and the definition of E, in (5.26),

|e7‘ - €t| < Ct_lu’eerfetHLQ(Bgt)

< O if o Oy e0) = ey = el gy + O inf o Oy ) = e =l o
S N
+ Ctil igﬂg Hv(‘a Dm+17 6) - U(" DNt’ et) B CHL2 (Bot)

df2+ dfa+1
< Coliled] + oa(%) e + CEy + c( ) R
r d/2+1~ df2+1 df2+1
<05(¥) Brler — e +C‘S(E) Bieled] +CEt+C’< ) E,.
We apply the previous display with ¢ = pr and use (5.32) to obtain
ler — epr| < COp~ P 4 67T e, — e + C (O~ Y 4 678, epr| + Cp(PHVE, . (5.33)

Restricting d1(C1, d) again so that

1
Cis330p~ T <1 and 2053507 < =,

\V]

which allows us to absorb the first term on the right side, we obtain, for every r € [(8p) 1 X5, p3™2),
ler — epr| < C8V'Tprlep| + Cp~ PPTVE, . (5.34)

Requiring also that Cs, 34)53/ ‘ %, the triangle inequality then implies that
max{|e,|, |e,r|} < 2min{le,|, |e,n|} + Cp~ "> 71E, . (5.35)

We are now ready to show that (5.22) follows from (5.32) and (5.34), by induction down the scales.
We have already established that (5.22) holds for every r > p3™~2.

Let us suppose that (5.22) is valid for every r > p*3™2 for some k € N with pf+13m=2 >
(p9) "1 X5 ,. Suppose that r € [pF3™72, pF=13m2) and use (5.34) and the induction hypothesis
(which says that E, < /2%, |e,|) to obtain, using also &, < 1,

E, < 80 |e,| < 460, lepr| + C6V28,p~ P E,
which after restricting §; again, allowing reabsorption of the last term on the right side, leads to
E, < 467G, |epr] .

Using this, (5.32) and (5.35) we obtain

E, <278, + 278670, e, |
< 2736V2% e pr| + 67T prlepe| + C5Vp~ (DR,
< 278620, e pr| + 0V prlepr| + CO ™G e ]
< 8" Borlepr

after further restriction of §;. This completes the induction and thus the proof of (5.22).
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Step 2. Denote, for e € R? and r > 0,

P.le] := 2(627:';2)][ zv(z,0ny1,e)dr and £ le](x) := Prle] - z. (5.36)

It is immediate from the above that e — P.[e] and e — £,.[e](:) are linear maps. Equivalently, £,[e]
is the orthogonal projection of v(-,0,,+1,€) onto the vector space of affine functions, i.e.,

igﬂf{”v(-, Omt1,€) — €r[e] + CHLQ(BT) = i%rrlleHv(-, Omt1,€) — EHLQ(Br) . (5.37)

£ a

In this step we show that there exist constants C(d) < c and d2(Cy,v,d) € (0,d1] such that,
if 6 € (0,82] and R(m, C1,~,d) holds, then for every e € R? and r € [(0p) ' X5, 3™*1], we have that

ot info(, Dt €) = bole] + ¢ o,y < COP00 | P[]l (5.38)

We also show that the linear map e — P,[e] is invertible and bounded for every r € [Xs,3™*1]; in
particular, for every r € [(6p) ~1&s, 3™ 1] and every e € R? we have that

r igﬂguv(., Oty Pt e]) = e+ ¢ 25,y < C5"|e]. (5.39)

This statement can be considered as a converse to (5.38): the vector space of affine functions can
be approximated at every scale by the vector space {v(-, T, e) + ¢ : (e, c) € RFL

We start with the proof of (5.38). By Lemma 5.4, (5.22) and the Poincaré inequality in
Lemma 5.6, we obtain that

1.
" igé”v(, Ome1,€) = £e, + C”LQ(Ber)

< G302 Vo(-, Opmyr,e) — Vo, Oy, e,y +r inlgHU(‘, O, er) = Le, + | 12,
L e L
< C6%,er| . (5.40)
By (5.37), the above estimate and the triangle inequality imply that

’Pr[e] - €T| < CT_IHET[G] - ’eerHL2(Br) <Or inﬂgHv(n Ot €) = £e, + CHL2(BT) < 051/207r|er| )
L e L

(5.41)
from which we deduce
|er| < |Pr[e]| + 0(5.41)51/2&r|er| .

Upon taking d9 so small that 0(5_41)5;/ ’ < 1/2 we may reabsorb the second term on the right in the
above display to get

les < 21P[e]l. (5.42)
We get (5.38) by combining the previous display with (5.40) and (5.37).

We next turn to the proof of (5.39). We first observe that there exists a constant c¢(d) < o
such that for every e € R? and r,t € [(6p) ™' &5, 3™ +1],

!

m
[

=

T c 1
1<-< <7>:>*< < 2. 5.43
t S P\Geg, 2 12 el| (5:43)

To see this, use (5.38) and the triangle inequality and compute

sup |P,[e] — Pie]] <061/2ar< sup \B[e]\ﬂﬂ[e]!),
te[r/2,r] te[r/2,r]
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from which (5.43) follows via an iteration. N
From (5.43) we deduce that for every e € R? and & € (0,1/2] there exists d2(d, k) € (0, 2] such
that for all § < &5 and r,t € [Xj,,3™ '] with ¢ < r we have

%(Q_H < 'ﬁ{iﬂ <2(3)" (5:44)

For now, we take 03 < d2(d, 1/2), so that

1 1/r\~Y2 _|P]e]| Y2
tes[EET]‘PT[e]—Pt[e]’<§|Pr[e]’ and 5(;) < <2(¥> . (5.45)

Continuing with the proof of (5.39), we next notice that, by (5.12) and the triangle inequality,
1
. — 1
|Pymaafe] = e| < inf C37" [o(, O, €) = Lt ¢ oy ) < CO le| < 5lel (5.46)

provided that dy is small enough. Consequently, by (5.45) and (5.46) we see that
C7L37™r)e] < |Ple]] < C(37™r) e . (5.47)

Hence the linear map e +— P,[e] is injective and bounded for every r € [Xj,3™ ], as claimed.
Then (5.39) follows from (5.38).

Step 3. We show that there exists constants d3(C1,d) € (0,02] and C(d) < oo such that, for
every ¢ € R? and every r € [(0p) ' X5, 3™ 1] we have that

CMP gl <3,V Vo, Oma, )l 2, < CIP L4l (5.48)

Denote v := v(-,0+1,¢). For the first inequality, we use (5.38) and the Poincaré inequality to
obtain

LEM,  (549)

P lall < Cr Yo = (), >

L2(By) T Co"?|P[q]| < C§;1/2V1/2HVUHL2(BT) +

and the last term can be reabsorbed on the left. For the second inequality, we observe first that
it follows for r € [623™F1 3mF1] by (5.47) and (5.13). For r € [(0p) 1 X5, 023™ 1], we use the
Caccioppoli estimate in Lemma 5.5, (5.38) and Lemma 5.4 to obtain

~_— — ~ ~—1
S, 1/2’/1/2va”L2(Br) <Crtv— (U)Bef%HLQ(Bgfzr) + C(Sw(’*%so*@’/%HVUHLQ(BQ%)

Taking d3 small enough, we obtain the second inequality by induction.

Step 4. In the first three steps, we have shown that the vector space of finite-volume corrected
affines defined with respect to [, is close to the vector space of affine functions, in every ball
smaller than 3. Using this, and the harmonic approximation property obtained in Lemma 5.3,
we will perform a C17-type excess decay iteration to obtain the statement R(m + 1, Cq,7, ).

In particular, in this step we show that there exist constants C'(vy,d) < oo and 64(C1,d) € (0, 03]
such that, if § € (0,d4] and C; > C, then (5.21) is valid. Assume thus § € (0,d4], C; = C
and R(m, C1,7,9) for m € N with 3™ > X5, Let R € [Xs,3™!] and u € A(Bg) be given. We
show that, for every r € [(0p) X5, R],

r

~—1/y . 'Y~71/2
5 inf | Vu = Vo, O, @)z, < C(5) 32" IVul 2, (5.50)
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Showing this will establish (5.21). Let e, € R? be the slope achieving the minimum on the left in
the above display. Denote, for each ¢ € [Xj,, R] and for the rest of this step, z; := v(-, g1, €4).
Applying Lemma 5.3 to u — z;, we find a harmonic function w; in By; satisfying

lu =zt =Wl 25, < CtowsE; vV (u — 2|2 (s, - (5.51)

By the interior C™! estimate for harmonic functions, Lemma 5.6 and the triangle inequality, we
have, for every s € (0, 6t),

. _ S 2 . -
inf [T — v, o) + ¢l o) < C () 1 = @5 205,
5\2 L
< C(Z) (lu = 2 = (w = 2, 2, + 108,02V (= 20)] 125,)
$\2 ~1
< C(;) tst /2V1/2HV(U — Zt)HLQ(Bt) (552)

and, similarly,

A

— — _ _ — ~—1
V@AO)] < IVl o3,y < CEMWe — @) 8| oy < O3 021V (w— 20) 2y - (5.53)

Let & := P! [Vw;(0)] denote the element of R? achieving the minimum in the below display (with
ties broken by lexicographical ordering)

- S

We have by (5.39) and (5.53) that Z; := v(-, 0,41, €;) satisfies
inf % — £om0) + €| 2(g,) < CoV2t VW (0)] < COVP8; UV (u = 20) | g2 s, -

By the above display, (5.51) and (5.52) we obtain, for s € (0, 6t),

inf = 23+l
< inf||[wy — Ly, (o) + ¢| + ! d/Qianu—z — Wt + ¢f
= ceR t Vw:(0) L®(Bs) S ceR t t LQ(BGt)
t d,

2
+ (g) ;gﬂgHZt —Lyw,0) + CHL2(B,5)

<or((3Y + o (5 )a 9w 2l

s
Now, we choose 7 € (0,1) small enough so that Cn'~7 < /2 with small a(d, v) being determined

below. We then require that d4 is so small that C~% 2(5;/ ? < n?aja. With these selections and s =
6~ 'nt, the above display may be written as

-1 - ~ ~—1 1
(nt)~* Z%Hu -z —Z + CHE(BQA,,,S) < an’s, 2y 2|V (u — zt)| L2 (m,) -

By the Caccioppoli estimate (Lemma 5.5) and the above display, we deduce, with small enough «
and dy4,

~—1 ~
8 VIV (w2 — 2] 2,
1. ~ 1an—1/2 1 ~
< C(nt) (1:161]1£||u —z— 2+ C|‘L2(Boflm) + 8% UV (u— 2 — Zt)HL2(B9*1nt)
< Clan” + 6"~ )5 U (u — )12y + 051/277_d/2§t_1/2”1/2HVEtHE’(Bt)

1 _ _
<% UV (= 2| g2y + OO UV E 2 - (5.54)
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By (5.48), the definitions of &, Z; and (5.53) we have that
8 IVE 2 s, < CIR[E] = CIVE(0)] < O30V (0 = 20| 2, -
By the above two displays and linearity, we have that for small enough §4 and every t € [(6p) ' X5, R]

oAl | |
elerlgd snt/ZI/l/QHVu = Vo, Omt1, )l 2, < 5777 eleand S, /21/1/2\\Vu = Vo(,Up1,€)l 2, -
This implies (5.50) after a standard iteration argument.

Step 5. In this last step we upgrade the statement of (5.50) by removing the dependence of the
slope e € R? on the domain B,. This will yield (5.17).

Fix m € N with X5 < 3™*! and R € R with X5 < R < 3™*!. For given r € [(6p) ' X5, R],
let e, € R? be the minimizer on the left in (5.20), and denote z, := v(-, 0y, e,). Fix v € [/2,1),
let kK = 2(1—7) and v/ = v+ K, ¥ = v+ 2k. Also select § < 85(7,d) € (0,04 A 82(d, K)) so
that (5.44) is valid with & and (5.50) is valid with ~”.

We next note that by iterating Lemma 4.7 we have that there exists C(d) < o such that for

every (0p) 15 <r <R,
o1 <R> << C<R> . (5.55)

By the above display, (5.50) and the triangle inequality we have for every (6p) 1Xs < s < 1/2R,

s\
—_ < — .
S 19 =0l < C(5) Vel

For e e R? and t,s € R with (6p)'Xs < s <t < R, we apply (5.44) and (5.48) to get
_1/t\7F t\~K
7 (2) "IV, Oms Ol sy < 1990, Bm, Ol g2y < C(5) IV00, O )23, -
We deduce from the above two displays that, for every s,7 € R with (0p) X5 <s <7 <r <R,

r K
sup [|[V(zs — z <Cl(- sup [|[V(zs — z
S 1V =)l < C(5) sup 196 = )lgzes,

rNE/ S\ S\F /T \Y
<c(5) (7) Wulzwy <0(7) () 19l -
Setting e := e(p,)-1x; and telescoping the above display yields for every r € R with Op)~txs <r <
R,

r\Y
IV0(, Banser) = Vo, O, €) 2,y < C(55) 1Vl g2y - (5.56)
Therefore, by (5.20) and (5.55), the above estimate and the triangle inequality, we obtain (5.17)

(for a slightly smaller ).

Step 6. We show how the above estimates yield (5.18) and (5.19). Fix r > (0p) ' X; with % <
exp(c<5'43)r(51/2@,,)_1). Using (5.17) we find e € R? such that

7\ 2
IVu — Vor(, Das )l g2, < C<§> IVull 2, - (5.57)

In particular, by the triangle inequality,

IVor(,Oms )l 2 (pyy < CIVUlp2(py) -
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Hence, by (5.48), we have
—1
[Prlell < Cv5 | Vul (s, -

Using again (5.48), (5.43) and the above display yields
V15 0, O )20,y < CIPH[ell < C1Palel] < O3 [Vl 2

Combining the above display with (5.55) and (5.57) yields (5.18). A similar computation together
with (5.44), taking x small depending on «, yields (5.19). O

We record an estimate which follows from the above proof.

Lemma 5.8. There exist C(d) < o0 and do(v,d) € (0,1) such that, for every § € (0,d], m,n € N
with 3™ > 3" > CX;s, L > Lo and e € RY,

1nﬂ£d“va se) — Vor(-, 0y, e')HL2(Dn) < C6w, | Vo (-, O, ez, - (5.58)
e'e - -

Proof. Let §p be as in Proposition 5.7. By (5.22) and (5.48), there exists a constant C(d) < oo such
that for all r € [C' X5, 3™], there is a linear map e — H,, ,[e] such that

[V0L(, O, €) = Vor( On, Hmp €D 2y ) < €@ Hin o €]
< C67257%5, | Vor (-, O, Hm,r[e])Hg(DNr) '

Step 2 of the proof of Proposition 5.7 shows that the map H,, , is invertible.
Next, we use (2.21), (2.33), subadditivity of J, and the definition of the minimal scale X, to
obtain that for every e € R%, and k e N

VHVUL('7 Utk e) - va(‘? Uy, e)HiQ(Dn)
<o3® X (Jp(z+0n,0,80,4(2 + On)e) = Jo(Onsks 0,515 (Onsie)))

263" 7240, 1k

=03% 3 e (spalz+ On) —spw(Dag))e

263" 7290, 1k

< C3%§'2nPe - sp o (Op)e = C3%§ 2Py | VoL (-, O, &) 72, - (5.59)

By combining the previous two displays, we obtain (5.58). O

5.3. Infinite volume corrected affines. The statement of Proposition 5.7 is very close to the
large-scale C'17 estimate claimed in (5.6). The difference is that (5.17) approximates solutions with
finite-volume corrected affines (defined on an arbitrarily larger scale) rather than the elements of the
vector space AT (R9). To obtain the statement of the theorem, we need to use the estimate (5.17),
and its proofs, to obtain the statement of the Liouville theorem—that is, to characterize the ele-
ments of A'*7(R?) as limits of the finite-volume corrected affines. We will deduce that this linear
space has dimension d + 1 and be able to show that the estimates (5.6) and (5.17) are essentially
equivalent.

Proposition 5.1 is stated for solutions to the equation without an infrared cutoff. Accordingly, in
the proof, we use the fact that none of the estimates in the previous subsections degenerate with L
and therefore we may apply them after sending L. — o0 to obtain the statements for solutions of
the equation without cutoff.
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Proof of Proposition 5.1. In Steps 1-3 we take limits of the “local corrected affines,” that is, the
minimizers v(-,,,,e) to construct “global corrected affines”, ¢. which span A'*7. Since global
corrected affines are close to local ones, we then deduce in Steps 4-5 the statements of Theorem D.

Step 1. We collect some parameters and preliminary estimates from the proof of Proposition 5.7.
To give ourselves some room, define k = $(1—7), 7/ :=y+k and 7" =7/ +£ . Also take s = 1. We

let § := (v, p,7", d) € (0, %) be the minimum of §y in the statement of Proposition 5.7, gg(Cl, v,d, k)
from (5.44) and do(p,, d) € (0, 1) to be selected below. Select the minimal scale X, := C(5.17)Xs-
Fix e € R? and m € N with 3™ > X,. Observe that by (5.24), (5.10) and (5.59) we have

§;nl/21/1/2‘|v’0('u Dm—&-l; 6) - V’U(', Dm7 G)HLQ(B:S’”) < C5|6| ’ (560)

Define the linear map ¢’ — T, [¢/] € R? by prescribing, for each unit vector e;, (with ties broken by
lexicographical ordering)

Vo, Oms ei) = Vo, Omir, Tmlei] =€)l 2(n,,) = qiefﬁgfd [Vo(, Oms ei) = Vo, Omi1,0) | 28y, ) -

Observe that, by (5.56) and (5.60), we have, for every r € [X,,3™],

§7’_n1/2”vv('7 Ui, 8) - VU(') Derl’Tm[e])HLQ(BT)
— 5,7 (Vo(-, Oy e) — Vo(-,Opgrs€)) — Vo(o, Opgr, T[] — )l 2(s,)

"

< Cu—la(gim)7 el . (5.61)
Consequently, by (5.29), (5.60), the previous display and the triangle inequality we have that
’Tm[e] - 6‘ < Cg;nl/Qva('v Dm+1: Tm[e] - e)HLQ(Bsm)
< C§777,1/2va('7 U, e) - VU(-, U1, 6) HLQ(Bgm)
+ Cg%l/QHVU('a Ui 6) - VU(-, U1, Tm[e])HLQ(Bsm) < 51/2‘e| ) (5'62)

where in the last inequality we decreased 0 if needed, to absorb constants. Note that this shows
that the linear map e’ — T,,[€’] is close to the identity.

Step 2. In this step a subspace of A*7(R?) is constructed using the linear map e’ — T, [€/]
from Step 1. (Later we will show this subspace is actually A'*7(R?), modulo constant functions.)
FixeeRY n>= N x, and consider the sequence {er}ken recursively defined by

en i=¢€,
€L = kal[ekfl] s ifk>n.

(The parameter n will be shown to be superfluous at the end of this step.) Observe that by
iterating (5.62) together with the triangle inequality we have that

lex] < (1+ 67 e| VEk=n.

Using this and denoting vg[n, e] := v(-, Ok, ex) — (v(-, Ok, ex) )0, we see that by (5.61) for each r e
[, 371,

B 7" ,Y//
Vol e] ~ Vouln el gz, < Ov 5 (o) lex
< v a1+ 8 () el
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This implies, upon taking 50 (v, v) sufficiently small,

"

)7 | Vre[X,,3"]. (5.63)

r

| Vorsi[n, €] = Vog[n, €]l 2,y < 672 (3k

Consequently, we have the existence of the limit (locally in H') of

lim o[, €] = 6. [n]

and the map e’ — ¢¢[n] is linear. We also deduce from (5.63) that

"

T\
IVoeln] - Vogln,ell 25, < 051/2@) le| Vre[X,,34]. (5.64)
Moreover, by (5.44) and (5.48) we have, for every k > n
r\K
IVoknelllp2(s,) = C(B—k> HVU’?HE(BSM vre [X,,3"].
By combining the above display with (5.64) and the triangle inequality, we have that, for every k > n

Ve[l < Vol ell 2, + Ve~ Vorln el s,

< O3 |V [n, G]HLQ(BX&) + el

from which we deduce ¢.[n] € A'TF(R?).

Denote by A'[n] the linear subspace of A!**(R%) spanned by ¢.[n] and the constant functions.
Observe that the dimension of A'[n] is d + 1 and for every n’ € N with n’ > Nx, we have
that A'[n] = A'[n/]. Indeed, by Steps 1-3 of the proof of Proposition 5.7, for each m € N
above the minimal scale there is an invertible linear map from the vector space of finite-volume
corrected affines in [, to the vector space of affines in [J,,. Consequently, since the map T}, is
invertible, (5.64) implies the infinite-volume corrected affines also have that property. This shows
that the dimension of A'[n] is at least d + 1 and it cannot be more since it is the image of a linear
map from a space of dimension d + 1. From this we also deduce that A'[n] is independent of n.
We henceforth write A! and ¢, instead of A'[n] and ¢.[n].

Step 3. Our goal now is to show that A! coincides with A'*7(R%). In order to do so, in this
step we give a growth rate for the gradient term on the right in (5.17). To be specific, in this step
we show that if u € A7 (R?), then for every po € (0, 3), there exists Ro(d, v,u, py) € [Xy, 0) such
that

53 IVul 25,y < R YR=Ry. (5.65)
First observe that by Lemma 5.5 we have, for all n € N with 3" > &,
S0 [Vulleq,) < Cv7 87 ulfe g, ) + €08, L VUl g,y s

and so, by iteration,

0
§;1||Vu\|zz(mn) <Cv? Z 5k_”3_2k||u||zz(mk).
k=n

Fix p1(po,v) € (0, 3) to be determined below. Since u € A'*7(R?), there exists no € N such that

HUH22(Dn) < p1372HIn > .
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Consequently, by the above two displays, for go(d) sufficiently small we have that for all n € N
with n > ng and 3" > X,

0 0
§;LIHVUH2LQ([|7I) < Cp1 Z 5k7n372kHuH2L2(Dk) < Cl/ilpl Z 5k7n372k32(1+'y)k < Cyflp1327n )
k=n k=n

This implies (5.65) for p; small enough.

Step 4. In this step we show that A*7(R?) = A! and then deduce that dim A'*7(R?) =d + 1
on an event of full P-probability. Fix u € A*7(R%). Let ro € [X,,00) and po € (0,1) be given and
choose Ry > 0 as in (5.65) depending on pg. Using (4.40), we select n € N sufficiently large that

3">Ryvry and 375/ <1, (5.66)
By Proposition 5.7, there exists &, € R? such that for all r € [X,,3"]

r

~ v N,
[Vu — Vol Oas @) | 2,y < 0(37) IVul 2,y < Cpor?" 37251, (5.67)

with the latter inequality following by (5.65). By the triangle inequality, we deduce that
Vo, On, 8a)l 20,y < Cpo3™s)2 .

From the above display, (5.64) and (5.29), we deduce that, for all r € [X,, 3"],

V62, — Vo, Om, @)l 25, < 051/2(3%)7 2] < Cpocslﬁ(gin)7 37
Combining the above display and (5.67) together with (5.66) yields

Since pg and 7 were arbitrary, this shows A*7(RY) < Al. As A' < A" < A7) this im-
plies A1+7(R?) = A'. Consequently, by the paragraph at the end of Step 2, the dimension of A'*7
isd+ 1.

Step 5. We conclude with the proofs of (5.5) and (5.6). Let ¢ € AM*7(R?Y) = A = AH#(RY)
and r > X,. By Proposition 5.7, since ¢ € ARY), for all R > r and m € N with 3™ > R, we have
the existence of ep € R% such that

r\Y
V6 = Vol, Omsen)l 25, 1) < C(5) IVl

Combining this with (5.16) and then (5.65) with x in place of v and py = 1, we obtain, for sufficiently
large R,

) 1 ~—1/y 1 r A\
inf ¢ — (-, Oumser) + el s,y < O870" (52) V6l 2,0,
~1/2~_1/2 \7
< — .
S SR ST <R>

Also, by (5.12), if m € N is chosen to be the smallest integer with 3™ > R,

(ijrelﬂiér—le(., O, er) — £ep + C”LQ(BT) < Cowyler| .
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Next, select R possibly larger, depending on ¢ so that

Ao r\NY 1.
505 5) = 306 = @812

Combining the above three displays and the triangle inequality, we obtain

1. ~
|6 = Ler = (@), |12(8,) < 30|60 = (D)8, | 2(5,) + CO@r[€erL2(s,) -
After partially reabsorbing the first term on the right side, we obtain

|6 = £e, — (9)B. | 12(5,) < CTrller |28, -

This is (5.5).
To prove (5.6), we first observe that the estimate (5.17) is valid for ¢.[m] in place of v(-, Ty, €)

in Proposition 5.7. Let R € [X,, ) and let u € A(Bg). By Proposition 5.7, we have the existence
of e € R? such that

r\7Y
[V = Vol Oms )l 25, < C(E) IVul 25, Ve[, R].
By (5.64), (5.29), the above display and the triangle inequality we have
r\7
IV 6elm) — Vo o)z, < () 1Vl oy e [, B, (5.69)

The above two displays and the triangle inequality imply (5.6). O

6. Coarse-graining and improved homogenization estimates

In this section, we use the results in Section 5 to improve the quenched homogenization estimate
in Proposition 4.1. This improved estimate verifies Assumption H for a smaller w,,, than that given
in Remark 5.2. In particular, here we show that the factor of Sm2m in (5.8) can be improved
to 5,,'m?2. This is essentially sharp, as we cannot expect the quantity |8, (sz «(Jm) — )|, which
represents this difference, to be better than §Zl. Indeed, it is easy to see that a resampling of jg
with k € [L —10, L] will change the values of s, «(0,,) and kz,(0,,) by at least O(1). As mentioned
in the introduction, we need this improved bound to proceed—our estimates will otherwise not be
strong enough to obtain the sharp recurrence relation stated below in Proposition 7.2.

Proposition 6.1. There exists a constant C(d) < o and, for every p € (0,12), d,s € (0,1)
and M € [10*d, ), a minimal scale X satisfying

log X = Or,, (il) with Ly = Lo(Cp_4(1 —2p) 46 sT M 1 — %(p A (1=2p)),cx,v) (6.1)

such that, with h := [CM s~ log((v Ad)~tm)], and for every L,m,n € N satisfying 3™ > X, m, L >
L1 and m — h < n < m, we have the estimate

5§;11mplogm, m<L+h,

100 (6.2)

ma; Es(z+Unsarn, Spaman) + (Ko —Kpaom L) <
X (2 LySLa(m+h) T (KL = KL A (man))Om) {5m ’ ——

ze3nZ4n0,,
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Recall that Lg (M,a,c*,l/) has been defined in (4.4), and it blows up as a — 1 or M — o0.
Therefore the lower bound L; blows up either when p — 0 (corresponding to the optimal size
estimate) or p — 1/2 (corresponding to the optimal stochastic integrability estimate).

Before proceeding with the proof of Proposition 6.1, we observe it gives us the validity of
Assumption H with any choice of 0 € (0,1) and s € (0, 1] and with parameters C' = 104dC(6.1), Ly =
L1 as in the statement of the proposition and with w,, defined as

supéglk"logk, m<L+h,
Wiy 1= { k=m (6.3)
m 100 m>L+h.

Consequently, the results of Section 5 immediately lead to Theorem D and nearly Theorem C. In
particular, at this point, we may deduce Theorem C with right-hand side f = 0, the case f # 0
will be deferred to right below the proof of Proposition 8.12 below.

Proof of Theorem D assuming Proposition 6.1. By the discussion preceding this proof, we have
Assumption H with w,, given by (6.3). Hence, we have Proposition 5.1 and thus parts 1 and 3 of
Theorem D. To see that (5.5) implies (1.31) we use (3.2) to bound

Wy < Cm~ 24902 log%ﬂ(u_lm)c:ﬁ.
By decreasing o slightly and allowing the constant C' to depend on v and ¢, we may rewrite this as
&, < C(logr)" 217
which bounds the right side of (5.5) by the right of (1.31). This concludes the proof. O

In this section we assume, for every d,p € (0,1) the validity of Assumption H with minimal
scale X5, := X', lower bound f/o := Lg. We also let X5 ,(z) denote the random variable X , for the
environment centered at z. Recall that Assumption H holds with f)o = Lo(2C?671,1/2, ¢4, v) and
the parameters from Remark 5.2 with s := 1/2.

Under this assumption, all of the results in Section 5 become available. Also, after proving
Proposition 6.1 we may use the results of this section with the improved wy, given in (6.3).

6.1. Coarse-graining estimates in weak norms. We use the following coarse-graining inequal-
ity below: by [AK24a, (5.64)] we have that, for every L,n € N and u € Ar(0,),

J[ (az«(Tn) — ar)Vu| < 270" Vul 2, (51— s1,) ()| V2. (6.4)

n

Proposition 6.2. Let p € (0,1/4), pe [1,2) and t € (0,1]. There exists a constant C(p,d) € [1,0)
and 0o(d) such that, for every o € (0,1], 6 € (0,0¢], and scales L,m,n € N with

n,L>Ly and n<m—Ct 'log(v™'m), (6.5)
we have, for every u € Ar(0,,)\R, the estimate
37" (AL —arL)Vul e g 2 &
L LA (I P (CRL P ICREC Rl PR
v UiL2@n) 2€3nZ4 A0y,

+Ory, (n=100) + Ory,, ((Cionfl)l/"%p logl/“(ufln)) . (6.6)
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To prove this, we require the following improvement of (6.4).

Lemma 6.3. Let v € (0,1) and p € (0,/4). There exist constants C(v,d) € [1,00) and do(y,d) €
(0, %] such that, for every 6 € (0,00], and scales Lym,n € N with n < m and L > Lo and
solution v € Ar,(Oy,), we have

J[ (ar«(0n) —ar)Vu

n

< (st = sLa) @) (€370 4 6w + 21y o )Vl e,y (69)

Proof. The proof is similar to that of [AK24a, Lemma 6.8]. In the case 3" < Aj,, the inequal-
ity (6.4) already implies (6.7). We continue therefore under the assumption that 3" > Xj,. We
assume that dp(y, d) is small enough so that Proposition 5.7 is applicable.

By (2.32), the coarse-graining inequality (6.4) is exact for vy, (-, Op, €); in fact, for every e € RY,

va('? Dn7 6) =é€,
On

J[ aLVvL(-, Dn, 6) = aL7*(Dn)e .

Consequently, we deduce from (6.4) that, for every u € Ar(0,),

< 2|(sp — sL7,,<)(Dn)]1/2 inf 1/1/2||Vu — Vor(-, Oy, e)HLZ(D") : (6.8)

ecRd

J[ (ar«(0n) —ar)Vu

n

If we Ar(O,y), then, since 3" > Xj,, we may apply Proposition 5.7 to find e; € R? such that
IVu = Vor(, Om, el 2,y < COy, )37 |V 2,y - (6.9)
We next apply Lemma 5.8 to obtain ey € R% such that

HVUL(~, Dm, 61) - VUL(', Dn, eQ)HLZ(Dn) < 051/4wnHVvL(~, Dm, 61)HL2(Dn) . (610)

8
As§ume 0o < C(G.m‘),
estimates, we obtain

so that § < §y implies 0(6.10)51/ 8 < 1. By the triangle inequality and the above

HVu - VUL(', Dn, 62)HL2(D”)
< |Vu—Vor (-, Om, ) 2a,) + V0L, Oy e1) = Vor (-, On, e2)l 2,

N

IV = VoL, Omse1) 2@,y + €8 'wnl Vor (-, Om, el 2o,
< 2[Vu = Vour(,Om, e1)| 2, + 51/8“’"”vu”§(5n)
O3 |V g,y + 6P wn | Vul 2, -

A

Combining this with (6.8) we obtain

J[ (az«(Tn) — ar)Vau| < [(sz = s2,6) ()] (€377 4 65w, )0 |V oy, -

n

This completes the proof. ]
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We now prove Proposition 6.2.

Proof of Proposition 6.2. Assume that, for a large constant K (d) to be fixed,
n<m-—K(tn(p-— 2))_llog(V*1 ).

We select v = 1/2, § := 0p(Y/2,d) as in Lemma 6.3, and for convenience write X (z) := Xj,(2). By
scaling we may also assume without loss of generality that v/'/2||Vul| 120, S L

Step 1. We show that there exists C'(d) < oo such that

p
+Or, (m~1%). (6.11)

5 - a0Vl <€ 3]

ze3nZan~0,,

Jf (810 — a1)Vu
Z+|:’n

To see this, we use [AK24b, Lemma A.2] and compute

p

m
3 @ a)Vully g, <€ D) 0 S | @ —a)Val o (612)
k=—00 2€3RZd A, ¥ # 0k
On the one hand, by Jensen’s inequality, we have for k € N n [n, m] that
Jf (Bn—anVul< ¥ Jf (8 — az)Vu
240k Zez+3nZdn0, ' VF +0n

and, thus,

m P p

Z t3pt(/€—m) E J[ (aL,n — aL)Vu <C J[ (aL,n - aL)VU (613)

k=n 2e3*kZ4d~0,, 2+Ug ze37Z4n~0,, z+Un

On the other hand, for all k € Z with k < n, by (6.4) and (2.28) we obtain

J[ (ﬁL,n — aL)Vu
Z-‘er

<

£+Dk (BLn — AL k) Vu| +2|(sp — sps) (2+00)| 07| Vul 22y o,

< <‘SZ,1*2(Z+DI€)(3L,* (z+0,) — aL,*(z'i'Dk))‘ +2[(sz — SL,*)(z+Dk)’1/2>V1/2HquL2(z+Dk)

< (’52,1*2(Z+Dk)(aL,* (z+0,) — aL,*(Z+Dk))| +2|(sL — SL,*)(Z+Dk)’1/2> ) (6.14)

where in the last inequality we used the assumption v"/?|Vu| L2(0,,) S 1. Possibly localizing using
Lemma 2.9 and using the ellipticity estimates in Lemmas 2.6, 2.7 then yield

P
<Or,, (Cv~'m)P).

J[ (aL,n — aL)Vu
z+0g

ze3kZ4d~0,,
Therefore,

p

Z 3pt(k—m) < OF1/p ((Cy—lm)pg—pt(m—n)> )

k=—00 ze3k74d~0,,

J[ (aLm — aL)Vu
Z-‘er
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Combining the above display with (6.12) and (6.13) and possibly increasing K gives us (6.11).
Step 2. In this step we show that there is a constant C'(p,d) < o such that, for every o € (0, 1],

P p
1{X<z>>3n}>

< Or,,, (CLon™) "~ 1og"*(v™'n)) + Or,, (n™**) . (6.15)

< Jf (810 — a1)Vu
ze3nZa N0, z+0n

By (6.4), Holder’s inequality and the normalization VI/QHVuHLz(Dm) < 1, we get

p 1/p
1{X(z>>3n}>

2-p 2—p

2p \ 4p “dp
“( > |<stsL,*><z+mn>|2fp> < 2 1{X<z>>3“}> |

ze3n7Z4n~0,, ze377Z4~0,,

( J[ (810 — a1)Vu
ze3nZan~0,, z+Un

The stochastic integrability of the “bad” event {X(z) > 3"} is controlled by Proposition 4.1
and (2.44)

2—p

Tdp ~
( > 1{X(Z)>3n}> < Ory,, ((CLon™)"") Vo e (0,). (6.16)

ze3nZdn0,,

By Proposition 4.6 with parameter a = 1/2 and (2.82) we have

. T
(2 s+ OB L
23" Z4A0,,
< Or, (Clog1/4(y_1n)) + Or, (0551/2 10g1/2(1/_1n)) +Ory, (n—100) (6.17)

Combining the above two displays, using also
n> Ly = 5 tlog(rin) <1,
4po
1+4po?

we get by (2.41) the estimate, for every o € (0,2] and § :=

2—p

. e R
( E \(SL—SL,*)(Z+Dn)|2p”1{x(z)>3n}> <OF@((CL(%”A)%10g1/4(V71”))+(9r2/3(n7400).

ze3nZa~0,,
Selecting 3 = 4po completes the proof of (6.15).
Step 3. In this step we conclude by showing

p p
1{X<z><3n}>

< J[ (aL,n — aL)Vu
ze3nZ4 A0, z+0n

2—p

2p
< 051/8wn( E ‘(SL — SL7*)(Z + Dn)|2pl’1{x(z)<3n}) ’ + m_2000. (6.18)

2€3"Z4 0y,

We select another parameter k£ € N with n < k < m representing a mesoscale between n and m,
to be selected below, and we split 3"Z¢ n [J,, into a set of “interior points” and “boundary layer
points,” denoted by

I:={2€3"Z"0p:2+0,c0,} and B:=(3"Z" nO,)\I.
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We first compute the average over subcubes in B. Using (6.4), the assumption VI/QHVUHLQ(DM) <1,
Holder’s inequality and the definition of X(z), we get

p

—d(m—n
3 d(m=n) liv()<any

5 ]f (8L — az)Vu
~€B z+0n

<237 D IVl (o2 = 82) G+ D)l Lgay<amy
zeB

< (20w ngL/zAn)p?)_d(m_n)Vp/z Z Hvu\|L2 (=4000)
zeB

(25wn Y2 n)P3—2%p(m—k) .

For z € I, we use Lemma 6.3 with [, replaced by z + [ and obtain

J[ (ﬁLyn — aL)Vu
Z+|:|n

L(ken
< C|(sp —sr)(z + Dn)|1/21{;v(z)<3n} (3 2(k )HVUHy(zmk) + 51/8%’/1/2HVU”y(erDn)) :

Lix(z)<sny

Summing the previous display over z € I and applying Hélder’s inequality, we obtain

P
g—d(m—n) Z J[ (arn —ar)Vu| 1ixe)<sny
zel!Vz+0tn
27
—5(k—n) | sl/g, \P = B
< O (3730 4 5Y8y,) > sz —sp)(z + 0n) 77 Lixoy<an)
ZG?)"ZdﬁDm

2—p
2

< C(3*%(k—n)n2)p I 0(61/8wn)p( E ((sp, —sp.+)(2 + Dn)|2pp1{x(z)<3n})

ze3n7Z4~0,,
We select k := 3((2 — p)m + n) so that

3~ %(k: n) _|_3——(m k) 3——(m n) <m —3000

and combine the above to get (6.18).
Combining (6.11), (6.15) and (6.18) completes the proof of the proposition. O

6.2. Optimal homogenization estimates. In this subsection, we prove an optimal estimate on
the difference of the coarse-grained matrices and the deterministic matrices ;. The estimate (6.20)
below is an improvement of the one proved in Proposition 4.6, since the leading order error is of
size §Zl, up to logarithmic factors, which is to be compared with logarithmic error in (4.36). In
particular, this estimate implies that the fluctuations of the matrices sy, (O, ), sr.(Op,) and kz,(0,y,)
are at most of order (L —m)"?log”?(v"'L) + log(v~'L). This is optimal, up to the logarithmic
factors, since these matrices have fluctuations at least of order (L — m)l/ 2 since this is the expected
change we get from resampling the fields {jg}m<i<r-

Proposition 6.4 (Optimal homogenization estimates). There exists a constant C(d) < o such
that, for every 0 € (0,1/8), M € [1,0), o € (0,1] and L,m € N satisfying

m,L > Lo (CG_IM, 1—972c4,v) and m=1L— Mlog*(v™'L), (6.19)
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we have the estimate
(51— 52.0)(C)] + | (<57.1K2) @) + 157 (0n) (52 (Or) — )
< Or, (C(L—m+log(v 'L))5;.") + Or,, (C(L —m +log(r~'L))35;°)
+Or, ((Ciom—l)(l—e)(l/o—2) 10g1/2(y—1m)) + OF1/6 (m—400) . (6.20)

2

Proof. The proof is based on the argument in [AK24a, Section 6.2]. Let ¢ := d¢(1/2,d), with dy as
in the statement of Lemma 6.3. Fix 6 € (0,1/8) and select

vi=12, p:= 0 m,L =L := LO(KH M1 —9/2,(:*,1/),
where K(d) > 1 is a constant to be determined below. Observe that L, > io, where Ly is as in
the previous subsection.

By [AK24a, Lemma 6.7], we have that for every n € N and e € RY,

Ji(Om.e,5e) < >

ze3nZan0,,

1 1
t; 2 5772 (2 + 0n) (52 — &b, (= + O))el”. (6.21)

ze3nZ4n0,,

e- J[ (ﬁL,n - aL)VvL(-, O, 6,§L6)
Z+Dn

We start by estimating the first expression in the above display. By Young’s inequality, (6.15), (6.18)
(with p = 1), and the fact

1
§|SL(Z +0Op) —sp«(z+0,)| < sup J(z +0,,e,51€),

le|]<1

we have

J[ (arn —ar)Vor(-,On, e, 5€)
Z+Dn

ze3n74n~0,,

v
<62 E sup J(z + Oy, €,50e)Lxp(zy<any + ZHVUL(-, O, e,§Le)Hig(Dm)

2€3n7Z4 A0,y 1€IS1
+ Orgpo ((Cion—l)z/a—sp 10g1/2(y—1n)) + OF1/6 (m—700) .

We use (2.21) to reabsorb the second term on the right above. To estimate the second term on the
right side of (6.21) we combine Proposition 4.10 and (4.52) to get

3 s 2z + 006 —al (= + Ou)f

2e3nZeA0,,

< Or, (C’(L —m + log(y_lL))+§Zl) + Op1/2 (C(L —m + log(u‘lL))iEEB) + (91‘1/6 (m_498) .
Combining the above two displays and (6.21) yields

sup Jz (O, e,5e) < CO7w? E sup Ji(2 + On, e,506)Lix()<3n)

lel<1 sesnzing,, ll<
+Or, (C(L —m +log(v*L))4571) + Or,,, ((CLEn™1)" =0 log* (v 1n))
+Or,, (C(L —m +log(v™"'L))+5;°) + Or,  (m™"). (6.22)

1/6
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We next iterate (6.22) starting from n := m — [K (1 — 4p)~!log(v~!m)]. We establish the base
case by observing the crude bound, by (2.23), Lemma 2.7 and Lemma 2.3 that

sup  Jp(z 4 Op,e,85e) < Or, (Cv—2m?),
2€37 240,

and, by (4.5),

m=L; = w?<C5,'m*log?(v"'m) < m 2 (1=40) log™2(v"'m).

Thus, iterating [20(1 — 4p)~!] times, we deduce that
sup Ji(Op, e, 52€) < Op, (C(L —m + log(u_lL))JjZl) + Or,,, ((C’E(Q)n_l)%_s” logl/Q(V_ln))

le]<1
+Or,, (C(L —m +1log(v~'L))%5;%) + Ory, (m 3%y

An analogous bound is valid for J}(O,,,e,5re). The conclusion (6.20) is then obtained via the
identity (2.23) after redefining o. O

With the aid of Proposition 6.4, we can improve Proposition 4.1.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Fix p e (0,1/2) and set 6 := (1 — 2p) and o(p,d) € (0,1/2) to be selected
below. Denote also

Ly := Ly (K4p_4(1 —2p) s M 1 — 1(p A (1—2p)),ce,v), and

h:= [Ms_10(4.41) log((6 A y)_lm)],
for K(d) € N with K > Cs.19) to be determined below. Assume that n,m,L € N are such
that m, L > f/l and m — h < n < m. We also denote £ := m + 2h.

For each z € Z% and k € 7., recall the random variable
Usp = [S7" (51— s1.4)(2 + O)|
FlSE o+ O sz + 00) = S2)82 7+ [l W) 2+ D),
from the proof of Proposition 4.1. Recall also, by (4.44) and (4.45), the bound

sup  max  E(z+0psar,Sar + (kr —kear)o,,)
L>Lo ze3nZ4n~0,,

k7d
[ z€3rRZn,,

n 12
< 2( D183 max Z/{Z7k7L/\g> + Or, (m ™). (6.23)

By our choice of parameters, after possibly increasing K, we may invoke Proposition 6.4 and (4.39)
to see that, for k € N n [n — h,n] and z € Z¢,

Us b, prel{Lzm—ony < Or, (ChS,7) + Or,, (Ch?s,")

+ Or, ((CLom™ Y= =25 Liog 2 (1"1m)) + Op 399)

1/6 (m_ )

and therefore, by combining the above display with (4.44)

n /2
(Zsi%s(k”) max Uz,k,me> Lir>m—on)

k7d
P —— 2€3R 24Ny,

(m=7),

< Or, (Chs,!) + Or, (Ch?8,%) + O, ((Ciomfl)@*")(%*l)g# log(v~'m)) + Or —150y

13
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and, by (4.46)

n 1/2
< D753 max uz,k,L) Lir<m—ony < Ory(m ™).

[ R—— ze3k74~0,,

It follows from the above two displays and (4.5), (4.40), with,

—300

N 65, 'mPlogm, m<L+h,
| om , m>L+h

and, for small enough o, depending on p, that

n Y2
P <Z s3°—")  max Z/{Z,k,L,\g> >m <exp(—cKm2p).

k7zd
be—oo 2€35 2Ny,

The previous display and (6.23) yield that

IP’[ max  Es(z +Opsar,Sear + (kp —kear)o,,) =m| < Cexp(—cKmQ”) .

2e3nZa~0,,

Consequently, following the end of the proof of Proposition 4.1, we define

X = sup {37"“ : sup max  E(z +UOn;ar,sear + (ko —kear)o,,) > ﬁ@} ,

m>L, L>Lq 2€3"Z%~0p,

to see, via a union bound, that
0
P[log/l’ > m] < Z exp(—chQp) < Cexp(—cKm_Qp) < exp(—m_Qp) ,
k=m

for a sufficiently large choice of K(d). This concludes the proof. O]

Using Proposition 6.1, we can prove a variant of Proposition 6.2 with improved error.

Proposition 6.5. There ezists a constant C(d) < oo and, for every s, € (0,1] and p € (0,12), a
minimal scale Y satisfying

logy = O[‘QP(EQ) with Lo := LO(C,O_4(1 —2p) 645741 — (p A (1—2p)), cx,v)

such that, for every L', L,m € N with 3™ > Y, L', L = m+Cs 'log((§ Av)~'m) and L,L',m > Lo,
and for every u € Ap/(Opn)\R, we have

37" (ar — aLa([Fm))Vul g,y + 37 (L = Sm = (k)o,) Vil g, )

V2| Vul 2 @,

< €65, mP logm

(6.24)
and
3 IVula @) _ Cs 2 (6.25)
VeIVl 2@,y " '
Moreover, for every o € (0,1/6] and u € Ap/(On)\R, we have
375m| (a aL,*<Dm))VUHE*S(Dm) < C55mP logm + Or, (C(f)gmfl)lﬁ). (6.26)

V2|V,
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Proof. Let X be the minimal scale from Proposition 6.1 corresponding to the parameters s, d, p as
in the statement and M := 10*d. Assume by scaling that VHVuH%Q(D )= 1. Fix

hi=[Ks 'log((6 Av)"'m)] and h':= [0(6.1)M371 log((v A 6)"'m)],
and assume R
Ly := LO(K4,0_4(1 —2p)~t7s74 1 - (p A (1—2p)),cs,v)

for K(d) € N with K > C(1) to be determined below. Assume that m, L,L" € N are such

that m, L, L' > Lo and that L', L > m + h. We also denote £ := m + 2h/. By taking K larger, we
may assume that £ < m + h.

Below we will use the following special case of the multiscale Poincaré inequality (see [AK24b,
Lemma A.2]): for all fe L?(0,,),

m

Hf”zﬂfs@m) < 2 537" E ‘(f)y+Dn|2 < SSQmSHszZ(Dm) : (6.27)

n=-—00 ye3NZANp,

Step 1. We first establish a minimal scale for |(k¢)n,, |, that is we show that there exists Y1 such
that log Vs < Or,,(L2) and

3" =Y = |(ko)g,,| < OImPlogm. (6.28)
We first observe by (2.54) and (2.59),
|(ke)o,, | < [(km)o,. | + Or, (CH) < Or, (CH).
This implies, using m > Eg,

P[|(ke),,| > dm” logm| < exp(—cKm*),

and so we deduce, via a union bound, for K large enough, the existence of ); as stated.

Step 2. In this step we show that there is a constant C(d) < o0 and a minimal scale ), such
that, if K > C, we have log)> < Or,(L2) and if 3™ > ), then for every v € Ap/(0,,), there
exists w € Ar(0,,) such that

37| (ar, — ag«(Om)) V(v — w)”E*S(Dm) +37™|(ar, —Sm — (ki)o,,) V(v — w)HE,S(Dm) <m0

This allows us to reduce to the case L = L’ below.
Let v € Ay (Opn) be given and suppose, by scaling, that v|Vv| 2,y = 1. By Lemma 2.10 and
Lemma 2.6
IV (u =02,y < Ik — ko = (kp — kg, | oo, < Or,(37")

and, using also Lemma 2.7 and (4.40),

H(aL —ar«(On)|ro@,,) + || (ap —Sp — (kL)‘:‘m)”LOO(Dm) < Or, (Cv~ e tm?).
Combining the previous two displays with (6.27) shows
3_"‘5(|‘(aL—aL7*(Dm))V(v—w)HE,S(Dm)+H(aL—gm—(kL)Dm)V(v—w)HE,S(Dm)) < (’)r2/3(m_1000) ,

for K sufficiently large. We then conclude by the previous display and a union bound.
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Step 3. We prove both (6.24) and (6.25) with minimal scale Y := Y1 v Yo v V' v X, where )’
is the minimal scale from Lemma 4.11. Also assume K is large enough so that Lemma 4.11 may
be applied. Let k := (k;, — k¢)o,, and @ := 5, + k. Fix n € N with m — 2h <n < m. By (6.14) we

m
have
2> 1/2

< max (Js 2 (e+00) (@0 (Ohn) — ape(z+00))| +20(s1 = sp.0) (=+00)[#) . (6.29)
ze3nZan0,, ’

J[ (ar«(0m) —ar)Vu
z+0y

<z€3"deDm

The second term above is bounded by Proposition 6.1. We estimate the first term by rewriting
54 (= 00) (@L,(0m) = 8)| < [s (400524 Om)| *l872" (O (2 (Oon) — B
and then estimating
s e+ On)sr (T
< ‘§gszl (z+0y) ‘1/2|§leL,*(Dm)’1/2
< (2+ ST+ D) (sra(z + 0n) =508, ) (2 + |52 Om) (s1.0(0m) —50)5; )"
C 2+ [s; (2 + On) sz + On) —50)[*)
Observe that by Proposition 6.1 and Lemma 4.7 we have
|s_1/ On)(ar«(0n) — a)] < 65, *mP logm .

Therefore, by Holder’s inequality and the assumption VHVUH%Q () = 1, the above implies that

- )

2e3n 740,
= _1/ Y2,
<C6 Z s3°" <2 +  max ‘s (O (52,4 (0Om) — Se) ) 5 2m’ logm

d
ne—oo ze3"Z¢ N0y,

J[ (aL7*(Dm) - aL)Vu
z+0p,

< C63°"s,*mP logm .

By a similar computation, we also get

nzi_oo s3°™ < E £+Dn (ap —a)Vu

2\ 12

> < CO3°™5 PmP logm..
2e3nZaN0,,
Furthermore, by (2.60), (2.28), Lemma 4.7 and the fact 3™ > Y, we have that

[(Ge =8 — (k) Vil g,y < O5n" (18 =Sl + ()]
< C’sml/2( ~og®(v"tm) + Com” log"? m)
< C65,>mP logm.

Combining the above with (6.27) shows (6.24).
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We turn to the proof of (6.25). First, by (2.28), the assumption VHVuHiQ(D = 1 and

m)
Lemma 4.7,
J: Vu
z+0,

Yo F

n=-—0uw 2€3" 240,

m

2\ 12
) <053 3™ max [syh(z + 00"

23" Z4A0,,

n=—0o

By (4.60) this implies

2\ 12
) <0352

Yar( ¥

n=-—0a 2€3"Z4~0,y,

:f Vu
Z+|:|n
By (6.27) we deduce (6.25).

Step 4. We show (6.26). First, proceeding as in Step 3 above, applying this time Proposition 6.4
with o = 1/3 and 6 = 1/2, and using also m > Lg, we get for n € N with m — h < n < m that

max (|5 240 (@r(Om) — az(z+0a))] + 2l(s = s2a)(z+00)[") < Or,, (C).

ze3nZ4n~0,,

For n < m — h, we use Lemma 2.7 and (4.40),

max (’sz’lf(z—i—Dn)(aL,*(Dm) — aL’*(z+Dn))| +2|(sp — sL7*)(z+Dn)|1/2> < Or1/6 (C3%s(m*")) .

ze3nZ4 N0,

Therefore, by (6.29), by a similar argument as in (6.15), we deduce that, for every ¢ € (0, 0),

n=-—0 2€3"ZAN0,,

 (ClEam™)").

+t

2\ 2
> 1{y>3m} < OI‘

J[ (ar,«(0m) —ar)Vu
z+0n

Now (6.26) follows by setting o = HLG. This completes the proof. O

We also present an explicit improvement of Proposition 6.2. Below the parameters io and El
are as in Proposition 6.1.

Proposition 6.6. Let s € (0,1]. There exists a constant C(s,d) € [1,00) and do(d) such that, for
every p € (0,1/2) and every § € (0,60] and L,L',m,n € N with

L L' m> Ly ., L,L'>m+Clog(v™'m) and n<m—Cs tlog((6 Av)"tm), (6.30)
we have, for every o € (0,1/6] and u e Ap/(0,)\R, the estimate

3_8m” (ﬁL,n - aL)vu”ﬂ*S(Dm)

V2|V,
<675, P*n*log’n + Or,, (m™**) + Or, ((CLon™H)WVo=4) log 4 (1~ 1n)) . (6.31)

Proof. We first observe that by the Sobolev embedding theorem there exists a constant C'(d) <
such that for every f e H§(O,,),

/ . 2d
35m]|f||wsf,p/(mm) < O3 flus @,y with =5, p= dQ—fs and p:= Trs
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This implies that, for every g e W=*"(0,,),
3= gl ey < O3 ™l oo,

Consequently, it suffices to prove the claim for the W~ (O,,) norm.

By the same argument as in the beginning of the proof of Proposition 6.5, we may assume
that L’ = L. Using Proposition 6.1 we have the validity of Assumption H with w,, given by (6.3).
Thus, by Proposition 6.2, we find that there exists a constant C(s,d) < oo such that

3—s/m

| (aL,n - aL)quw_S/’p(Dm)

V2Vl 2,

< C8”w)” + Op, (m™*) + Or, ((CLon™H)Vo=4) log 4 (1~ 1n)) .
This implies (6.31) after decreasing dg, if necessary. O

7. Sharp asymptotics for the renormalized diffusivities

In this section, we identity the sharp asymptotic rate of growth of the renormalized diffusivities by
showing that

. Sm
lim — ——
m—o , /2¢,(log 3)m

Indeed, we prove a rate of convergence for this limit which is given in the following statement.

Theorem 7.1 (Asymptotics for the renormalized diffusivities). For every e € (0,1/8), there exist
constants C(e, ey, A,v,d) < 00 such that, for every m € N with m > 2,

[Sm — (2cx(log 3)m)1/2‘ < Cm®. (7.1)

Theorem 7.1 is a consequence of the following proposition which gives an approximate recurrence
formula for the sequence of renormalized diffusivities.

Proposition 7.2 (Approximate recurrence). For every ¢ € (0,1/8), there exist C(e,cy,v,d) > 0
and M (g, cx,v,d) € N such that, for every n € N with n = M and h € N n [n®,n"¢8,],

[8ntn — 80 — cx(log 3)8, 'h| < C(1 + A)n= "2t (7.2)
We first give the proof of Theorem 7.1 from Proposition 7.2.

Proof of Theorem 7.1 assuming Proposition 7.2. We will use Proposition 7.2 to prove the following
claim: for every n € N with n > max{M,exp(A4)} and h € N n [n®, n"§,],

82, — 52 — 2c4(log 3)h| < Cn* . (7.3)
To prove (7.3), we apply the elementary inequality
|22 = y?| < |2® =y + 2y( — y)| + [2y(z —y)| = |z —y[* + 2ylz —y[, Vz,y>0

with 2 = 8, + c«(log 3)hs, ! and y = §,,4 to obtain

S~ SH(L+ cullog3is, )’

_ _ 12 o = _ __
< [Bntn — 80 — cx(log 3)h8, |” + 28,14 [Snsn — 8n — cx(log 3)Rs, .
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Applying Proposition 7.2 and using also Lemma 4.7 and (4.40), we obtain
82,5 — 52 (1 + cx(log 3)h__2) |<C(1+ /1)271_”26 +C(1+ A)n_l/“sgmrh < Cn*.
Expanding the left side of this inequality yields
87 — 55 (1 + c«(log 3)hs _2) | =[82,, — 5 — 2ci(log 3)h + 3 (log3 2h2“2|
> |82, — 55 — 2¢x(log 3)h| — ¢} (log 3)*h%s;,

Putting these together and using that ¢, < 1 and h < §,,, we obtain (7.3).

The statement of the theorem now follows from a simple iteration of (7.3). We first demonstrate
that, for all sufficiently large n,
5, = cn'?. (7.4)

By Proposition 3.1, for all sufficiently large n we have that h := [n"*] € N A [n°,n~%8,]. It then
follows after iteration of (7.3) that

|52 — 2c4(log 3)n| < Cni+%

As 2log3 > 2 > 1, this implies (7.4).
Using (7.4), we may now perform another iteration of (7.3) with the choice of step size h :=
[c*nl/Z_aj to obtain
82 — 2c.(log 3)n| < Ccy?n'?+2.

This inequality implies (7.1) with m? instead of m¢ on the right side. This completes the proof. [

The rest of this section is focused on the proof of Proposition 7.2. Throughout, we fix the
following parameters and objects:

e A small exponent ¢ € (0,1/8), as in the statement of the proposition and, to give us some
room, 7 := 27 %.

e A small parameter 7 € (0,27%), depending only on dimension, which will be selected later in
the proof.

e Nonnegative integers K,[,ng,h € N with 100 < h < %no and
max{M,no—h—Mlogno}<l<no—h<n0<K, (7.5)

where M € N is a sufficiently large constant that the lower bounds required for the validity of
Propositions 3.1, 4.1, 4.5, 4.10, 6.1, 6.5 and 6.6 are satisfied with parameters s := p := ¢ :=
n, a:=1-— 1 10 and § := dp(d) is as in Proposition 6.6: that is, we take

- 10 e 1
L3 = Lo(M0247] 10(5 10,1 4?’] ,Cy, UV ),

and )
M := max{Lg, Slogd(vh), v ,7'_100}, (7.6)

where Lo(-,-,-,-) is as in (4.4) and My > 10*d is a constant depending only on dimension to
be selected below. In particular we have, using Proposition 3.1 and (4.40), that

(no = P)* 7 < 8pyn < (ng — 0) 240 (7.7)
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We also require the following constraints on the separation between the scales
Mlog(v™'ng) < K —ng < 2Mlog((5 A v) " ng), (7.8)
Mlog(v™'ng) <ng—h —1<2Mlog((§ A v)"tng). (7.9)
We also suppose that the (large) scale separation parameter h € N satisfies

n < h <n 075, . (7.10)

o We let d(x) := §;017h(kn0 — kyy—1)(2), where the sequence {k;} is as in (1.46).
o We let a,,_p () be the coarse-grained field defined above in (2.69).

e We introduce a truncated field a,,_j; defined by

Apg—ni(r) :=1q+ ((§;017h§n0_h75(1') 1) + 5t(£L'))1{ 1. } . (7.11)

|8 g—n8ng—n,i(z)=la)+6" (z)[<27

Observe that a,,_p; is uniformly elliptic with ellipticity constants 1 — 27 and 1 + 27 and
is 3!Z%stationary.

e A “good event” defined by
Gr:= {3n0_hHV6HLw(DK) + 0l L2 @) + Hg;@{hano,hl - IdHLOO(DK) S T} : (7.12)
Observe that, on the good event G, the truncation does nothing in the cube Ug:
ano,h,l + §n07h5t]_GT = §n07hén07h711GT in Og . (7.13)
The approximate recurrence (7.2) is broken into the following two statements.
Lemma 7.3. There ezists C(g,cy,v,d) < o0 such that for ng = M,
—_ —[= v —1
|sn0 — a[sno_hano_h71]| < Cn, fate (7.14)
Lemma 7.4. There exist C(d) < oo such that, for every ng € N with ng > M
|8[Sng—nng—ni| — (Sno—n + cx(log3)s, ' h)| < (A+ Clogno)s,! . (7.15)

Proposition 7.2 is an immediate consequence of Lemmas 7.3 and 7.4 and the lower bound in (3.2).
Lemma 7.3 compares the original problem to the coarse-grained problem, and demonstrates that
these are essentially the same on large scales. Its proof, which is presented below in Section 7.2,
makes use of the large-scale regularity theory and in particular the coarse-graining estimates in
Section 6. The coarse-grained problem can be analyzed by perturbation arguments, leading to the
statement of Lemma 7.4; this appears in Section 7.3 below.

Throughout this section for convenience we omit the argument when taking expected values of
stationary functions; that is, for a stationary function f : R* — R we denote

E[f]:=E[f(0)].
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7.1. Estimates for the coarse-grained field. In this subsection we collect some preliminary
estimates on the coarse-grained field a,,,_5; which are needed in the proofs of Lemmas 7.3 and 7.4.
According to the homogenization results in Sections 4 and 6, this field is a small perturbation of
the constant §,,_; except on an event of very small probability. In the next lemma we give a
quantitative statement.

Lemma 7.5. There exists C(d) < oo such that, for every p € [1,0),

\E[§golfhano—h,l ]| CIOg(V nO) no ,hy (716)
[Sran8no—nt = Lal o,y < Orys (Cplog(v'n0)s,,) ) (7.17)

and
ng_Lol—hano—hJ - IdHLOO(DK) < Ol“l/g (Ch 2 log(v~1ng)s nol h) (7.18)

Proof. By Remark 4.9 and Proposition 4.10 (with a = 1/2) we obtain, for all o € (0, 1],

{ggol_hano—hv*(ljl) — Id| OF2 (C log(l/ no) no— h)
+ Oy, (Cv%(ng — h)(Clog(v'no)s, 2 ,)"7) . (7.19)
Applying Lemma 2.3 we therefore obtain

—1 - =1
8 70—nBno—nt — IdHLw(DK) T esimean, [8r0—n@no—hy (2 + 01) — 1]
< Op, (Ch?log(v ™ ng)s, S0 h)
- 1 [eg
+ Oryy4y o) (Chv™2(ng — h)(Chlog(v'ng) n02 n) / ).
Selecting o = 1/8 in the above display and using (7.7) together with (7.10) yields
Hgﬁol—hano—h,l - IdHLOO(D ) < Ory, (Ch " log(vtno)s,, Sno— )

which is (7.18). Similarly, selecting o = /4 in (7.19) and using the triangle inequality for the Orlicz
norm Or, . from Lemma 2.1, we get

[Sg—nBro-ni = Ld| oy = 20 [Brg—nBno—nelz +00) —1af”
N 2€3!Z4n0g

< Or,,,, ((Cp)Plog?(v"'ng)s, 2 ,)

which is (7.17).
We turn to proof of (7.16). We have that

Sno—h«(0h) = E[agolfh,l]il ,
and that
‘E[a;ol—h,z]il _E[ano—h,l]) S0 (ODE[[ang s = Sng s (D[] < Clog(v'no)s, ), ().

Here we have used that the difference between the harmonic mean and mean is bounded by the
sample variance (see for instance [AK24a, (4.31)]). Combining this with (4.39) yields (7.16). O

We next estimate the probability that the good event G is not valid.
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Lemma 7.6 (Estimate of the bad event). There exists c(d) < oo such that, for every s € (0,00),
1ge < Or, ((c780,-1) ). (7.20)

Proof. By a union bound, (2.54) and (2.62), we have that

gdK=noth)p [Hkno - kno—hHLOO(Dno_h) > Tgno—h]

< exp(— 07252 _ph7 4+ (dlog 3)(K — ng + h))
< exp(— 07252 _ph +2(dlog 3)h) .

P[[6]| ooy > 7] <

Using also (7.10) and (7.7), increasing My if necessary, we obtain

1 _ —
P[[6]| ooy > 7] < exp(—§c7'2sio nh 1) < exp(—cTSpo—1) -

Similarly, we use a union bound and (2.51) to obtain

P[3n0_h‘|V(5“LOO(DK) > T] = ED[3n0_th(kno - kno—h)HLw(DK) = T§n0_h]
< 3d(K—no+h)P[3no—h”v(knO _ kno—h)||L°o(Dn0—h) > T§n0_h]

< exp(— 72830 p + (dlog3)(K — ng + h))

Again, similarly, selecting o = 1/8 in (7.19), we have that

P[5 ot = Tal oy > 7| < 31 OR[[5L g (00) 1| > 7]

eXp(—(CTSnO_h log™ 1(1/ 1ng))2 + (dlog3)(K — l))
—(1+n/2)
+ exp(—7'§n e+ (dlog3)(K —1))
< exp(—m'2 log_Q(V no) Sho— h)
< exp(—CTﬁno_h) .

N

Finally, using (2.44), we find that, for every s € (0, 1],

lce <1 1 _h 1 .
G2 = Hl8lpoo ey >} o "IV oo i) >7) + {”S‘n;,hano—h,l*Id||L°O(DK)>T}

< Ors((c7'§n0_h) /S) + Or, ((CT sio_h)*l/s)
< Or, ((e78p9—1)"") . (7.21)

This completes the proof of the lemma. ]

7.2. Coarse-graining estimates. This subsection is devoted to the proof of Lemma 7.3. That
is, we show that there exists a constant C'(g, ¢y, v, d) < o such that

800 (Ox) — & < Cny **97, (7.22)
where to shorten the notation, we denote
a:= 5[§no—héno—h,l] . (7.23)
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Notice that this implies the bound (7.14) since, by Proposition 4.5, (7.7) and (7.5), we have that
’gno,*(DK) - §no’ < nESOO . (7.24)

By the dihedral symmetry assumption, we have that a is a scalar matrix. By a slight abuse of
notation, we also let a denote a positive constant.

We begin by reducing the desired estimate (7.22) into an equivalent estimate for the expectation
of J(Ok,e,ae).

Lemma 7.7. For every e € R?,
1= ~2 ~
5, [8no (Ok) — &|” < 4E[J,, (O, e, ae)]. (7.25)

Proof. Taking the expectation of (2.23), using that k,,(0x) = 0 by the dihedral symmetry as-
sumption, we obtain

E[JnO(DK, e,ae) + J, (Ox,e, 56)]
=€ (Sng — Snow)(Ox)e + (8 = Spg«(Ok)) e - 8 o (Ox) (A — Sng i (Ok) e (7.26)
The assumption (J4) that the joint law of the fields {ji}ken is invariant under negation implies

that
E[Jno(Ok €, 8e)| = E[J;; (Ok, e,ae)] (7.27)
The lemma follows from the previous two displays and [Sp,,«(Ok)S,1| < 2, which is a consequence

of (7.24). O

Lemma 7.7 reduces the estimate (7.22) to the bound

E[Jno (Ok, €,8¢)] < C|6|2n81/2+9n§;01_h .

(7.28)
The rest of this subsection is focused on the proof of (7.28).

The first step is to bound the left side of (7.28) in terms of the solutions f”, fN e H'(Og) of
the Dirichlet and Neumann problems

— V- (Ang—tt +5ngnd ) VP =0 in O, (7.29)
J& = te on o0k, '
and
— V- (Ang—hi T 8np—n0) VN =0  inOg, (7.50)
n- (ﬁno,h,l +§n0,h6t)erN =n-ae on k. '
We also let & € Hi(Og) to solve
— A, =V-d'e inO,
: © MK (7.31)
fe =0 on 8DK .
Lemma 7.8. There exists a constant C(d) < oo such that, for each e € R we have
E[Jn, Ok, e,de)] < E{ VP (ang—n — Bng—n1) Vone (-, Ok, e, Ae) ]
Uk
122 N D4 2
+ OV LBV - VP e, (7.32)
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Proof. We begin by establishing the identity

~ 1 ~ ~
Jn() (‘:’K7 €, ae) = _5 vfeD : (anofh - anofh,l)vvno ('7 DKa €, ae)
Ok

1 ~ _ ~
+ 2][ (@, _n1 + Sng-n8) (VN = VL) Vg, (-, Ok, e, de) . (7.33)
Uk

First, use (2.22) to write J,,(Ok, e, ae) in the form

~ 1 ~ ~ ~
Ino(Ok,€,ae) = 2J[ (=€ anyVup, (-, 0k, e, de) + ae - Vup, (-, Ok, €, ae)) . (7.34)
Ok

We next use that VP —ee L2, (Ok) and (afm—h,l + 80 )VIN —dce LEOLO(DK), combined

pot,0
with the fact that a,, Vv, (-, Ok, e,ae) € L2 (0k), to obtain

sol

~ 1 ~
JIno(Ok, €e,ae) = 2][D (=V P an, Vg, (-, Ok, e, ae)
K

1

+ 2{ (ano—h,l + §n0_h5t)Vfév -V, (-, Ok, €, 56)) . (7.35)
Ok

Using the identity a,, = a,,—n + S,,—r0 and rearranging the right side again, we obtain (7.33).

The second term in (7.33) is estimated as follows:

f @y 808V = VD) - oy (- O c,)

Ok

< [an,ni+ §no—h5t||Lw(DK)||VféV - erDHg(DK)“VUno('>DK7675€))HL2(DK)

v ~ 2 C _ 2 2
< IV0no (- Ok €,86)) [ 12,y + — [8hg i + o n 8 [ o) [V 1 = VI [ 2

1 - C i~ _
= 5JnO(DK, e,ae) + ;Haﬁbwh’l + sno,hétHiw(DK)HVféV — erDH}(Dm .

According to (2.54), (7.18), the triangle inequality and the lower bound (7.7) we have that

1/2
E[Hﬁiofh,z + §n0,h6tH4Lw(DK)] <Soo_n <1 + Chlog?(v™'ng)s 2, + Ch%*s 2 ) < 282 (7.36)

no—nh no—nh no—h

We combine the previous two displays with (7.33), reabsorb the factor of %JnO(D K, €,ae) and then
take expectations to obtain (7.32). O

The estimate (7.28) is an immediate consequence of (7.32) and the following three estimates:

E[ 0 VI (@ = Bngnt) Vono (-, D, €, 8c) 1GT] < %E[JHO(DK,B,ﬁe)] + |e|2§;ol_hn81+9’7,
K
(7.37)
E[vaeN - v fP ||zz(DK)1GT]1/2 < le[*ng ™ (7.38)
and
E[Jno Ok, e,de)1ce | < lef*ng ™. (7.39)

The proof of (7.37) uses the homogenization theory developed in the previous three sections, and
in particular relies heavily on the improved coarse-graining estimates in Proposition 6.2. The esti-
mate (7.38) on the difference of the Dirichlet and Neumann solutions is a consequence of standard

106



quantitative homogenization estimates for the coarse-grained field a,,,_p +§n0_h5t. We will obtain
the estimate by quoting results from [AK24a, Chapter 5]. Finally, we will show that (7.39) is a
consequence of Lemma 7.6.

Before we give the proofs of these bounds, we establish some basic estimates on the solutions f”
of (7.29) and &, of (7.31) which are consequences of standard Calderén-Zygmund estimates.

Lemma 7.9 (Estimates for f” and &.). There exists C(d) < oo such that, for every e € R, p e
[2,00), s € [0,Y4p] and T € (0, (Cp)~t], we have

IV&el oo + 3" IVl (o) < Oplel (3" IV8 | o) + 28] e () - (7.40)

and

p
”erD + er - eHL“’(DK)lGT + 38l< E vaeD + v{e - e“ﬁ/&?(wml)) 1Gr

2€3!Z4 Oy

< Cplel (18-t — Talpnog) + P16120 0y + 7370 D) 16, . (7.41)

Proof. Step 1. We prove (7.40). For each exponent p € [2, ), we may apply the Calderén-Zygmund
gradient LP estimates for the Laplacian in a cube (see [Ste70, Section I1.6.2] for the interior estimate,
and then use a reflection argument) to obtain, for a constant C(d) < o0,

IVEellrmg) < Cplelld] e i) - (7.42)
Similarly, we also have that, for every k € Z with z € 3707 ~ O,
IVl 0o+ T0g—1) < CPIElI V| Lo((a48g-n)nti) + CP3 IV el Lo (a8, —n)nCic) -
Summing over z in the previous display and then applying (7.42) yields
IVl ey < CPIellVE| Loy + (Cp)[el3™ 0™ (8] ooy - (7.43)

Step 2. We next show the estimate for the first term on the left in (7.41). For this, we rewrite
the equation for fP € £, + H}(Ok) as

—AfP =V (s, An-ni —la+6")VfP inOk. (7.44)
The function w € H (Ok) defined by w := fP + & — £, solves
—Aw =V (5, jang_ni—la+6)Vw— V-8V =V (5, ang—nt —1a)(VE —€)) .
By the Calder6n-Zygmund gradient LP estimates and (7.42),

IVwl o) < Cplsng—8ne—nt = i + 8" 1@, [Vl o) + (Co)lel 16172 o

+ Oplellsn,_p8ng—nt — Ldl 2o,y (1 + CpIS] 2w, - (7.45)

By taking 7 so small that 7C(7 45)p < 1/8, we can reabsorb the first term on the right in the above
and deduce that

IVl @i le, < Cplel(I8n,-nBno—ni = Lal L2oo) + 2101 20 o,y 16 < 2lel. (7.46)

This establishes the estimate for the first term on the left in (7.41).
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Step 3. In this step we start to estimate the second term on the left in (7.41) by showing that

BSlewst,p(DK)lG-r < Cp|6| (Hggol_hano—h,l - IdHLQP(DK) + TB_S(nO_h_l))lGT . (747)

For this, we first apply the fractional Calderén-Zygmund estimates'?. Noting that w has zero
Dirichlet boundary on ¢k, these yield the existence of C'(d) < oo such that, for every p € [2, )
and s € (0, 1/2p],

[V ye ) < CP|(Srg—Bing—ns —Ta + 5t)Vwstp )

+ Cp||5tv§€|}ws ) T C’pH no pang—h — 1a) (V& — e)st,p(DK) . (7.48)

We split the estimates of the three terms on the right side into substeps.
Step 3(a). In this step we estimate the first term on the right side of (7.48) and show

H (§;01_han0_h71 —Ig+ Jt)Vwst,p(DK)lg
< Op7|Vwllwsrola,
+ Cp”vaLQp DK)?) sl (‘ 51 anofh’l - IdHLZP(DK) + T3_8(n0_h_l))1GT . (749)

no h
We first write
| Srg—nBno—nt —1a +0") Vol ey P(Ok)
< CHg;LOl—hano—h 1 — g+ (5t|| |vaWS P(Ox)

coof [ [Fue P Bt als) - S5 ls) + 30) ~ )P
Ox JOg

|z — y|d+ep

dy dzx .
For the term involving § and z,y € Uy, we use the estimate
|6(x) — 8(y)|1g, < Tmin{3""™0|z —y|,2}.

This leads to the bound

)P p
f f |Vw(z)[P|é(z) 5@0|1G7dy¢E<
Ox JOg

C
—sp(no—h) P
‘.%' _ y‘d-&-sp o STPS spino va”Lp(DK)]'GT .

Next, using the fact that a,,_p;(z) = ap,—p«(2 + ;) for € z + O for every z € 3!Z%, we have

'2These estimates can obtained, for instance, by interpolating between the standard WP (Og) and W2P(Ok)
estimates for the Poisson equation in a cube.
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that, for every p € [2,00) and s € [0, 1/p),

-1 ~
O JOg

W—M“W

|§_1_hano—h l(x> - §_1_hano—h l(y) |p
Vutap( [ Sttt S tOF ) g,
£+Dl Ok |z — y|d+sp

<C(1—sp)’13’5pl

N

ze3ldeD

<C”Sn _hano h,l™— Id||Lp((z+Dl+1)r‘\DK)

- dx dy
<C E IVl Lo ro)nom) ”Sno pno—nt = Ll (240, nog) J[ L o, |z —yld+sp
ZESlZdﬂDK l+1\ 1

K+1
—spi ——1 A
+C Z 37 E vaHL”( z+0; )ﬁDK)HSnO—ha”O_h’l*Idep((ZJrDj)ﬁDK)
j=l+1 2€3!Z4n0g
C

—spl =—1 2 o p
s sp A (11— Sp) IVl oy [Brg—n o -t = Lallfan ) -

Combining the last four displays yields (7.49)
Step 3(b). In this step we estimate the second term on the right side of (7.48) and show that
there exists C'(d) < o such that

|6' Ve, ola, <33R L o+ Ve o) e, - (7.50)

s
Note that by (7.42), (7.43) the above display implies

|6tV < 0373 R 22| (7.51)

w10

We first observe a general inequality: there exists C'(d) < oo such that for all g € L,(0Ok),

[ ]Ws P(O) C S Z 3 5Pj E Hg_ (g)(Z+D]'+1)f\DK Hzp((Z'FDj+1)ﬁDK) (752)

Jj=—© 2€3722n0g
This yields, for g := §'V&,,
K .
[8'VElyermyy SCPs D) 37 2 8'Vee = (0'VE) 0y )nTic e (40,1 1) 00
j=—00 2€37 240k

For the terms with 7 < ng — h, we have by the Poincaré inequality that

E |6'VE, — (6tvge)(z+|:|j+1)r\|jx|‘ZP((2+D]~+1)(\DK) Cp3mHV(5tV§e)HLP(D

2€3174n0k

For j = ng — h we similarly estimate,

K
—spJ CcP so(n
Z 37s E HatvﬁeHLP ((z+0j41)n0g) = < 73 p(no=h) Hétvfeu[p (Ok)
j=no—h+1 2€3974n0

Combining the previous three displays and the product rule yields (7.50).
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Step 3(c). In this step we estimate the third term on the right side of (7.48) and show that
there exists C'(d) < oo such that

| Grg—nBng—nt = 1a)(Vée = €)ooy 16
—s(no—h —h |2
< C713 s(no )(3”0 ”V é-EHLp(DK) + ||v€eHLP(DK))1GT
+ CS*Slege - GHLQP(DK) Hg,;ol_hano_hJ - IdHLZP(DK)]'GT . (753)
Note that by (7.46), (7.42) this implies that
|5 Bno—nt = 1a)(Vée = )| () L6-
< Clel3™ s, L 8n,—ns — 14 L) 16r T Cpr?le[3—s(ro—M1, (7.54)
For convenience we denote
g1 = §Eolfh5no—h,z —I; and g¢o:=VE —e.
First, we plug in g := g1¢2 into (7.52) to see
[9192]W<p < (CPs Z 3P E lg192 — (9192) (240, 1) Ok ||ZP((Z+|]j+1)mDK) :
j=—0 2€39174n0k
For each such cube [, we can use the triangle inequality to bound the right side as
lg192 = (9192)0llLr @) < 2091020 () l92 — (92)0ll L2e () + 2] 92] 20 () 91 — (92)00] L20

By the above two displays and Holder’s inequality we have

[gng]I)ws,P(DK)

K ‘ 1/2
<Cslaliey X 37 F e @000 B0 )

Jj=— 2€3174n0x
K . 1/2
+ sl 2 5B o - )emon im0
j=—00 2€39 790k
We have that
lgillLeoyla, <7

for sufficiently small 7. By a nearly identical computation to Step 3 (b), we also have

K A /2
MR (S SR AU T RS A

Jj=—© 2€31Z4 0k

< Cp3fsp(nofh) (3n07th2§eHLp(DK) + "v§€“Lp(DK))p' (755)

The final term is estimated similarly. For the terms with j < I, we use the fact that g; is piecewise
constant at scale 3! to see

— 1,
E Hgl (91)(Z+DJ+1 mEIKHL2p (z+0 <C”3 ( H91HL2P x)’

_ j41)n0k)
2€317Z4N0k
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Using this, we have

l 1/2 CPr3— spl
—opi 2
D5 B n @0 o aon) = st o

Jj=—® 2€3774 0

For j > | we similarly estimate,

K 1/2 Cp
—spj ~ g—spl
I R (SN T S e

Jj=l+1 2€31Z4n0g

Combining the above displays yields (7.53).
Combining (7.49), (7.51), (7.54) and reabsorbing by taking 7 < (4C(7.49)p) " yields (7.47).

Step 4. We finally estimate the second term on the right of (7.41) by localizing (7.47). We
begin by using the interior Calderén-Zygmund estimate to obtain, for each k € N [[, K] and z €
3+74 ~ O,

vaumw (e40)nOg) S Cp”( no—h@no—h1 —la + 0 )Vwstp( (z+0541)n0x)
+ C'pH(StV&HWs P((z40p41)n0x)
+ CPH no,hano—h,l —La)(VE& — e)st,p((HDkH)QDK)

+ Cp|[ V| (7.56)

(Z+|:’k+1)ﬁDK) :
By identical arguments leading to (7.49), (7.50) and (7.53) we have for each k € [, K|nZ and z € Z,
=1 2 t
|| (S’no—hano_hvl - Id + 6 )vw||ws’p((z+|:|k)ﬁDK)1GT

< CpTvauws’p((Zﬁ‘Dk_'.l)ﬁDK) 1GT

+ Cp|Vwll 2o (o 0p sy ~0r) 3 (B pBno—nit — Lall 2o (240 )m0g) + 3014
(7.57)

and

——1 ~ t
H<Sno—ha”0*h:l —14)(VE& — e)HvaP((z-H:Ik)mEIK)]'GT + H‘S V@stm((ﬂmk)mmi{)l&
< O3 @R INEE Lty e + I VEl L (000 0000) Lo-
+ 37| Ve, — el L2r (o 4ms ) nOK) 18,00 Bng—ni — Lall g2r (o4 s )0y LG -

Assuming 7 is even smaller so that C(757p7 < 1/9, and iterating the above two inequalities, we
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deduce that

3SlHVQ"”M@((%DMDK)IGT

< 9_(K_l)38lHV“’H[W(DK)lGT

K+1

+Cp 35 9 VIV ooy Breg B0t = Ll 120 (2450 ~00) L6
! K+1
+ Cpr3= 0770 5 97DV ull g (0, L
K
+ Cpr3=*0=h=h 3 o= (3072 | Ly noey I VE (400 A0 ) 162
K+1 .
+Cp kZz 9~ ve, - ell g2r (400 ~0s) [Brg—nBno—ht = Lall L2r((o10 )0 LG - (7-58)

Raising this inequality to the power of p, summing over z, and applying the inequalities (7.47),
(7.46), (7.42) and (7.43), we obtain (7.41). This completes the proof of the lemma. O

We now turn to the proof of (7.37).

Proof of (7.37). Throughout we write vp, = vn,(-,0xk, e, ae), for short. We fix another scale k
with | < k < ng — h to be determined below, p := 3/2, p’ := 3 and compute

D ~
vfe : (an()—h - ano—h,l)vvno
Uk

< +

J[ (er - 6) : (aHO*h - anO*hJ)vvno J[ (vfeD + vfe - e) : (an()*h - aTLO*h,l>v'Un0 .
DK DK

The first term can be estimated as

f (vé-e - 6) : (ano—h - ano—hl)vvno
Uk

< (¥l + 1) 3

2> 1/2
263k 74Ok

: ! e
+ ( E [vée];ﬂ,p’(z_’_‘]k)) ( E H(anofh - anoh,l)vvno‘};{/lm(z_i_gk)) 5

263k 740k 263k 740k

J[ (Ang—h — Ang—h,1) Vn,
Z-‘er

and the second term similarly, with w := f2 + &, — £, as

Vw - (ang—p — ny—h,1)Vng
Uk

(2 v

2€3!Z4 0Ok

/

, 1p /p
];‘/s,p’(z_,_gl)) ( E H (anofh - anoh,l)vvno‘%/svp(z+|jl)) :

2€3' 740

We estimate the different terms above using Propositions 6.5 and 6.6, with parameter selections s :=
t := 278 by assuming that

|l — k| + |k — no + h| = max{C(s.30) (32, d), 2**} log(v " no) , (7.59)

112



increasing My in (7.6) if necessary. This yields, together with Young’s inequality, that

)+ C’(5|e|§n0,hna(2_n) log?* ng

no—h — An - v < Vo Un,
J o) LA

1 ~ -
+ Or,, (Clelv 1nosn/jfh(Lgn 1y ) +(9r1/3(|e|n0 200)

with C(d) < o0, o € (0, /6] to be selected below. By (7.40) and the definition of G, with smaller 7
if necessary, we have V& 2,y < |e|. This and the previous display imply that

2\ 2
(IVéel 2y + |6|)( > J[ (Ang—h — Bng—n,1) Vi, ) 1g,
B 2e3kZd 0k 2+Ug
v 2 slel?s —(2-1) ;24
S50 HVU”OHLQ(erDk) + Cdle|"Sne—nny 0g" 1o

+ Or,, (C|e|2y*1no§:{§_h(i3n D)+ Or,, (Je[*ng ).

Again, by (7.40),

l/pl

2€3kZ4dnOg

Using the constraint on k from (7.59), the above displays imply

1y R ) Yp
< E [er]wl V' (z+Dk)) < E H(ano—h — 8ng—h,1) Vn, ’W‘l”’(z-&-Dk))

2e3kZd N0k 2e3k 740k

1%
< 51 Von 72 + Or,y, (le*ng ™).

(Z+|:|k)

Next, we have, by (7.41) and Proposition 6.5, together with Young’s inequality, the estimate

/

l/p R » 1/p
< E vaHWSP z+|]l)> ( E ”(ano—h_ano—h,l)vvnonwS’P(z+Dl)> e,

23174 Ok ze3ldeD
1OOHVUnoHL2 )+ Clel 262, "5, n (155, 8ng—hi — Idemg + 6 HLm o) 1c
+ Or,, (016\21/ "o(L?)n_l)%) + OF1/4(\€\2”0 800y .

Combining the above displays with (2.21) yields

D ~
vfe : (ano—h - ano—h,l)vvno
Uk

1
50Jno(DK7€ ae) + Cle|*s,,— hno( -

4—C’52|e|2 )sno h<SnO hAng—h,l — IdH%m Or) T ||5i12(DK)>1Gr

log?* ng

+ Or,, (Cle]’vng(Lang ")) + Or, , (e|*ng>®) . (7.60)
By (2.53), (7.8) and (7.17) we have

B 15,0t ~ il 20y + 181120y | < Clog o Tna)s, 2, + CHEs, L
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Combining the previous display with (7.60), taking the expected value and choosing o = 1072
yields

?

This completes the proof of (7.37). O

vfel) : (ano—h - a’no—h,l)vvno
Uk

1 N
1@] < B[ no (O e, 8e)] + lef’s,, “1 g (7.61)

Proof of (7.38). According to [AK24a, Lemma 5.4], we have the deterministic estimate

HerN - vfeD‘@Q(DK)lGT <COJ* (DK, e, ae; ﬁno,m + §n0,h6t)lg

Since ap,—p, + Sny_nd' = Sng—h@ny—n, on the good event G, we have
J*(Ok, e, 8e;8,)—p + Sng—rd)1a, = J*(Ok, e,8e;8n—pang—n,) 16,
= §n0,hj* (DK, e, 51;01_h5€ ; énofh,l) 1q, .
Since the field a,,_;; is uniformly elliptic, is 3!Z% stationary and has range of dependence at
most 3", by applying the results of [AK24a, Proposition 5.15], we obtain C(d) < o0 and a(d) > 0

such that
E[J(DK, e ﬁ[énofh 1]6 ; 5n07h,l)] < 03_(1(1(_”0) ‘€|2 .

Since a[an,_n,] = 1;0 L a[Sng—nang—ni] =8, _hﬁ by (7.23), the combination of the above and (7.8)
(increasing My in (7.6) depending on « if necessary) yields
2 a n
HerN _ vfeDHy(DK < C8py_n3~ (K- 0)‘6‘2 < C]e]Q ~1000
The proof of (7.38) is complete. O

Proof of (7.39). We crudely bound the size of |a] by observing that
|al < 28,,-n < Cnop.
Using this estimate, (2.9) and Lemma 2.7, we obtain
Jno(Ok, €,3e) < Or, (Clel*v™'nd).

Combining this with the estimate (7.20) for the bad event and using (2.41) and the lower bound
n (7.7), we obtain, for any s > 0,

oo (O €, 8e)1ge < Or, (Clelv™1nd) - Or, ((¢78my-1) ") < Ory,, (lefPny ), (7.62)

possibly increasing My so that, since n = My, the last inequality holds. Taking s sufficiently small,
for instance s = 1072, and then taking the expectation of the result, we obtain (7.39). O

The proof of Lemma 7.3 is now complete.
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7.3. Perturbative analysis of the coarse-grained equation. In this subsection we prove
Lemma 7.4. We first give a brief summary of the main ideas in the argument. Using the lower
bound (7.7), the desired estimate (7.15) is equivalent to

|a[an,—n] — (Ia + cx(log3)s,2 ,h)| < (A + Clogng)s,”, . (7.63)
Recall that the truncated field a,,_5; was defined above in (7.11) by

Bng—ni(w) == Tg + ((5,0_p8ne—ni(x) —Ia) + 5t($))1{ (7.64)

|Gy gt (2)—1a)+6! (2)|<2r }

The event in the indicator in (7.64) ensures that a,,_p; is unrforrnly elhptrc and is a small pertur-
bation of the identity. There are two perturbative terms, namely § hano ni—1qand 6. As these
have (close to) zero mean, we should expect their presence to perturb the homogenized matrix of
the ﬁeld quadratically—by the square of their size. The size of 8 is of order h"?s _p,» and the size

of 5 hanO 1 — g is estimated by Lemma 7.5: we have that

Hsno hanO hl — IdHLOO(DK) S OF1/9 (Ch1/2 log(y_lno)gr_bol*h) .

Since we are able to take h nearly as large as S,,_p, it will be much larger than a power of logng.
Therefore, the §' term in the definition of &,,_ n, should contribute the leading order correc-

tion to 5[5n0—h,l] and this correction should be of order hs _j,» with further corrections of or-
der (log n0)2§;02_h. By a careful perturbative analysis we are able to identify the leading order
constant, which turns out to be ¢, (log3), and this leads to the estimate (7.63).

The first step in formahzrng this proof outline is to compute, at leading order, the homogenized
matrix for the field I + &, where & denotes the truncation of & given by

3(a) := ‘5(‘”)1{|<§;01_hﬁno-h,z<x>—1d>+6f(x>|<2f} ' (7.65)

Note that the difference of § and & is negligible, since by (2.54) and (7.20) we have that, for
every s € (0, 1/8],

16— 8l1ec, ) < 18100, yles < Ory(ChELL ) - Or. (€780 1))
s — s—_l_l/s
< (’)r% (CHV hr =" Sno_h )

1+1/s —1/g —1/4s
< Op,, (CYr oy,
2+s

where in the last line we used (7.7). Taking s = 8! yields
16 = 8l Lo (0 n) < Oryyy (CT557) - (7.66)

The homogenized matrix for I + 8 is a scalar matrix, due to the symmetry assumption (J4). We
will therefore abuse notation by allowing a[l; + 5] to denote a scalar and a matrix, whichever is
more convenient. It is characterized by the formula, which is valid for every e € R? with |e| = 1,

a[lg + 6] = 1+ E[|Vee(0)]*], (7.67)

where {Vqﬁe : e € R%} denotes the space of first-order gradient corrector fields for the coefficient
field I;+6. That is, V. is the unique 3!Z% stationary gradient field with zero mean, E[V¢e(0)] =0,
that satisfies the equation

—V - (Ig+8)(e+Vge) =0 in Rd (7.68)
In the next lemma, we show that a[l; + &] is equal to 1 + 5, ,hcy(log3), up to lower-order
corrections.
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Lemma 7.10. There exists C(d) < o such that
|a[Ia+ 0] — (145, ,hes(log3))1y| < 45,2, + Ch%s, ", + Crong”. (7.69)
Proof. Fix e € R? with |e| = 1. By (7.67) it suffices to show that
E[|Voe|*] - 8,2 ,hee(log3)| < A5, 2, + Ch’s,* | + C7ony?. (7.70)
We do so by showing V. ~ v;zél) + v;z?’ and V)Vél) ~ Vx, where v;zﬁf), Vx(l) and V)“(((f) are

the 3'Z4 stationary random potential fields satisfying E[V)“((l)] =E[V “(1)] = E[V)v(éz)] = 0 and
the equations

AYD = V. (de) inRY, (7.71)
~AxV =V . (de) inR?, (7.72)
and
~AX?) = v . (5Vvx) in RZ. (7.73)
The assumption (J5) asserts precisely that
E[IVXPP] = 5,2 phex(log3)| < 45,2, . (7.74)

Subtracting the equations (7.71) and (7.72) and using the estimate (7.66), we have that
E[[VxY — vV ] < CE[|6 - 8?] < Cr®ng?. (7.75)

To see that Vo, ~ v;zﬁl) + v;z&” we observe that the difference V¢, — (V)“(él) + v;zf)) satisfies
the equation 5 §
V- (Ig+8)(Vée — (VXD + VX)) = V- (6VxY) in R?.

e

If 7 is taken sufficiently small, depending only on d, then the Calderén-Zygmund estimates imply
that
E[|(Ve. - Vi) - V)] < E[[8Vi ] <E[l8]']E[Vx|".
We also have that
E[|v[]" < cE[|8]*]" < cns;l
and 1 Y 1 < 1 1
E[v['" < e8] < CE[|8["] B[V < ohs, -

Combining these, we obtain

E[|(Voe — VX — VX)|?] < On%s;

noh

Testing the equation for ¢, with itself, we obtain

E[|V¢e|*] = E[e- Vo] . (7.76)

Combining the above estimates, we obtain that

[E[[Voel*] —Ele-8(VX) + VD) ]| = [E[e 6(Voe — Vi) — Vi)

E[|8]2] “E[|(Ve. — VX — v ]
Ch?s 4 . (7.77)



(1)

By the equation for y¢ ', we also have
E[[VXP] = E[e-6viV]. (7.78)

Lastly, we have that, since the quantity e - SVX,(E) is odd with respect to negation (replacing the

matrices {jntnen by {—jn}nen), the symmetry assumption (J4) implies that

E[e-6Vx] =0. (7.79)

e

We now obtain (7.70) from the triangle inequality and the displays (7.77), (7.78), (7.79), (7.74)
and (7.75). This completes the proof of the lemma. O

In view of Lemma 7.10, the proof of (7.63) will be complete once we have an estimate for the
difference of the homogenized matrix of the field a,,,_5; and the homogenized matrix of I+ 8t. This
is the purpose of the next lemma. Before giving the statement, we introduce the space of first-order
gradient corrector fields for the coefficient field a,,,—5;. These are denoted by {V. : e € Rd}, and
are characterized as unique 3!Z? stationary gradient fields with zero mean, E[V1).] = 0, which
satisfy the equation

—V -8, ni(e + Vi) =0 in R%. (7.80)

The homogenized matrix for a,,_p; is the scalar matrix ﬁ[éno—h,l] satisfying, for every |e| = 1,
5[5710_;”] = E[(e + Vbe) - Evlno_h,l(e + V1/Je)]1d . (7.81)
Observe that from (7.64) and (7.65) that

v St —1 -
Ang—h,l — (Id + 0 ) = (Snofhano—h,l(x) - Id)1{‘(g,jol,hano—h,l(x)*ldwrét(I)KQT} : (782)

It follows from (7.82) and the estimates (4.53) and (4.55) that, for every p € [1,00), there ex-
ists C'(p,d) < oo such that

E[|ang—ny — (g + Et)‘p]l/p <E[|5,} 8no—ni — Id’p]l/p < Clog(v~"ng)

no—nh

5,0 (7.83)
Note also that, by the assumed symmetry in law with respect to negation in (J4), we have
ally + 6] = a[ly + 6']. (7.84)

The main step remaining in the proof of Lemma 7.4 is therefore to obtain the following estimate.
Lemma 7.11. There exists C(d) < o such that

|a[an—n1] — &[ls + 0']| < €52, log(v~'nq) . (7.85)
Proof. By (7.67) and (7.76), we have that

all;+ 6" =1+ E[e 6Voe].

By testing the equation for 1. with itself, we obtain, for every |e| = 1,

alan,—ni| = € Elang_ni(e + V)| = 1+ e E[(any—n; — 1a) (e + V)] .
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Combining these and using (7.16), we find that

[@fan,—n] — a[la + 6']]
< [Ele - ang—niVibe] — Ele - 8"V ]| + Clog(v'no)s,

2
no—h

< E[(Bng—nt — 1) (Ve — Vo) ]| + [E[ (Bng—ns — (Lo + 8")) Ve ]| + Clog(v‘lno)égf_h- (7.86)

We next approximate the difference between V. and V¢.. For this purpose, we let Vﬁél)
the 3!Z% stationary random potential field satisfying E[Vfgl)] =0 and

V- (I +6YVeW =V - (a,0-ps — (Ta + 8Y)) (e + Vo) in R?. (7.87)

If 7 is taken sufficiently small, depending only on d, then we can apply the interior Calderén-
Zygmund estimates to obtain

E[[VED[F]" < CR|(8ng-n1 — (1a + 8%) (e + Voo)|*] ™

Similarly, if 7 is taken sufficiently small, depending only on d, then the interior Calderén-Zygmund

estimates also yield
/16

< CE[|Ve[]']”* < st h'"2.

noh

E[|Vée] ]

Combining the previous displays and using also (7.83), we obtain
E[|V§£1)]8]1/8 < C’E;O{h(log(u_lno))hl/2 :
We next observe that Vi, — Vg, — V{él) satisfies
—V - (Ig+ 0")(Vipe — Ve — VEW) = =V - (8pg—py — (I + 0")) VEL  in RY. (7.88)

Using the interior Calderén-Zygmund estimate again under the assumption that 7 is small, and
applying also (7.83), we get that

E[|(V¢e — Voo — VE']" < CE[|(8ng-ni — (1a + 89) VED ']
< Cs, % , (log(v~'no))*h".

We therefore get, by the triangle inequality, (7.83), and the fact that h < §,,_5, we obtain an
estimate for the first term on the right side of (7.86):

!M@mhrdaww—v@m
< [E[(;,_p8ng—ni —Ta+ 8)VED]|
+E[|85_p8ng—nit — Lo + 6][|(Vibe — Ve — vgglm]
< C(h'"* + (logno))s, - 3, (logng) + C(h"” + (logno))s;,, (log no)*h"?
= C(hl/2 + (logno)) no h(IOgnO)(l +Sn0 h (log no) h/)
< C(h1/2 + (log no)) S h(log no) - (7.89)

Finally, we show that 5
E[(8ng—ng — (g + 6")) Ve ]| < ng 0. (7.90)

118



To prove this, we observe that, since a,,_p; depends only on {jo,...,Jn,—n}, and both 5t and Ve
depend only on {j,,—n+1,---,Jno}, these fields are independent by assumption (J2). We deduce
that, since E[V¢.] = 0,

E[(ggol_hano—h,l - Id)VQ%] = E[§;Ul_hano_h,l — Id]E[que] =0.

We next observe that

—1 =a < % 1 4
Spg—hano—ht —la = (Ang—ns = (Ta +8%) + (8, pBno-ni = Id)1{|(§;05hanofh,z4d)+5t|>2T} '

The previous two displays, (7.19), (7.21) and the Hélder inequality yield that

(Sno—hano—h,l_ld)+5t|>27

| Eveer

IE[(8ng-ng — (Iq + 6%)) Ve ]| = ‘E[(i_ml,hano—h,l — Id)1{| 1 }V¢e]

-1 2
< E[|Sn0—han0—h,l - Id| 1{|(§n_01_han0—h,l_I(i)+6t‘>27—
< Ch 10g(1/_1n0)§;02_h exp(—cTSpy—n) - Ch§;02_h

< nglo00
where in the last line we used the lower bound bound (7.7), (7.5), and increased My if necessary.
This completes the proof of (7.90).

Combining (7.86), (7.89) and (7.90), we get
|5[§lno—h,l] — E[Id + St]| < C’(hl/2 + log(y_lno))@;o?’_h log(v~tng) + C§;O2_h log(v~tng).
Using that h < §,,,—p,, we obtain the result. ]

The combination of Lemmas 7.10, 7.11, (7.84) and the triangle inequality give us (7.63). This
completes the proof of Lemma 7.4, and therefore of Proposition 7.2 and Theorem 7.1.

8. Homogenization of the Dirichlet problem

In this section we complete the proofs of Theorems B and C by obtaining pointwise homogenization
estimates and allowing for nonzero right-hand sides. Much of the work here is technical in nature,
and amounts to a post-processing of the results in Section 6.

We begin by extending some of the coarse-graining estimates to equations with right-hand side
(Lemma 8.3) and then use these to establish L? estimates for the homogenization error for the
Dirichlet problem (Proposition 8.4). We then obtain superdiffusive Caccioppoli estimates, both
in interior (Lemma 8.6) and global (Lemma 8.5) forms. These together with the homogenization
error estimate and an excess decay iteration yield a large-scale Lipschitz-type bounds valid across a
logarithmic number of scales (Lemmas 8.7 and 8.9). Roughly, these statements assert that a solution
on a large ball B will have L? oscillation decay on smaller balls B,., for € [R(log R)~">~9, R], like
that of a Lipschitz function. Combined with an application of the De Giorgi-Nash L*-L? estimate
to take care of small scales (as explained in Step 6 of Section 1.5), we consequently upgrade the L?
homogenization estimates to L™. This then allows us to improve the large-scale Lipschitz estimate
from L? to L® in Proposition 8.12, which is then iterated to yield Theorem C.

Theorem B is a consequence of the following statement, which is proved at the end of the
section. Here and throughout we define, for a smooth bounded domain U < R?, the dilation of U
by Uk := 3XU for every K e N.

119



Proposition 8.1. Suppose that U is a smooth, bounded domain. There exists C(d,U) < o0 and,
for every p € (0,1/2), a minimal scale X satisfying

X < Or,,(L1) with Ly:= LO(C’p_l(l —2p)7 41— %(p A (1= 2p)), cx,v) (8.1)

such that, if K € N satisfies K > Ly and 3% > X, ge WY (Uk), f € L®(Uk) and u, upom denote
the solutions of

{ —V-.-aVu=f inUg, and { —SgAupom = f  in Uk, (8.2)

U=y on oUk Uhom = g on Uk ,

then we have the estimate

lu — uhomHLw(UK) + [ Vu — VUhomHﬁq(UK) + Hgf_{l (a— (Ku)Vu — VuhomHﬁrfl(UK)
< OS5 K" logK(§I_{132KH Fle i) + log(y_lK)SKHVgHLoo(UK)) . (8.3)
Proof of Theorem B assuming Proposition 8.1. For every «, 5 € (0,1) with 8+2a < 1, we take p :=
B/2 and deduce by (7.1) that C’§I_(1Kp log?(v™'K) < K~ provided K > C(U, p, B, cx,v,d). We

may now apply Proposition 8.1 to obtain Theorem B after rescaling and using (7.1) to replace Sg
by (2¢4(log 3)K)"2. O

8.1. Homogenization estimates in L?. We begin by finding a minimal scale above which the
coarse-graining errors and the behavior of the stream matrix k are well behaved across a logarithmic
number of scales. This uses the results already obtained in Proposition 6.5 and Lemma 2.6 and
a routine union bound argument. The free parameter M can be enlarged to handle further union
bounds—for instance, we will need to find another minimal scale such that each of the Z, r/’s
centered on a grid are not large—which is what (8.7) asserts.

Lemma 8.2 (Minimal scale). For every s € (0,1] there ezists a constant C(s,d) < oo and for
every p € (0,Y2) and M € [1,00) a random minimal scale Z, ¢ v satisfying

log Z, s m < Or,,(L1) where Li[M]:= Lo(CMp~'(1—2p) ", 1= L(p A (1—2p)), e, V)
such that, for every m,n € N with m > L1[M] and
3" > Z,sm and m—[Mlog(r™'m)] <n<m, (8.4)
and, for every z € 3"Z% n0,, and v e A(z + 0,), we have
37" (a—8, — (k)Z+Dn)VUH§—S(z+Dn) < C(ggl/mp logn) VI/QHVUHLQ(HDTL) ,
37Vl g-2(zr,) < O P12Vl 2, (8.5)
n_1||k_(k)z+|:|n HLOO(Z+EIn) + 3n”vk_vanL°°(z+Dn) + 3_% [k_(k)Z+Dn]ﬁ—1/4(z+Dn) <n”.

and, for every k. k' € N with k = k¥ > n and z € 3¥Z% ~ O,,, 2’ € 38729 ~ O, with (+' + Oy) <
(z + 0Ok) < O, we have
|(K)210, — (K) 240, | < kP logk. (8.6)

Moreover, for each My > 1 and ky := [Mylog(v—'m)], if m > L1[M + M;] and

3" > 2, Md = max  Z,5u(z) <3™R (8.7)

ze3m—k17d~0,,
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Proof. Fix a constant K (d) < o0 to be determined below and let
Ly = Lo(K*Mp~(1—2p)*s™ 1= 2(p A (1 —2p)), cs,v)
Ly:=Lo(KMp (1 —2p)~*s7* 1~ s(p A (1=2p)), cx,v).

We define the minimal scale Z, s to be the smallest power of three such that, if m,n € N
satisfy m > L; and (8.4) holds, then we have both (8.5) and (8.6). Observe that the implication (8.7)
is immediate.

Turning to the estimate of the stochastic integrability of Z, s rs, we define constants

Ly = Lo(K*Mp™" (1 =2p) ", 1= L(p A (1= 2p)), cs,v)
Ly := Lo(KMp~'(1=2p) "', 1= §(p A (1= 2p)), s,v)

where K (s,d) < oo is a large constant to be selected below. Fix m € N with m > Ls. By Proposi-
tion 6.5 (with selection 6 = 1) and (2.56), (2.57) (with selection o = p and § := M~'log~t(v™1))
for sufficiently large K there exists, for every z € Z¢, a minimal scale )(z) satisfying the bound

log Y(z) = Or,,(L2)

such that, if 3" > Y(z) and n > Lo, we have for every v € A(z + O0,)

37" (a =5, — (k)z400,) VUHHf Z+D ) S C6.24) (5_1/2mp log m)Vl/QHVUHLQ(HDn) )

37Vl g-s(orm,) < Co25)8n VIVl 2oy » (8.8)
0 k= ()20, o o3,y T 3" I VRVl o) + 37 k= (k)erm, g vagoy,y < 1
and for every n’ € N such that n — [M log(v~'n)] < n’ <nand 2’ € 3VZ% ~ z + O,
()25, — ()10, | < P logn. (3.9)

Write h := [M log(v~'m)] and let

Vm = max max  Y(z).
ne[m—h,m]nN ze3nZdn0,,

Observe that if 3™ > Y, then (8.5) and (8.6) hold in O, after possibly enlarging K. We
compute, by a union bound

N 1
P[ym > 3mh] < exp<—1(L;1m)2P) ,

provided that m > (CM log(v—'m))"?*Ly. By another union bound, it follows that, after further
enlarging K if necessary,

oo
IP{Zp,s,M > 3k] < Z P|:j>m > 3m[M1°g(”1m)]] < exp(—(Ll_lk)Qﬂ) )

m=k

This completes the proof. O
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Throughout the rest of this section, we let Z, 5 37(2) denote the random variable Z,, ps from
Lemma 8.2 for the environment centered at z € Z¢ and Li[M] the lower bound. We denote the
Sobolev conjugates of 2 by

2d 2d

B TS o g2

2% = d—2 and 2y = T d+2 (8.10)
3 ifd=2, 3 ifd=2.

Lemma 8.3. For every s € (0,1] and p € (0,1/2) there exists a constant C(s,d) < o such that,
if m,n € N satisfy

3" > Z,sm,m =L [M] and n:=m—[Mlog(v~'m)] with M >C, (8.11)
and z € 3"7Z4 with z + 0, € O,,, and u e H'(z +0,) solving, for f € L*(z +0,), the equation
—V-aVu=f inz+04,,
we have
37 (8 = 80— ()5, Vil
< C(8,.m? logm) v |Vul 2. o,y + Cn 8"V f 2w oo,y (812)

and
37|Vl s oy, < OS2IV 2,0y + C3™ 0 Fll 20 o, (8.13)

Proof. Let u, denote the solution of

—V-aVu,=0 inz+01,,
(8.14)

Uy =1 on d(z+0,).

By testing the equation of u — u, with itself and applying the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality (see for
instance [Mazl1, Section 6.3.4]) we obtain

v[Vu— VUZH;(ZH:M) < Ju— UZHLZ* (z+[|n)||fHL2*(z+Dn) < 3" Vu — VUZ”LQ(erEIn)Hf”ﬁ*(,wmn) :

We deduce that
IVu = V| 2.0,y < O3 Fll 2o oimyy - (8.15)

By the second line of (8.5) and (4.39)
37V s a0,y < C§;n1/2y1/2HVUZHLQ(HD”) . (8.16)

The previous two displays and (6.27) imply (8.13).
By the third line of (8.5) together with the second line of (8.5), (4.39) and (8.6) we have

37| (a—8m — (K)o, ) Vu, C(§;Ll/2mp logm) 1/1/2||Vuz\|£2(z+mn) :

|- ey <
and by the last line of (8.5) and (6.27) together with (8.15) we have

372~ S — ()5, V(0 < On'|Vu = Vsl pasa,)

- “)Hg—S(erDn)
< Cn1+p3nV_1HfHL2*(z+Dn) :

The previous two displays imply (8.13). d
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We use the previous lemma to prove a homogenization result for the Dirichlet problem with L?
error bounds.

Proposition 8.4 (Homogenization estimates in L?). Let p € (0,1/2) and let U be a smooth bounded
domain. There exist C(d,U) < o such that, if K € N satisfy 3% > Z,1 and K > Li[M]
with M = C, then, for every f € LP(Uk) and g € H*(Uk), if we denote by u, upom € H' (Uk) the
solutions of the boundary value problems

—V-aVu=f iUk, and —SgQAupom = f  in Uk, (8 17)
u=gq on oUk Uhom = ¢ on 0Ug , ’
then we have the estimate
375w — wnom| 2 (17
_—3 - -
< Cs."K?log Kv'"|Vul 2y + C ™ K) 2 (IVg] 2y + 351 2w ) - (8.18)

Proof. We collect some preliminary objects, notation, and assumptions. By dilating U, if necessary,
we may assume that U < Oy. Let M > H(U,d) where H(U,d) < oo is a constant to be determined
below and let

n:=K —[Hlog(v 'K)]].

We also assume, after possibly enlarging H, that n > K /2. Let ¢ be a smooth cut-off function
satisfying 0 < ¢ < 1, [V(| oo (ray < 37" and

(=1on {zeUg : dist(z,0Ux) < 3", (=0on {ze Uy : dist(z, 0Ug) = 343},

Denote the interior of Ux by Uy := {z € U : dist(x,0Ux) > 3""?} and the boundary layer
by Zpn = {2 €3"Z2%~ (Ux\Uy,) : 2z + 0,41 S Uk}. Observe that

(V¢#0te | z+0,).

ZGZan
and, by the assumed smoothness of oU,
|Zy,n| < C3" K |Uk| (8.19)

Let 7 = n3n be the standard mollifier on scale 3™.
We prove (8.18) by passing through the function

w:=_(n*u+(1-{)g, (8.20)
which is close to u. Indeed, we have, using (8.19) and the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality that
3 NC(uxn =) 2 < O3V 27y < O K) ™Vl o

and
371 = O)(u— D2 < Clv ' K)|V(u— D2y »

after again enlarging H if necessary. The above two displays imply that

378w —ull 2y < COTHE) 20Vl 2y + a2 i) -
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Consequently, the desired statement (8.18) will follow once we establish the bound
_—3 1\ —
<5 K’ log Kv'"2|Vul 2,y + Co )21Vl 2 ) + 351 F o) - (8.21)
This is our goal for the rest of the proof (recall that 2, < 2 is defined in (8.10) and that its Holder

conjugate is 2* > 2). We will establish this bound by showing that w and upey, solve almost the
same equation in Ui and are equal on the boundary oUg.

By direct calculation, we observe that w satisfies
—85,Aw — f = (CTI * f - f) -V (CU * ((a_ (k)UK —§K)VU))
+85, V- (VC(n*u—g)+ (1 —=CVg) + VC-n=((a— (Kug)Vu). (8.22)

We apply the classical divergence-form, global Calderén-Zygmund estimates for the Laplace oper-
ator in smooth, bounded domains (see for instance [AKM19, Exercise 7.10]) to obtain, for every
exponent p € (1,00), the existence of C(p,d) < oo such that

§n\|Vw — vuhomHy"(UK)
< CHCU * ((a — (k)ox —Sk)Vu) HLP(UK) + C§n||VC(77 *U— g)HL}”(UK) + an”(l - C)VQHLP(UK)
+ Ol = f = flw—rew,) + CIVE -1+ ((a = (K)og) Vi) w10, - (8.23)

We apply this for p = 2,. The first term on the right is the leading order, coarse-graining error
which is estimated using Lemma 8.3. The second, third, and last terms are boundary layer errors
which will be estimated brutally using the smoothness of the domain (8.19). The fourth term on
the right is a mollification error which will be shown to be small.

By Lemma 8.3 applied with m := K and s := 1, we have, for every z € 3"Z% n Ok such
that z + 0, € Uk,
In+ ((a — (kK)og —8x)Vu)|roz40,)
_—1 _
< C’(SK/QK" logK)u1/2||VuHL2(Z+Dn+1) + Cv 1n23anHL2*(z+Dn+1) (8.24)
and
_ _1 1=
I Sk Vu)| Lo (21, < CS}?’/WHVUHLQ(HDMI) +Cv ISK3anHL2* (z+0n41) * (8.25)

By the previous two displays, the triangle inequality and (7.1), we obtain, for every z € 3"Z? n Ok
such that z + J,, € Uk,

I+ ((a = ()0, V)l e (o1, < OS50Vl 2 g, ) + Ov 0280 f s or, ) - (8:26)

Furthermore, using the Sobolev extension theorem, we may extend g outside of Ugk so that it
belongs to H'(R?) and satisfies |91l 1 (ray < Cllgllm () We also extend both u and upem outside

of Ug by defining them to be equal to g in RH\Uk.
By (8.24), we have that, for every ¢q € (1, o),

[¢n= ((a = (K)o, —5)Vu)| Lo,

l/q
< C( E HCn * ((a — (k)o, — 8k V“) HLOO z+|]n))

2e3n 724Uk

1/q
_—1 n
<C(SK/2KP10gK)u1/2< %} |vu||§2(z+mn)> + CK*3"| fllpa(uye) - (8.27)
2€3" 24Uy,
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To estimate the last term on the right side of (8.23), let ¢ € [24,00) and test with 1) € Wol’ql(UK)
with (|9l ;1,¢ ) S 1, using the Holder inequality and the Poincaré inequality in the boundary
layer to obtain

J[U $VC -+ ((a— (K)o ) Vu)

< ‘UK|_1H77 * ((a— (K)og)Vu) HLq UKm{VC;éO})HVCHLOO UK)WHLq "(Ug n{V¢£0})
< |Uk[7n = ((a — (K)o, ) V) Nrawienivesoy 37" 1% @0
~——
<CIVYl, ot iy <C

LT (Uk)

Taking the supremum over all such 1 and using the last line of (8.5) yields that for all ¢ € [g, )

HVC sk ((a - (k)DK)vu)HM*Lq(UK) < C’UK’A/C’HU * ((a - ( )DK Vu HLq (Ug ~{V¢£0})

l/q
< C<|UK|_1 D ((a— (k)DK)V“)|qLoo(z+mn)>

ZEZb’n

1/q
<CV1K2<|UK|1 > (I\VUI|L2<Z+un+1))q> . (8.28)

ZEZb’,,L
It follows, by the above display for ¢ = 2, and (8.19), that for sufficiently large H
IV¢-n# ((a = (K)ue ) V) [w—1.24 10y < Cv ™ K) 7PV ) - (8.29)

We next turn to the estimate for the fourth term on the right side of (8.23), which we estimate
in W=14(Uy) for general exponent q € [1,00]. With 1 € Wol’q (Uk) with Hz/;“wl,q/(UK) < 1, we
compute, using the Holder inequality, o

{ wr-cin|- H —ns)f+f om0
UK K
< i (10 =15 6] oy + 0 = Ol ) - (8:30)
By the Poincaré inequality, we find that
Hd] —n* w“Lq’(UK) < anHvd’HLq’(UK) <C3".
For the second term in (8.30), we use the Poincaré inequality in the boundary layer to obtain
||Q/)(1 - O”L‘II(UK) < ”@Z)Héq’(UKﬁ{C;él}) < C3n‘|v¢“yx/(UK) <C3".

By the previous three displays, we obtain, for any ¢ € [1, o0],

[Cn % f = Flw-—ragey < C8" Iy < Cw ™ K) O35 fll Loy - (8.31)

Turning to the estimate for the third term on the right side of (8.23), we use Holder’s inequality
and (8.19) to get

—2%
H(l - C)VQHE*(UK) < C(3 (B~ n)) i HVQHLQ Ug) S C(V_1K>_300HV9HL2(UK)- (8.32)
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It remains to estimate the second term on the right side of (8.23). We first split it using the triangle
inequality,

“VC(W *U — g)HL?*(UK) < “VC(U *U— U)HE*(UK) + HVC(U - Q)HE*(UK)
and estimate the first term as

[ V¢ u— U)Hy*(UK) < V¢l i) |n - u”y* (Uk n{V¢#0})

C(Km).22
< C3 ( n) 22% 3 nHW*U_UHL{"(UKﬁ{VC#O})

2-2y
< 08~V ) < OO RV g

and, similarly, the second term, using also Poincaré’s inequality in the boundary layer (using
that (u — g) = 0 outside of Uk)

[VE = 9 o) <37 e = 9l 22 wyengweroyy < COT BVl pagr) + V9] )

The above three displays yield

IVC(usn = g)ll 2w ) < COTE) O (IVul 27, + 1Vl 20) - (8.33)
Combining (8.27) with ¢ = 24, (8.29), (8.31) with ¢ = 24, (8.33) and (8.32) with (8.23) and using
also (7.1) yields (8.21) and thus the result. O

8.2. Superdiffusive Caccioppoli and C”! estimates. Throughout the rest of this section, we
denote, for y € Ugx and m € N, R
Dm(y) = (y + Dm) N Uk .

We also set Oy, := Oy (0).

Lemma 8.5 (Caccioppoli estimate up to the boundary). Assume U < R? is a smooth, bounded
domain. There exist C(d,U) < oo such that, if p € (0,12), y € Z* and m, K € N satisfy

3K/\3m>Zp,17M(y) and K Anm = Li[M] with M=C,

then, for every f € L*(Uk), g € H*(Uk) and solution u € H'(Uk) of the Dirichlet problem

—V-aVu=f inUg, (8.34)
u=gq on Uk , .
we have the estimate
2 —2m< a2 <—la2my g2
VIVl @,y S O3Sl =dlg,, ) + O 3 @, 0
+ C8ml| Vol e, () + COTIm) TSV, (8.35)
Under these same assumptions we also have the global Caccioppoli estimate
IVulTa 0 < OS2 f13 20,0 + 8KVl ) + Cr ) T3 |22 ). (8:36)
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that y = 0. Fix m,n, M € N as in (8.11) with
parameter s = 1 and suppose 3% > Z,1,m and K > L[ M]. We use the fact that the ellipticity ratio
in Ux n O,y is (¢v"tm)? (by the last row of (8.5))) to obtain, by the usual Caccioppoli argument,
the crude estimate,

Sl

VUl 30,0 < - (37N = 0l + V8l 2@, 3 @) (837)

Note that we can also write this inequality as

1/2 Cm2 —-m m
vV (u— g)“LQ(%DmmUK) S 7(3 lu — 9”@2(@”) + HVQHE@M) +3 Hf”g(ﬁm)) - (838)

We next fix a smooth cutoff function ¢ with 1n <p< 1$Dm’ 3"V poo(ray < C and

m—1

1
sup o < C inf ¢ VzeZ? with z+0py1 S =0, (8.39)
z+0, z+Un 2

and
0,,\02 | < € where Oy, := Ug n {p >0} and 12, :={zelly : 2+ Opps < O}

We test the equation (8.2) of u with (u — g)p? € H}(Uk) and obtain

JE f(u—g)w2=3[ﬁ (a— (K)o, ) Vu - V((u— g)¢?)

Um

—vf VuP | (a- (90)Vu (<(Vo)t+ (V) ).

Om

The left side can be estimated using Young’s inequality as
[ ot <5 s gl - O

Combining the previous two displays yields

VeVl e,y <37 Smlu—glfag, ) + O3S0 1172,

{ (a= 090,90 <¢2v9>\ ¥ Hﬁm (a— (K)o, V- ((u— 9)Ve?)| . (3.40)

m

+

Our goal for the remainder of the proof is to estimate the last two terms on the right, for which we
split the estimate into that of boundary cubes

Zy:={ze3"Z% : (z+0,) n (@,\,) # &}

and interior cubes. If z + O, < [15,, we have by Hélder’s inequality, (8.12) and (8.13) with (s = 1)
and (7.1) that, for every n € H'(z + 0,),

]f (a— ()5, )7Vu
z+0p

ng[ nVu| + J[ (a—5, — (k)o,, )nVu
z+0, z+0p

< OS5 (1240, + 3"Vl 2esm,) (VP IVUl 2 g,y + v 07301 | g2 oi) -

<
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We apply the previous display with n = (0;0?)(u — g) = 2p(u — )0 for each i, and then sum
over i, using also that 3™ V| Lo ge) < C,

J[ D(a — (K),)Vu- (Vo) (u—g)| < C57 ([(u = 9)Ve? | 2zary + 3" IV ((u — 9)VE) |22 10,))
Z+ n

X (VI/QHV“HL?(HDTT) +v 0’3" 1f 1 2 zmn))
< 573 " (lp(u— 92y, + 3" 19V (4 = 9)| 2 (2101,
x (VP Vul g2y + v 073 g2 oro,)
<573 " (Ju =gl p2ro,) + 3" IV @ = 9 2(210,)

x (Ve e, + T8 o e )

where in the last inequality we used (8.39). We then deduce, after summing over z € B”deﬁo using
Cauchy-Schwarz across the sum and that ¢ < 1 followed by an application of Young’s inequality
together with (8.38),

2

2€3n24 03,
< C53 " (|u = gl g2,y + 3"V (W = 9l 2ey,) (VP IVl oy, + 27 0280 2y, )

][ (a— (K)o, Vu- (Ve?)(u — g)
z+0,

1 m IR m
< sootleVulla g )+ C8m3 ™ Ju—glj2  + Cv™im) QOOO(HVgHiz@ + 31117

100 p7(m ))

where in the last inequality we use the assumed scale separation between n and m in (8.11) and
increased M, if necessary. Using instead 7 := ©?(0;g) and repeating the above argument we get

>

2€3"7Z¢~09,

< 08,737 (Ju— gl 2,y + 3" V(= 9)l 23, )( PVl o,y v 03 2 e,)

Jf (a— (K)o, )V - ¢*Vg
Z+Dn

1
V]Vl

200092m 2
< o0 8l Vgl2a ) + Clvtm) 20032 (|7 guy(ﬁm)ﬂ\f\@@m))-

L2(On)
We next estimate the contribution of cubes in the boundary layer Z;, for which we use the fact

that |Z,| < C3"7™|0|, which is a consequence of the assumed smoothness of 0U. By Hélder’s
inequality and the last row of (8.5) we deduce that, for every n e H'(0,,),

1

Cm 2
a—(k)g, )Vu-n Vul r2(400)n Ml L2400,
|Dm| 2€7Zy J(z+Dn)mUK|( ( ) ) \ |D | Z H HL ((z+00n)"UK) H HL ((z+0n)nUk)

ZEZb
2% _

2% 2
< Om? (gf(mfn)) 2.0% HnHLQ*(@m)HVUHLQ@m)

1
< COm? (37 B3|V 2 VUl 2, )

where in the last line we used the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality. Applying the above display with
the choices n = (u — g)Vp? and n = p?Vg and estimating the terms as above, taking advantage of

1
the additional factor of (3_(7”_")) 6 < (v=1m) =409 (which holds for M large enough), we obtain,
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respectively,

1 J 2
= (a—(k)o,)Vu- (u—g)Ve
‘Dm‘ zeZZ (z+0n )ﬁUK| ’
100 veVul2, g+ Cw T m) 2063 fu—gl2s o |+ V2 )+ 3710 q, )
and
1 f 2
(a— (k)o,,)Vu - 9*Vy|
||:|m| Z;Zb (Z+D )ﬁUK
1 m m
< 1og@ eVl + CW m) (O8I Val g ) + 3PV 0l e, 3T e, ) -

Combining the previous two displays with the two corresponding interior estimates proved above,
and then inserting the result into (8.40), we obtain, after reabsorbing the term o=v/|pVul?

the desired bound (8.35).
To prove (8.36), we instead take ¢ = 1 and repeat the above computations (which are in fact

simpler because V¢ = 0), using the assumption 3% > Z,, y; and K > Li[M]. This completes the
proof. O

LQ(D )7

We next present an interior version of the coarse-grained Caccioppoli estimate. The idea is
that, if y + O, S Uk, then we may test the equation instead with (u — (u)y10,,)p? and follow
a simplified version of the prior argument to obtain the following statement. Since the proof is
similar to that of the previous lemma, it is omitted.

Lemma 8.6. Under the assumptions of Lemma 8.5, with the relaved assumption g € H'(Uk),
there exists a constant C(d) < oo such that, if p € (0,12), y € Z* and K,n,m e N are such

y+0,cUx and 3" =Z,1m(y) with M=>C,
then we have the estimate
VHVUHQL?(y.Hj S C37 28 u — (u U)y+0,, ”iQ(y.Hjm) + CSng;rLleHi?(ijm) : (8.41)

We can also prove a Lipschitz type estimate across many scales.

Lemma 8.7. There exist C(d) < o and ¢(d) € (0,1), such that, if n,m € N and p € (0,1/2) satisfy
n<m<n+&,m P logtm and 3" > Zosm, n=I[M] with M>=C, (8.42)
and u e HY(O,,) and f e L*(0,,) satisfy
—V-.-aVu=f inl,,
then we have the estimate

S0PVl g2y + 37w — (W)o, 2o, < €37 u— (W, | 2@, + CS2 3™ 1 f 2@ -
(8.43)
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Proof. Fix a smooth domain Vj such that 09 < Vy € [y and for each £ € N with £ < m
let Vi, = 3V} and let ufl ) e the solution of the Dirichlet problems

— §kAu£IZ)m = f in Vk s (8 44)
ugz)m =u on 0V}, .
By Proposition 8.4 (with g := u) we have that for every k € N with n < k < m,
_ k _3 _
37 u— ufe) [l 20y < O (85 kP log k) v 2| Vul 2, ) + Cv™ k) 722035 £ 1o oy (8.45)

(k)

hom

By comparing ugz)m to harmonic ”t(f)ln € ugf))m + H}(V}) and using then the interior regularity of v

(see for instance [AKM19, Exercise 3.7] for details), for every k, kg € N with k € [n, m],

JnE = Elpeo, ) < O3 inf ul, — £z, + Cllog ko)s; 3% 1=y

and so, by the previous two displays and the triangle inequality,

—(k—k : —koq—k =—1lok+2k

37 inf Ju— e, ) < O3RN inf Ju— 2, + O3 f ooy
3
+ €302k (592 Nog k) v |V 12,
Furthermore, the Caccioppoli inequality (8.41) gives us
IRV _
VI/QHVUHL?(m) < CSk/23 Flu — (u wo 2oy, + C5k /23 I 2o (o) -

The above two displays and (4.39) yield

376 it u— o, ) < C33F it u— £

kom—1ak
£ affine ko £ affine @) T 378, 3% flLe @)

+ C30H P (5 1k log k)37 |lu — (w)oy ., 20y, ) - (846)
Using the previous display, we may perform an excess decay iteration. Define the excess

s —k

and let £) be the affine function achieving the minimum in the above display, but for k = m we
select £(m) = (u)p,,. By the triangle inequality and since 2+ ig an affine function, we have

lu = (W3 |20 y) < Brar + C3F[VLFHD] (8.47)
Taking Cg 49) be so large that
C(8,46)3(1+d/2)k0 (§;L1mp logm) < i
and ko(d) € N small enough so that 3! C(s.46) < /4, we have, by the triangle inequality,
Ei gy < Ek—i—l + O3S flpo oy, + C (S mP logm) |[VEFHD |

Iterating this yields that, for every k € N n [n,m],

Ep < 027(m= k)(E +5, 3" f o) ) + C(5,,'m” logm) 2 v
j=k
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Since £(™) is a constant we have, after summing the previous estimate over k

i By < C(Em +§,;13m|\fumum)) + C(5; mP log m) Z (e

—n k=n
By telescoping,the fact that V2™ = 0 and the triangle inequality, we get

Ve < le Vet — vel)| < CmZ13—j‘g(j+l) — EU)HL?(DJ-) <C i Ej .
j= k=n k=n
Using the first condition in (8.42) and V£(™ = 0, we obtain
(5,,'m” logm) é IVeR)| < (m —n)(5,,'m” logm) e Ve < (8.42) ];LEk

Using the previous three displays and reabsorbing the last term on the right by taking ¢(g 42y small
enough by means of d, we deduce by (8.47) that

—k —1lgom
37— 52y < O (B + 521311 e 0 )

This, together with an application of the Caccioppoli inequality (8.41), concludes the proof. 0

Corollary 8.8. There exist C(d) < o0 and ¢(d) € (0,1), such that, for every M > C and n,m e N
and p € (0,1/2) satisfying

3" > Z, e and m—[Mlog(v™'m)]<n<m-—1, (8.48)
and every f € L®(0,,) and solution v e H'(O,,) of the equation
—V-aVu=f mn0,,

we have the estimate

=—1/2 1/2 —n|,, _
(Gl e, 37 @0 a0,)

< 037" |u— (W, |20, + C5' 3" If |e@,y - (8:49)

Proof. We apply the previous lemma (with m — 1 in place of m) centered at every grid point z €
z € 3"Z% A O,,_1, noting that z 4+ 0,,_; < O,,, and obtain the result after appealing to (8.7). O

We next prove a global counterpart of Lemma 8.7. The estimate is Lipschitz type, other than
the terms containing the derivatives of g, which are due to boundary effects.

Lemma 8.9 (C%!-estimate). For every smooth bounded domain U < RY, there exists C(d,U) < oo,
such that, for every M > C and n,m,K € N with K = m and p € (0,1/2) satisfying

n<m<n+&,m P logtm and 3" =Z,sm, n=Li[M] with M>C, (8.50)
and for every f € L(Uk), g€ W?®(Uk) and u e H*(Ug) which solves the equation,
—V-aVu=f inUg,
U=y on Uk ,
we have the estimate
VIVl e, < S8 u— (e, |2, + O3l e,

+ C(m = )5 [Vl o) + C(v™'m)” 2003mHVQQIIL%(UK) : (8.51)

(@)
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Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume that U € [y. Furthermore, by the Whitney
extension theorem there exists a constant C'(d) < oo such that, we may extend g outside of Uk
so that it belongs to W2®(R?) and satisfies Igllw20ay < Clglw2w,)- We also extend both u
and upom outside of Ui by defining them to be equal to g in Rd\U K-

If the origin is a boundary point of U, let ng = —c0. Otherwise, let ng € Z be such that [J,,_2 N
oUk = &, but Opy—1 N Uk # . Then, there exists a constant ¢(d,U) such that for every k € Z
with k € [ng, K], we have the lower bound || = ¢|0j|.

Since U < Oy, we must have ng < K. If m < ng, then (8.51) follows by (8.43). So suppose
that m > ng. We consider two cases, n < ng — 3 and n = ng — 2. In the case n < ng — 3, by (8.43)
and (4.39) we have

VI/QHVUHLQ(D,L) < C5237"u — (W02l L2, _0) + C5,,23™ | f | oo
< C§;7/123—n0Hu — (u)g HLz Bluy) + C's—1/23nonHLOc

n072)
) (8.52)

In the case n = ng — 2, we have, by (8.35) and an application of the Poincaré inequality in the
boundary layer that

V2V o,y < O3S — (), e SN 05,23 2 0,

+ 5|Vl 2@, + C'n)” 5003”||V29HL2(@

+1)

" (8.53)

Our goal is to iterate these estimates from scale ng A n to scale m.

Fix k € [ng An,m]nN. Let n; be the standard mollifier on scale 3, and let ¢}, € CF(0y12) be a
cut-off function which satisfies 1g,,, < (& < 1g,, and HVCkHLoo Dk+2) < 037" and let gy, := Cp(np *
g)+ (1— Ck)g Fix a smooth domain Vk such that Dk 1S Vk c Dk We denote by u, € H* (Dk+2)
and Ty, € Hl(Vk) the solutions of

N v = in L ~
V-aVup = f inOgio, CSAT = f in i
up = gk on (Uk) N Opyz, and < s
U = U on (aDk+2) N UK, Uk = Uk on K
Observe that by the maximum principle together with ¢ <1
37k”“ - UkHLoo(ﬁkH) < 37k”€~k(77k *g — Q)HLoo(ﬁH?) < CHVQHLW(UK) . (8.54)

Moreover, by (8.35) and the above display, we have, for every k € N with n < k <m — 2,
VIV (= ) o) < OBVl e, + OO m) 203K Vg o, (8.55)
By (8.18),

37 Jug — Ukl p20,) < C(5,,7*mP logm)v /2HVUI<:HL2 Py + O™ Ym)~ 2003k\|f\|L 2% (1) (8.56)

Next, by the global C1' estimate for the Laplacian, since dU is smooth, we find a con-
stant C(d,U) < oo such that for every k, ko € N,

. - ~ —2ko 7 ~
e;rflﬁfneHuk £|\Lw(Dk7k07l)<C3 elnf o EHLQ(Dk )

+ O30 (578 fl oo, + 3Vt ) - (857)
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For each k € N n [n v ng, m] define

_ Ky,
Ey : Zla%ifne?) [u EHLQ fe)

and denote by £%) the affine achieving the infimum above but define £(™) = (u )g. - By taking ko to

be the smallest integer with 32¢=%0Cg -7y < 1/4 we get, by (8.54), (8.55), (8.56), the above estimate
(8.57)
and the triangle inequality,

Ep_py < 1Epi1 + C(5,, P2mP log m)v 1/2”VUHL2 o)
+ 05,35 £ o 1y + CIVGl L) + C0™im) 2035V g) 21 -
By (8.35) and the Poincaré inequality we see that, for k € N with n v ng < k < m,
VIVl 2,y < C8E3Hu— e, e, + O8IVl w0
+ O3 (5,21 f | e 2, + 7 m) 2OV g o)) (8.58)

Taking C(g.50) large enough and combining the previous two displays with the triangle inequality
yields that

1 _
By, < QE;CH + 37k | — K(Hl)HLz(@H )+ C(8;,'m” log m)|V£(k+1)|
+ OIVgl ) + O3 ol Loy, + (0 ) 20 2] o)
Iterating this leads to
Z E, < 03_m‘|u — (U/)amHLQ(GM)

k=nvng

_ . =—1,.p (k+1)
+C(m n)(l\VgHL W) + (B logm)  max [V I)

+C3" (55 £l oo,y + (M) 2OV Lo ) -

Using the above display and then arguing identically to the end of the proof of Lemma 8.7 leads
to the bound, which holds for all k£ € [n v ng,m] n N

37— (W, |20, < O3 fu— (W, |20 + €357 ] o,
+C(m = )|Vl o,y + Cv™m) 23" V2| Lo (17 -
Plugging this into (8.52) and (8.53) yields (8.51), completing the proof. O

Arguing like in Corollary 8.8, we obtain the following version of the prior result valid up to the
boundary.

Corollary 8.10. For every smooth bounded domain U < R, there exists C(d,U) < oo, such that,
for every M = C and n,m, K € N and p € (0,1/2) satisfying

K=mzIL[M], 3™=2Z,sm+c and m—[Mlog(v™'m)] <n<m, (8.59)
and for every f € L°(Uk), g€ W?®(Uk) and uwe H*(Uk) which solves the equation

{—V-aVu—f in Uk,
u

(8.60)
=g on Uk ,
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we have the estimate

Y2, Y2 R -n o ~ R
e G PVl 2, ) 37— g, ) |20, )
< 83 " ful 2y, + C50 371 o e,y

+ C(m = )8 | Vgl Lowy) + Cw™'m) 237 [V2g] Lo (1) - (8.61)

8.3. Homogenization estimates in L®. Lemma 8.7 allows us to upgrade the L?-bound in
Proposition 8.4 to an L®-estimate.

Lemma 8.11 (Harmonic approximation in L®). There exists a constant C(d) < o such that,
if pe (0,12), me N and M satisfy

3"=Z,1m with M=>C, (8.62)
and u e HY(Oy,) and f € L*(0,,) are such that
—V-aVu=f mn0,,
then there exists a function unem € H'(O,_1) satisfying
—SmAupom = f in Upme1,
such that
= tthom 2 012y < C (S logm) (Jul oo,y + 57037 [ f o) - (563)

Proof. Let n := m — [K log(r~'m)], where K is a constant to be determined below and let 7 be
the standard mollifer at scale 3". Choose a smooth domain V,,, such that [(J,,,_1 € V,, < %Dm, and
let u, upom be the solutions of the Dirichlet problems

- §mA7 = * i Vm y - §mA om — i Vm )
B w=fwn i and th foin (8.64)
U=1u*n on 0V, Uhom = U * N on 0V, ,

respectively. Similarly to (8.31), we have, for every p € (1,00), that
In% f = Flw—1o07) < O3 flr@,) < O 'm) 3™ fr @, - (8.65)
Therefore, by Morrey’s inequality and the Calderéon-Zygmund estimate, we get

|[unom — EHLoo(Vm) < C3™|Vupom — VﬂHde(Vm) < Cgmggzl I = f — f”w—wd(vm)

< C ™ m) 032 | oy
Next, in order to compare @ to u * 77, we observe that the latter function solves the equation
—SnAuxn)=V- (77 * ((a— (k)g,, —§m)Vu)) + fxn.
By Morrey’s inequality and the Calderén-Zygmund estimate we obtain,

[usn =] o v,y < 3|V (ux ) = V] pagy, ) < C5,'3™ [+ (2 — (K)o, —8m)Va)| 2y, -
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To estimate the term on the right, we follow the computation leading to (8.27) and obtain

[+ (2= ®)o,, —8m) V)| 2ay,

1/24
<O§;j/2mﬂ(1ogm)ul/2( > HVuHLz (2400 )> + O 'm) 7203 fl 20, - (8.66)

ze3nZ4n %Dm

Applying Corollary 8.8, which we may do after picking C(g63) = K + C(g.4g), we get

I+ ((a = ()0, = 5m) V)| 2y,

< CmP(logm) (37" |u — (w)o,. | 2@, + C8m 3" If | L=(,0) - (8.67)

Finally, to control the difference u — u * n in L®, we use the De Giorgi-Nash L®-L? estimate with

explicit dependence in ellipticity (see for instance [BS21]). Here the ellipticity ratio is (v~1m)2
b 1Y p y b Yy ,

by (8.5), and so we obtain by Corollary 8.8, for every y € [0,,_2,
[(w—wxn)(y)] < C@™'m) P u— (Wyro, |20,
< O™ tm) 37 (Ju — (o, | 2@, + 832" I |0 ©0,)
< Cv™'m) 7 (Ju — (o, 2@, + 50 37" 122 @)

for K(d) large enough. Combining the above displays proves (8.63). O

We then use the previous result to upgrade Lemma 8.7 to a pointwise bound.

Proposition 8.12. There exists constants C(d) < © and c¢(d) € (0,1), such that, if n,m € N
and p € (0,1/2) satisfy

n<m<n+d&,m logtm and 3" = 2,1, n=ILi[M] with M=>C, (8.68)

and if u solves —V -aVu = f in O,,, then we have the estimate
Ju = (@, ) < O3 (Ju = (W, |20y + 53 flie@) - (8.69)
Proof. After replacing (8.45) with (8.63), repeat the proof of Lemma 8.7. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem C.

Proof Theorem C. Note that (1.27) implies (1.25), so it suffices to prove (1.27). In order to
prove (1.27) we need to remove the first constraint in (8.68) in the statement of Proposition 8.12.
Fix v € (0,1) and let v/ := 1(1 + 7). Take N,(d) € N to be the smallest integer satisfying

1

3_%(1_7)]\[70(8.69) < 3

Set M := Ny v Cg¢g) and define X := Z,; ps. Note that for every m € N which satisfies

C(8.68)§mm7p10g71m>ny7 3" N > X and m =N, + Li[M] (8.70)

we have
lu = (W), 2@ n,) < 33 (Jull g2,y + 537" [ f | Lo @) -

Iterating the above display yields, for every such m,n € N with n < m with n (in place of m)
satisfying (8.70) the bound

Ju— (@)a, le @ < G377 (Ju = (W, |2, + 5m' 3" 1l ) -

This completes the proof of (1.27). O
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Proof of Proposition 8.1. We will adapt the proof of Proposition 8.4, and let (,n be as in that
proof. Let n := K — [N log(v~'K)] for a large constant N(d,U) to be determined and define M :=
N +C(s59) and X := Z,,1 ps. For these choices of parameters, if g € W% (Uy), then we have (8.61).
Our first task is thus to reduce to the case where the boundary data g € W2 (Uy).

By the Whitney extension theorem, there exists a constant C'(d) < oo such that, we may
extend g outside of U so that it belongs to W5 (R?) and satisfies g0 ray < Clgllwro -
Let 7} be the standard mollifier at scale (v~ K)™°°3K and set § := 7j * g. Then

IVGl Lo (o) + (V_IK)_5O3KHV2§HLOO(UK) < O|Vgliowy) - (8.71)
Consider the solutions v, vhom € H'(Ug) of the Dirichlet problems

—V-.-aVv = in Uk, — S AVhom = in Uk,
{ aVv=f inUg and { Sk Ay f inUg (8.72)

v=4g on Uk Vhom = § on Uk .

We argue that w,upem are close to v, vpom, respectively. Since u — v € A(Uk), we have by the
maximum principle

lu = vl e gy < 7% 9 — gl ey < O K) 35|Vl 1oy - (8.73)

To show that the energies are close, fix 7 > 0 to be determined below and consider a smooth cutoff
function ¢ € CF(Uk) such that ¢ = 1 in {z € Uk : dist(z,0Ux) = r} and |V(|po@,) < Cr '
Testing the equation of u —v with u —v — (1 — E)(ﬁ— g) € H}(Uk), using the last row of (8.5) and
applying Young’s inequality yields

v[V(u— ”)‘|i2(UK)

< J( <1—E><a—<k>UK>v<u—v>-v<§—g>—Jf @ 9)(a— (D)) V(u—v)- V¢
Uk Uk

1 2 —1 4 = ~ 2 ~ 12
< SV = 0) oy + COT B (1= V@ — 92y + 1G9V 22p)

1 ) _ U
< VIV =)L, + CT K (378 + 35T v ) ) [Vl o

The above display, upon reabsorbing the first term and selecting r = (v 1K )*503K , implies
IV (u = )20y < CO )" Vgl o) -
The above display and (8.73) show that
8 — vl Lo ) + IV (u =) 2y < O K) ™[V o) - (8.74)
A similar argument shows that
3_KHuhom - UhomHLOO(UK) + Hv(uhom - ’Uhom)”L2(UK) < C(V_lK)_QOHVQHLOC(UK) . (875)

By the previous two displays, it suffices to prove the desired estimates for v and vhom.
Next, to shorten the notation, we define w := {(n = v) + (1 — {)g and

_1 a
Hic =55 (Iv = vl 2wy + 10 = 3l 2 e)

_ _1 _—1
+ Nlog(v ™ K)s35 Vg e 0ge) + 82351 f | e ) - (8.76)
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We first show that w is close to v. By (8.61) and (8.71), we have, for every z € 3"Z¢ ~ O,,,,
V2|V 20y mtg) < €3N Hic . (8.77)

We define v and vpom to be equal to § outside of Ug. Using the De Giorgi-Nash L®-L? estimate
with explicit dependence in ellipticity (here the ellipticity ratio is (¢v~1K)?2, by (8.5)) we deduce
that, for every y € z + O, z + 0,411 € Uk and for large enough N > C(d,U),

_ d
[o(y) =0 v(y)] < C( K)o — 1% 0y)l 20,

< 03" (v K) |Vl 2o, ) < (v UE) TR

Hyg (8.78)

and if (z + O,1443) N 0Uk # &, then, for y € z + O, g4 3,

A

~ _ d ~ .
() —v@) < Cv K)o = 8l 20, nm)nt) + O3 V8 o)
n _ d
< 03" (" K) " (190 240,y + IVIl2 w0
< (v 1K) Hg . (8.79)

By the previous two displays we obtain

)—200

[v—n*v|ro@e) + v —wllpowy) < C(Z/_IK Hy . (8.80)

In view of the above estimate, it remains to show that w — vy is small in L*. To do this,
notice first that, by Morrey’s inequality,

|w = Vhom | oo (1) < C3K“V(w - Uhom)”ﬁd(UK) : (8.81)
To bound the right side, we use the Calderén-Zygmund estimate as in (8.23) and get

Sk |Vw — Vonom | 2,
< Cl¢n = ((a— (K)o, —5K)V0)| oy,
+ OSg| V¢ * v =) 2ar,.) + C8x (L = OV 2,
+ClCn = f = flw-r2aq,y + CIVE-n+ ((a— (K)uk ) V)lly-124p,) - (8.82)

We will estimate the five terms on the right. First, by (8.27) applied to v with ¢ := 2d and
using (8.77) we get

[¢n = ((a = ®)uye —8m) V)| 20, < C(5x" K log K)3 ™" Hy . (8.83)

Second, by (8.77) and the Poincaré inequality, we have

—200

~ _1(K—n ~ _ _
IV =) # nll poag,y < €3 20|V (v = ) % o) < C(v'K) "3 KHg  (8.84)

and, similarly,

~ ~ _1l(K-n _ —200.,,—
IVC@ 1= Dl 2agw) < O3 205 Vg | o) < C (v 1K) 3 M Hye . (8.85)

By the previous two displays we have
IV¢( = §) gpa,, < (vIE) 37K H . (8.86)
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Third, we obtain, by (8.71),

- 1 (Ken _ —200,,_

[0 = OV g,y < €32 E D[ Vgl o) < C(v ) >3 K Hye (8.87)
Fourth, by (8.31) with ¢ := 2d,

IGn% £ = Fly-r2aqwy < O3 Fl gy < COTK) 03K fl oy (8:88)

Fifth, the last term we need to estimate is the counterpart of (8.29). To estimate it, we use (8.28)
with ¢ = 2d and (8.77):

_ —100,_
V¢ -+ ((a— (K)ue) VO) 1.2,y < O (v 'K)" 3 R Hy . (8.89)
By combining the above estimates with (8.82) and (8.81), we arrive at
||w — vhomHLoo(UK) < C3KHVU) — vvhom”Lm(UK) < C(§;(3/2Kp log K)HK . (8.90)
We now estimate Hyx. By the Poincaré inequality and the equation of vpom, we have that

lv = vkl 2wy + v = 9l 2wy

N

2[v - UhomHLQ(UK) + [vhom — (Vhom) Uk HLQ(UK) + [vhom — §\|L2(UK)

N

20— vhom | z2wr) + C3™ [ Vonom | 2wy + C3" 1Vl 20

/A

20 = Vhom | e () + C3™ Vgl Loy + C8 35 | £l o (e -
Hence, by the definition (8.76),

Hie < 253 [0 = Vhom| L= (uye) + ON log(v ™ K51 35 | Vg o) + C5 3% | f oy - (8:91)
Combining (8.90), (8.80) and (8.91) yields

v = Vhom |l Lo (k) < W = Vhom | Lo () + 1w — V]| oo )
C(s " K log K)Hy + C(v " K) "
C’(§;(1K’J log K) 1V — Vhom | oo (7

+ O(5x K log K) (N log(v ™ K)3"% Vgl o) + 5 325 fl e () -

< Hy
<

We may reabsorb the first term on the right above, if
57K’ log K <c(d,U) « 1,
which is valid for Cg 1) selected large enough and (8.90)
”U — Uhom“LOC(UK) + 3KHV?U - V’Uhom”L%i(UK)
< ON (5 K" log K) (85 3% f || Lo (we) + log(v K)35 | Vgl 1217y - (8.92)

This, together with (8.74) and (8.75), proves the desired L*-estimate in (8.3).

We then estimate the weak norms. Observe that w — vpen is already bounded in W124(Ug)
by (8.92), and v — v and Upom — Uhom are bounded using (8.74) and (8.75), respectively. To
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bound Vv — Vw in H}(Uk), we fix ¢ € H(Ug) with U] gty < 1. Since v = w on Uk, we
may subtract the mean of ¢ from itself and thus assume that (¢)y,, = 0. We compute

Jf (V- Voyp = (v5-vo)a - Qu+ Jf
Uk U

K

vc<v*n—§>w+][ (Vo %1 — Vo).

UK UK

The middle term on the right has already been estimated in (8.86). The first term we estimate as
follows

J[U (VG — Vo)1= O < [V — Vol sz | (1 = O¥l 2

(LAl K—n ~
< O3~ @ O (190 2y + 1VF 20 19 2%
< CW ' K) P (IV3l 2w,y + 351/ 2we)) -

Uk)

where in the last display we used the crude Caccioppoli estimate (8.37) and the Sobolev-Poincaré
inequality. The last term we estimate as

(Vv = Vo) =1 Vu(C = () +0) < [Vol 2 60 =1+ )l 2wie
< C3"[Voll 2 [V CD 2 (e -

We have by Hoélder’s inequality that

SHHV(CW”E(UK) < C’Hd)l{v#O}HLz(UK) + C3”Hv¢HL2(UK) < C’(yilK)*QoogK

and thus by (8.37)

g CP(Vo = Vo) < Co K) (Va2 + 3% 15 2w - (8.93)
K

By the above five displays we deduce that
37 K[V — Vuwlgoip, < Clwv ' K) ' (|Vgl o) + 35 1f | oo urge)) -

This, together with (8.92), (8.74) and (8.75), establishes the gradient estimate in (8.3).

To estimate the flux term, we subtract (k)y, from a, fix ¢ € H'(Ug) with 1] gt ey < 1 and
compute:

J[ ((a— (k)ug)Vv — 5 Vw)y
Uk

1 a0 —50)V0) 455 V(=)o

Uk

+ J[ (1=0)((a— (Kux) Vv =5 Vg)Y + J[ SkV((vsn—g)i. (8.94)
Uk U

K

The last three terms are again very small using the quenched bound ||a— (k)u, | (1) +5x < CK?
provided by the last estimate in (8.5). Indeed, the second term has been estimated in (8.93), and
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the last term is estimated using (8.86), (8.91) and (8.92). The second to last term we bound, by
Hélder’s inequality, (8.37) and also (8.92), as

J[U (1- O)(a— (), )Vo — S V)Y

— (L1 —-n ~
< O™ K) T35 (V3 2y + 3% Il 2o -

N

The first term in (8.94) is the leading order, coarse-graining error. As in the proof of Proposition 8.4,
the integral can be split into a sum over boundary cubes and interior cubes, on which ( = 1. The
contribution of the boundary layer can be again estimated crudely as before, and so the computation
is omitted. The interior cubes satisfy, by Lemma 8.3,

f v ou - sve
z+0n
< ‘((a — (k) — gK)VU)z-i-DnH(w)z—i-Dn‘ + an(yilK)QHVUHLQ(zJ,-Dn)[w]ﬂs(erDn)
< C(85 "KP1og K)o g2, | ()4, |
+ O3 (v K (| £ p2e (o0 | @)z | + 1V0] 20y IV 224 ,) -
Summing over interior cubes, indexed by z, then yields that

[y
\Uk|

ZJ[ %D(a — (k)UK — §K)VU < C(Kp log K)§;(1/2HK .
z Z+Dn

We hence obtain
3-K [§;{1 (a—(k)yg)Vv — Vw] s (Ux) < C(§;<1Kp log K)37K§;(1/2HK ’

from which the desired estimate for the fluxes in (8.3) follows by (8.91) and (8.92). The proof is
complete. O

Analogously to how we upgraded Lemma 8.7 using Lemma 8.11, we may upgrade Lemma 8.9
using Proposition 8.1, and a similar smoothing of the boundary data as in its proof, to obtain the
following pointwise oscillation estimate. The proof is omitted.

Proposition 8.13. Suppose that U is a smooth domain. There exist constants C(d,U) < o
and ¢(d,U) € (0,1), such that, if p € (0,12) and n,m, K € N with n < m < K are such that

n<m<n+d&,m log7tm and 3" =Z,1m, n=Li[M] with M>C, (8.95)
then for every f € L*(Uk), g€ Wh*(Uk) and u e HY(Ug) which solves the equation,

—V-aVu=f inUg,
u=gq on Uk ,

we have the estimate

lu = (W, =@, < 03— (m—n) (HUHLQ(ﬁm) + §;?113meHL°0(ﬁm) + (m —n) ”VQHLoo(ﬁm)) . (8.96)
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9. The invariance principle

In this section we complete the proof of Theorem A by proving the invariance principle (1.4) as
well as the quenched (1.5) and annealed asymptotics (1.6) for the diffusivity of the process X;. We
recall the definition of the rescaled process X§ given in (1.19):

X, =eX (9.1)

t
P —
52(8ci\ log E|)1/2

The convergence asserted in (1.4) is equivalent to the statement that, for P-almost every realization
of the environment,
X; =W, inlawase —0, (9.2)

with respect to the uniform topology on paths, where {W;};~¢ is a standard Brownian motion.

9.1. Quantitative homogenization of the resolvents. We show next that Theorem B implies
a quenched estimate on the resolvent. This asserts roughly that, for 0 < A « |loge|™® with a < 1/2,
the inverse of the operator A — £°, with respect to Dirichlet boundary conditions, is close to that
of the operator A — A in the L® norm.

Lemma 9.1 (Resolvent estimates). Let U < R be a smooth bounded domain and o, € (0,1)
with B+ 2a < 1. Let Z be the random variable in the statement of Theorem B. There exists a
constant C(U,a, B, cs,v,d) < oo such that, for every A\ € [0,00), € € (0,12] with ™' > Z, and
functions f € L®(U) and g € WH*(U), if we let u, upom € H'(U) denote the solutions of the
boundary value problems

A — L0 =f inU, AMhom — Atpom = f in U,
and (9.3)
ut =g on oU , Uhom = ¢ on oU ,
then we have the estimate
”“g - uhomHLoo(U) < (| 10g5’_a(Hf — M| Loy + HVQHLOO(U)) . (9.4)

Proof. We decompose upom = u1 + ue where uq and ug are the solutions of the Dirichlet problems

{—Aulzf—)\u€ inU, and {)\uz—AW:)\(ue—ul) inU,

Uy =g on oU , ug =0 on oU .

The maximum principle gives |uz| o) < |u® — u1| o). An application of Theorem B yields
[uf —ui] Loy < Cllog el (| f — M| Loy + V9l o) -
The triangle inequality and these estimates give us (9.4). O

We next post-process the result of the previous lemma, putting it into a form that is convenient
for our applications below.

Lemma 9.2. Let U € RY be a smooth bounded domain and o, 3 € (0,1) with 8+ 2a < 1. Let Z be
the random variable in the statement of Theorem B. There ezists a constant C(U, a, B, ¢4, v,d) < 0

141



such that, for every f € W2*(U), e € (0,12] with e~ = Z and X € [0, |loge|®], if we let u®, upom €
HY(U) denote the solutions of the boundary value problems

A — L5ut =X inU, AMhom — AUpom = Af  in U,
and (9.5)
ut =g on oU , Uhom = § on oU ,
then we have the estimate
[ — thons] o ) < Cllog el (I8l n() + 180l ooy + AlF —gllzm) . (96)
Proof. Let w® and W be respectively the solutions of
— £ =—-Ag inU, d A0 — AW = ANg—w®) inU,
n
w® =g on oU , . w=0 on oU .

Then we can compare w® to g using Theorem B, and then compare u® — w® to Upom — ¢ + W using
Lemma 9.1, to obtain, respectively,
|lw® — gl ey < Clloge| ™ (Vg Loy + |1 A9l o))
and
[(w® = w®) = (Uhom — g + @) | =) < Clloge|~*[A(f — w®) + Agl () -
The previous two displays, the triangle inequality and the restriction A|loge|™® < 1 yield
(0% — %)~ (thom — 9 + ®) |20y < Cllog el (199l o) + |Agl om0y + MF — gllzew) -

By the maximum principle, the function w satisfies

|@]| o0y < |w® = gl oy < Cllogel™*([Val Loy + |Ag] Lo 1ry) -

Combining the previous displays, using the triangle inequality, we obtain

|u* = Unom|| oy < [(u° — w®) = (Unom — g + @) | Loy + W — gl @) + 10 Lo
<C| 10g5|_a(Hv9HL°C(U) + [Aglle@y + Alf — gHLOO(U)) .
The proof is complete. ]

The implicit Euler numerical scheme for a parabolic equation is equivalent to iterating the
inverse of the resolvent operator. Therefore, we can expect to obtain homogenization estimates for
parabolic boundary value problems as a consequence of Lemma 9.2. This idea leads to the following
statement. In what follows, we denote the parabolic boundary of a cylinder (0,7) x U < R'*? by

Opar((0,T) x U) := ({0} x U) u ((0,T) x U) .

Lemma 9.3 (Homogenization estimates for parabolic problems). Let U < R? be a smooth bounded
domain and o, € (0,1) with 8 + 2a < 1. Let Z be the random wvariable in the statement of
Theorem B. There exists a constant C(U, «, 8, ¢y, v,d) < o0 such that, for every T € [1,00) and € €
(0,1/2] with et = Z, and h € C®(U) and g € C*((0,0) x U) , if we let u¢ and unom denote the
solutions of the Cauchy-Dirichlet problems

ot — L0 =0 in (0,T)x U, Otthom — Atupom =0 in (0,7) x U,
ut =g on (0,T) x oU, and < Unhom = g on (0,T) x oU , (9.7)
u® =nh on {0} x U, Uhom = h on {0} x U,

then we have the estimate

Hus - uhomHLoo((QT]xU) < CT| 1ngra/?)(HQHWQvOO((O,oo)xU) + HVQhHLw(U)) . (9.8)
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Proof. Since h is qualitatively smooth, then we have that the function 67u® is the solution of

04 (02uf) — £5(0%uf) =0 in (0,T) x U,
(02uf) = d2g on (0,T) x oU, (9.9)
(02uf) = (£5)%h on {0} x U.

By the maximum principle, we obtain the bound

070 oo ((0,00)x 1) < 107N 10 (0,00 <) + 1(€°) oo ) - (9.10)

Similarly, we have the bound

107 unom | o0 ((0,00) x 1) < 1059|220 ((0,00)x 1) + AR oo 17y - (9.11)

However, since the operator £° has fast oscillations in space, the function (£°)2h may be very large
even if the initial condition h is smooth. Therefore our first goal is to replace h by “well-prepared”
initial data h® which is close to h in L® but for which we have good effective bounds on (£5)2h°.

Throughout we let A > 0 be a parameter which will eventually be taken to be ¢|loge|® for a
small constant ¢ depending on the appropriate parameters.

Step 1. We modify the initial data so that it is well-prepared for the operator £5. The claim is
that, for given p > 0, there exists h € C°(U) n L*(U) satisfying
(| h® = hl| o) + [ £°R° + 7 t(£9)%RE ) < CIIV?h o 1ry - (9.12)

|20 |

By enlarging the domain U, if necessary, we may suppose that h has compact support in U. We
consider the functions hf and h5 defined recursively as the solutions of

phi — £°hi =ph inU, 4 phy — £°hS = p(h§ —h) inU, 013
hi =0 on oU an 5=0 on oU (9.13)
1= ’ 2 = :
We compare h5 to the solution h; of the problem
phi — Ahy = ph inU, (9.14)
h1=0 on oU . '

An application of Lemma 9.1 yields
|h§ = hallpeoy < Clloge|™*u|h — hill o -

Observe that h — h; satisfies

,u(h —El) — A(h —El) =—Ah in U,

h—h; =0 on oU .
By the maximum principle,

|h = R ooy < Cu‘l\lAhHLw(U) < Cu‘1\|V2hHLw(U) :

Thus, by the triangle inequality,

|lh = hille @y < Clloge|™*ulh = hi| Lo @) + CH_IHVQhHLOO(U) .
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For u < c|loge|®, we can reabsorb the first term on the right side to obtain
|h — Al Loy < CM_IHVQhHLOO(U)
By the maximum principle, we have
1h5] Loy < b = Bl pery < Cu™ V2R Loy -

Define h® := hj + h5 and observe that the above estimates and the triangle inequality yield the
estimate for the first term on the left side of (9.12). Since —£°h® = —ph§ and —£°(£°h°) =
p2(h — h — h), the above estimates and the triangle inequality also give us the estimate for the
other term in (9.12).

Step 2. We may also modify h so that it is well-prepared for the Laplace operator. The claim
is that there exists b’ € C*(U) n L*(U) satisfying

' = b oy + AR +p AR < C|Vh| o) - (9.15)

| ) o) S

We omit the argument, as it follows from the one given in Step 1, just replacing £° with A.

Step 3. We let v° and vpom be, respectively, the solution of the first and second initial-boundary
value problems in (9.7) with h® and A’ in place of h, respectively, at the initial boundary {0} x U.
In view of (9.10), (9.11), (9.12) and (9.15) we have the estimates

1070% | oo (0,71 x7) + 107 Vnom |z (077 x 1) < 1079] 1oe (0,77 x0) + Cl V2R o 17y (9.16)

and, using also the maximum principle,

0% = w|| Lo 0,00)x ) + [Vhom = Unom L= ((0,00)x0) < Ct™ V2R Loy - (9.17)

Moreover, by Taylor’s theorem, (9.16) and the triangle inequality, we have, for every ¢, to € [0, 00),

[o%(t +to,-) = v*(to, *) — 00" (to, )] oo 1y T [Vhom (£ + t0, *) = Vhom (to, ) — t0rvhom (to, )| oo (1)
< CE (|07 gl ooy xv) + 1l VBl Loy) - (9:18)

Define now, for every ¢y € [0, ),

0

o0
wi,to (x) := Jo Aexp(=At)v°(t + to, x) dt,  Whom r(T) := L A exp(—At)Vhom (t + to, x) dt

and -
Iaso (@) = f Nexp(—A)g(t + to, ) dt
0
Notice that, by integration by parts,

o0
w$, 4, () = v°(to, ) + A1 (tg, ) + )\1J exp(—\t)02v (tg + t, ) dt
0
Q0
Whom,\,tg = Uhom(tﬁa .%') + A_latvhom(tm l‘) + )‘_1 f eXp(_)‘t)atQUhom(tO +t, l’) dt.
0

Therefore, we deduce by (9.18) that

“UE(tO + )\_17 ) - Q]hom(tO + >\_17 ) - (wito - whom,)\,to)HLoo(U)

< CX2 (|07 9] o0,y x 0y + BIVPRlL20r)) - (9.19)
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Thus our goal is to estimate the term wf\to — Whom,\,to-

Observe next that w§ and wpem,\ are respectively the solutions of

{)\wivto B Sewi,to = )\Us(t()? ) inU, and {)‘whom,)\,to - Awhom,)\,to = )\'Uhom(th ) inU,

wi,to = 9t on dU , Whom,\,tg = 9ty on oU .

In order to apply Lemma 9.2, we also consider the auxiliary solution

{Aw;m — £°05 4, = Mhom(to,) in U,

W 4o = IAto on U .
By Lemma 9.2 and the equation of wyom,\ ., We obtain that

”ﬁji,to - whom’)VtO HLOO(U)

< Cllog e ([Vwnomato | Loy + 1AG] oo ((t0,00)x 1) + A Whom,te — Vhom (tos *) | Lo (1)) -
By the maximum principle,
450~ D510 2 1y < 10 = om0, )20 -

Furthermore, using the formula for wyom, ) ¢,, We get by integration by parts, the maximum principle,

and (9.15)

0
Hwhom,)\,to - Uhom(t07 ')HLOO(U) = ‘f eXp(_At)atvhom(tO +1, ) dt
0

1
< 5\ Hat'UhomHLw((tO,OO) xU)

1
< X(HatgHLOO((O,oo)xU) + | AR Lo (1)
C
< X(HatgHL@((O,oo)xU) + [V2h| L)) 5
and, by the equation of wnom, ¢

vahom,)\,toHLw(U) < C/\Hwhom,)\,to - 'Uhom(t07 ')HLoo(U) + CHVQ)\J,OHWLOO(U)
< C(10:9) 10 ((0,00) x07) + 18] £ ((10,00) x 1) + V2Rl 2o (1)) -

The above four displays and the triangle inequality yield that

Hwi,to - whom,k,toHLoo(U) < [[(v° = Vhom) (fo, ‘)”LOO(U)

+ Clloge|™*(101g] oo (0,00 x17) + 1G] Lo ((t0,00)x 1) + V2Rl pee (1)) -

The previous display and (9.19) together yield

” (US - uhom)(to + >\_17 ')HLOO(U) - ” (Ua - Uhom)(t()a )HLOC(U)

< C(A_Qu + |log 5\_a) (”gHWQvOO((O,oo)xU) + ||v2hHL°0(U)) :
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Iterating this estimate and using (9.12) and (9.15) yields
sup H(Us - Uhom)(k)‘_l
ke{0,...,N}
<A =Rl ey + ON (A2 + [log el ™) (lglw2ee (0.00) <) + V2] o)
<C(p™" + NAX2u+ Nlloge| ™) (lglwze 0,00y xtr) + V2] oo (o) -

")HLw(U)

By the maximum principle,

HatUEHLO@((O,oo)xU) + Hatvhomnyo((o,oo)xU) < C(HatQHQO((o,oc)xU) + CHV2hHL°0(U)) .

From the above two displays with the change of variables T'= NA~! we obtain
|v° = Vnom| <SC( '+ X+ A+ TAlloge| ™) (lg]w + | V2| )
om| roo((0,T]xU) S W2:2((0,00)xU) L»)) -

The previous inequality, (9.17), the choices u = A2 and X := |loge|*¥? and the triangle inequality
imply (9.8). The proof is complete. O

9.2. Estimates on the first exit time of the process. Given a domain U < R?, we define
Ty :=inf{s >0 : X;¢ U}

to be the first exit time from U of the diffusion process X; given in (1.1). Similarly we let T}; be
the first exit time from U of the rescaled process { X7} defined in (9.1). For convenience, we define
the time scale 7. by

7. = e 2(8¢2| loge]) V2. (9.20)

It is immediate from the definitions that
Xi=eXy, and TH=7"T. 1y . (9.21)
The probability that these processes starting at « € U have exited U before ¢ > 0 is denoted by
pu(t,z) :==P*[Ty <t|] and pg(t,z):= Pm/e[Tf] <t].
The function (¢, z) — p{; (¢, x) is the unique solution of the parabolic Cauchy-Dirichlet problem

oy — £y =0 in (0,00) x U,
P =1 on (0,00) x U , (9.22)
pr =0 on {0} x U.

In the next lemma, we obtain an upper bound on pg, (t,-) for small times ¢.

Lemma 9.4. Let o, 5 € (0,1) with 8+ 2a < 1 and Z be the random variable in the statement of
Theorem B with U = Biy,. There exists a constant C(a, 8, cx,v,d) < o such that, for every e €
(0,1/2] with e~ = Z and every tog € (0,1],

|‘p%1/2‘|Lw([O,to]xB1/2) < 2exp(—cmin{t51/27 |log g|“/6}) . (9.23)
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Proof. Define h := C’(t(1)2+| log e|~*/%), where C is a large constant, depending only on («, 3, cx, v, d),
which will must be sufficiently large for the validity of two inequalities in the argument below.
By restricting both ¢ and tg to be sufficiently small, without loss of generality, we may assume
that h € (0,1/8).

For each r € (1/2,1 — 2h) we select a smooth function (. € C®(B,,}) satisfying

0<¢G <1, ¢(=1ondB,yp, GG =0on Br+h/27 hHVCTHLOO(B,Urh) + thVQC'r“LOO(BT.Jrh) < 10.
For each such r, we let u5 and u, be the solutions of the problems
opuy — L£%u; =0 and G, — Au, =0 in (0,t9) X Bryp, (0.24)
Up = Uy = CerEBl HLOO([O,to]xBHh) on par((0,20) X Byin) - ‘

By an application of Lemma 9.3, we have

Huf‘ HL"O( 0,t0] X Byyp) < Clloge[” CX/SHpBl HLOO [0,t0]x Br41) HV CTHLOO(Br+;L)

< Ch™2[log el ™%, |1 ([0,t0] x By o)

S Hp%l ||L°0([0,t0] XBryn)

with the last line valid by the assumption h—2|loge|~"® < ¢, with ¢ > 0 sufficiently small. By a
standard propagation estimate for the heat equation, since to < ch? for ¢(d) > 0 sufficiently small,

we have
1

lurllzoe 0,008y < glurlio (o018, n) = Z1PB: 2= (10,001 % By -

The maximum principle implies that uy = p% in B,yp, and we therefore deduce, using the previous
displays and the triangle inequality, that

1%, Iz (0,t0)x B,) < Nl oo (0,01 B,y < |1 — “r’|Lw((o,to]xBT+h) + urll Lo (0,601 x BY)
< 5”]0%1 ”LOO([O,tO]xBHh) .
An iteration of this inequality yields
195, |5 (0,101x By ) < €xP(—ch™") < exp(—c min{ty ", |loge|7°}).

This completes the proof. ]

9.3. Asymptotics for the diffusitivity. We next use Theorem B and Lemma 9.4 to obtain the
quenched estimate (1.5) on the large-time asymptotic behavior of the diffusivity of the process { X;}
stated in Theorem A. The annealed estimate (1.6) will then be obtained from the quenched estimate,
using the crude Nash-Aronson type upper bounds proved in Appendix B.

Proof of (1.5). Let a, € (0,1) with 8+ 2a < 1 and Z := X v Ky, where &' is the minimal scale
in the statement of Theorem B with U = By, and K2 in the statement of Lemma 2.6. Fix a
time to > 1 with v/fp = Z and define a length scale r[to] by

rlto] := (to(log tg)3(179) 7 (9.25)
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We will apply Theorem B and Lemma 9.4 with ¢ = r[tg]~!. We note that, with these choices, we
have that 7! > Z and 7. defined in (9.20) satisfies

w\s;

7. = e 2(8¢2|log 5\)_1 > cto(log to)
An application of Lemma 9.4 implies that T Byjrg) > to with high probability; we have
PO[Tp,,, , <to] = P°[Th, <7 'to] <P°[Tf, < Cllogto) 2] < 2exp(—c(logto) 7). (9.26)
We will show next that
1 a
‘gEO[‘XtOATB (o] ’2] — 20*(10g to)l/gto‘ < C(log to)%ifto . (9.27)
Tlto

Consider the solution u® of the problem

— L% =-1 in B1 y
(9.28)
u® = Q on 0B,
where the boundary data is the quadratic function Q(z) = ﬁm? . Since —AQ = —1, the solution

of the corresponding homogenized problem is upo, = Q. Since ™! > Z, the estimate (1.23) from
Theorem B yields

Hué‘ - Q||L°O(B1) < |10g€|_a . (929)

We next compute that
o E° [ue(XfATgl)] = EO[—SEuE(XfATgl)l{Tgl ~y] =POT5, > t].

Integrating this in ¢, we deduce that
t t
E°[u®(Xf,7s )] = u*(0) + f P°[T5, > s|ds = u(0) +t — f P°[T5, < s|ds. (9.30)
1 0 0

Using the triangle inequality and (9.29), we obtain

EO ’ t/\Ts

‘2d ] —t‘ = ‘EO tEATsl)] _t’
R -t bl

< 2w — QHLOO(Bl) +1PO[Tg, <t| <2[loge|™™ +tPO[Tg, <t|. (9.31)

Rescaling this estimate and taking ¢ := 7.t and using (9.26), we obtain, in view of (9.21), (9.25)
and e = r[tg] ™!, the estimate

‘dEO[‘XtO/\TB " ]’ ] — (802\ logg‘)lﬁto‘ < Ctollogto\%(l—a) + Cto]logto\_looo < Ctollogto\%(l_“).
Using that 2|loge| = |loge?|logty + O(loglogty), we obtain (9.27).

To conclude, we need to remove the stopping time from (9.27). According to (B.1), Proposi-
tion B.1 and (B.11), for each t we have the crude estimate

E°|x,|*]7 < Ct(log(t v K2))2 .
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Therefore, using (9.26) and 1/tg = Z > Ky, we find that
E°[| X" 11, <io] < Cto(logto) 1.
rltol
Combining this with (9.27) yields

B[] — (862 Tog o) o] < oo ] 207,

The previous inequality is valid on the event {Z < 1/tp}, and therefore by (1.21) we obtain
P“;EOUXW‘Q] — (8¢2|log 5|)1/2t0‘ < Cto| logt0|5(1°‘)] <P[Z2 > Vi ] < Cexp(—c(logt)?).
This gives (1.5) as in the statement of the theorem for § = 1(1—2a). The proof is now complete. [

Proof of (1.6). Let B(t) be the event defined by
B(t) := {‘t_lEOUth] — 2dc*(10gt)1/2’ > C(logt)l/4+6}.

According to (1.5), for every finite exponent ¢ < oo we have that P[B(t)] < Cy(logt)™9. According
to Proposition B.1, we have that, for any ¢ < oo,

E[EOUXt]Q]q]l/q < Cyt(logt)?.
We deduce that
1
qlB(t)] q

1/q
B|[FEO (1) - 2deutiogey™][| < Clogt) ™+ B[R] ~ 2. o)

P04 Cyt(log t)2P[B()] "

+ Cyt(logt)* 4.

<C (log t)
< C(log t) it
This completes the proof of a much stronger bound than (1.6). ]

9.4. Proof of the invariance principle. To prove (9.2), we will use a very general criterion
which states that the convergence of a sequence of Feller processes can be formulated equivalently
in term of the convergence of the corresponding infinitesimal generators of the processes. Recall
from (1.20) that the infinitesimal generator £° of X7 is given by

£ = %(2C§| loge|) "’V - (Vg + k() V. (9.32)

The infinitesimal generator of Brownian motion is $A, and thus by [Kal02, Theorem 19.25] the
convergence in (9.2) is equivalent to the following statement concerning the convergence of £° to %A
in the limit as ¢ — 0.

Proposition 9.5 (Convergence of the generators). For P-almost every realization of the field k(-)
and every u € CP(RY), there exists a sequence {uf} < C%(R?) n Co(R?) such that

ll_r)% HUE — UHLOO(Rd) =0 (933)

and
: 1
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Proposition 9.5 is evidently a statement about qualitative homogenization. Indeed, for a
fixed f € C(R?), we find u® by solving the problem

—L°u. = f inR?. (9.35)

For each £ > 0, the coefficients of £° belong to C’ﬁ)’i (R%) by assumption (J3), and therefore the
solution of (9.35), assuming we can show it exists, must belong to C?(R?). The convergence in (9.34)
is then trivially valid, and the limit in (9.33) says that u® converges in L®(R9) to the solution u of

—1Au=f inR% (9.36)

This is nearly a corollary of Theorem B, but the implication is not immediate because the homog-
enization estimate in Theorem B is for the Dirichlet problem in a bounded domain, rather than
the whole space. We will argue that the full space problem in (9.35) can be approximated by the
Dirichlet problem with zero boundary data in a large ball, and the desired limit thus follows from
Theorem B. Our quantitative estimates make it relatively easy to interchange limits and gives us a
lot of flexibility in the argument.

The following lemma provides the passage from finite to infinite volume. Since we use this
lemma qualitatively we did not attempt to optimize the stochastic constant appearing on the right
in (9.38).

Lemma 9.6 (Decay estimate). For everyy,o € (0,1), there exists a a constant C (7,0, cx,v,d) < o0
and a random variable X satisfying

logX = Or,(C)

such that, for every 1 <r < R and f € C*(By;RY), parameter et > X and solution u € H}(Bg)
of the Dirichlet problem

—Lu=V-f inBpg,
f (9.37)
u=0 on 0BR.
we have the estimate
lull Lo B\, < CXTTHFI2 0 E | 1oy (9.38)

The proof of Lemma 9.6 requires the following consequences of the analysis in Section 8.

Lemma 9.7 (Superdiffusive Poincaré with RHS). For every o € (0,1), there exists a constant
C(o,cx,v,d) < 0 and a random variable X satisfying

log X = Or,(C)
such that, for every ™' > X and u e H'(Oy) satisfying
—L%u =0 4n O,
we have the estimate
lu = (Wl z2@o) < ClVulrz@,) + Cllog el ™1 f 2 (Do) - (9.39)

Proof. The lemma follows immediately from the statement of Lemma 8.3 with s = 1 after rescaling.
We also use the bound |u — (u)o, [ 12(0,) < C|Vulg-1(0,), which is dual to the standard Poincaré
inequality. O
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Lemma 9.8 (Global L®-to-L? estimate). Let U, V,W < R? be smooth, bounded domains satisfying
VeWcU and V\OU S W

and let 0 € (0,1). There exists a constant C(U,V,W,0,cy,v,d) < 00 and a random variable X
satisfying
logX = Or, (C)

such that, for every ' > X and u e H'(U) satisfying
—Lu=0 mU,
u=0 on (0U) n (dW),
we have the estimate
lu = (Wv =) < Cllu— (Wwl 2w -

Proof. The statement of the lemma is immediate from Propositions 8.12, 8.13 and a standard
covering argument, using also (8.7). O

Proof of Lemma 9.6. Define the adjoint (£°)* of £° by
e\ * 1 2 —1/2
(£5)* .= 5(20*| logel)” "V - (vlg — k(/))V (9.40)

Observe that (£5)* has the same law as £° by the assumption of negation symmetry in (J4). We
let X be the maximum of the random variables appearing in Lemmas 8.2, 9.7, 9.8 and Theorem C
with —k in place of k, which has the same law. We also denote 6 := 9+/d.

Denote A, := B,\B, . Fix g € L?(A,) with SAT g = 0 and extend g to be zero outside of A,.
Let v € H}(B,) be the solution of the Dirichlet problem

{ —(&)*v =g in Bp, (0.41)

v=20 on 0Bg.

Testing the equation for v with itself, we obtain

—1
(26| log el) V|Vl 2 5, = fB gv = jB gv < o — (0)5, |2 l9l2a,) -
R 4

DN |

Applying Lemma 9.7, using that B,  Ujieg, | < Bor, we have

-1

lv—(v), | r2(8,) < Cr(2c¢i|loge]) /4HVU||L2(BQT) +Cr? gl 2By,
—1

< Cr(2¢|logel) ™"Vl 2(8g) + Cr gl 12a,) -

We deduce from the previous two displays and Young’s inequality that
(2¢21ogel) IV 0l 2(pa) < Crlgliza, (0.42)

By testing the equation for v with v and the equation for v with u, we obtain

1 1
f ug = 5(2ci\logs\) hl/f Vov-Vu = —J Vo-f=—1 Vu-f<|Vv|i)lfls)-
A, B, B;. By
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Observe that the ellipticity ratio of (£5)* in By is at most (C'log X)? (by the last row of (8.5))) so
that by the (usual) Caccippoli inequality we have

IVoll 25,y < XPIV0] 125,y < CXP((Cv M og X))o = () By | 12550
< CX o — (0)Byx | 28,0 (9.43)

Using the large-scale Holder estimate (1.27) and observing that g vanishes in the ball B,, we get

X vy
o= O zeal 21 < (5 ) 10 = ©81al 205, -

By applying Lemma 9.7, using that B,.;39 S Ulieg,(r/36)] € Br/3, we have

—1
o= (), |28, 50 < Cr (262 Togel) ™ 2| V0] L2, -

Combining the previous two displays, we obtain

X\ —1
v — (U)BszE(BQX) < C<7“> T(26i| 10gg|) /4]/1/2HVUHL2(BT/3) .
By (9.42), (9.43) and the previous display, we obtain

—dfo_ —1 o~
Vl/QHV’UHLz(Bl) < OXTHFI=277 (22 log ] ) “HWHLQ(BR) < OxHHr,2y d/QHQHLg(BR).

Combining the above inequalities, we get

j ug < CXTHNNZI=P gl o €] 12y -

T

Taking g = u — (u) 4, yields
lu— (w)a, 124,y < CXHN2T RN 2,
Dividing by |4, ]/ = Or* and using |A4,|~"2|u — (w)a, |24,y = lu — ()4, | 24, We get
lu—= (W) BB, L2(B,\B, ) < CXHI 2 1o (9.44)
In the case that r < %R, we use the interior L®-L? estimate in Lemma 9.8 to get

lu— (W) BB, L2 (BB, < Cllu= (W)B,, 38,5l L2(By, 5\B,,5) < CX 2 g 1o g, (9.45)

In the case r = R, we instead use the full (global) version of Lemma 9.8, with U = By, V = B1\B
and W = B1\B 4, and with ¢/R in place of ¢, to obtain, after a rescaling,

d+1 2—y—d
[ = (W) BB |22 (Br\Bry) < Clu = (WBpBaul 2B By < CXT TR 12(5,) -
Since u = 0 on dBpg, we obtain by the triangle inequality and the previous display that

Xd+1+7R2—7—dHf

|l oo (Br\Bgs) < C lL2(y) -

Combining this with (9.45) and using the triangle inequality and chaining together overlapping
annuli, we obtain (9.38). O
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Proof of Proposition 9.5. Fix u e C®(RY). Let Ry > 1 be so large that u € C°(Bg,). By scaling
we may assume that Ry = 1. In what follows, we will allow the constants C' to depend on u in
addition to (cy, v, d).

For each ¢ > 0, let u% be the solution of the Dirichlet problem

— £u% = Au  in Bp,
{ UR u in Bp (9.46)

uz =0 on 0BR .

We extend the domain of u% to R? by defining up to be zero in RA Bg. According to Lemma 9.6,
we have that, for every R,r = X,

[ugell Lo @evs,y < CXTH2T V| 2,y < CXTHIT27774,
By the maximum principle, for each S > R > X, the difference u — ug satisfies

|u% — uS] oo (Br) < USRI Le(@By) < CATTTTTRTTTE,

It follows that
Juf — Gl Lo (ray < CXTTHTTRETIT,

Since 2 — v —d < —y < 0, we deduce that u% converges as R — o0 to a function «° which solves
—£°u° = Au in R? (9.47)

and satisfies
HU% - U€||LOO(BR) < CXd+1+’YR2_’y_d (948)

and the decay estimate

d+1 2—~y—d
HUEHLOO(Rd\BR) < CX + +7R v .

In particular, u® € Cy(R%). Since the operator £° has coefficients which are P-almost surely C'!
by assumption (J3), standard Schauder estimates imply that ¢ € C?(R%). The limit (9.34) is
obvious from (9.47). To check (9.33), we apply Theorem B in a fixed ball Bg, which yields, for all
sufficiently small ¢ (depending on R),

lug — ullLe(Br) < [logel*|Au o) < Clloge[ ™.
Since u vanishes outside of By, we also have that
d —y—d
lur — ullpomaBr) = |UR] Lo ®a\BR) < CX Y RP
Combining the previous displays with (9.48) and using the triangle inequality, we find that

limsup [u® — | oo (ray < Ccxdtitvp2-—d,
e—0

Sending R — oo yields (9.33). O
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A. The log-correlated Gaussian field

A.1. Construction of the log-correlated Gaussian field. In this appendix, we give an explicit
construction of the log-correlated Gaussian field (LGF) in general dimension d > 2 based on an
annuli decomposition and a standard Gaussian white noise. This definition in physical space will
be shown to be equivalent to other definitions which are typically given in Fourier space or using
the Bochner-Minlos theorem, but, as we will see in the next subsection, is more amenable to a
finite-range decomposition.

Throughout, we let W denote a standard Gaussian white noise field on R?. That is, W is
a random distribution on R+ such that W (1)) is a Gaussian random variable for every test
function ¢ € C®(R'*%), and which satisfies the covariance formula

cov[W (1), W (t6)] = JRM Vr(@)s(2) dz, Y, by € CP (R (A1)

The distribution W is not a function. In fact, it (almost surely) belongs to H, —5(1+d)- “(RM*4), for

loc
_1
every € > 0, but not HlOCQ(Hd) (R'*9). See [AKM19, Chapter 5] for a proof of this fact, as well as

an explicit construction of the white noise field W. Throughout, we abuse notation by informally
writing {1.q ¥(2)W () dz in place of W (1)).
Fix a smooth, radial function ¢ : R — R satisfying

131/2 < (< 1p, and HkaHLw(Bl) <20, Vke {1,2,3,4} . (AZ)

and define, for each r > 0,

Grlz) = C(3/r) - (A.3)

Lemma A.1. For every o > 0 and z € R?, we have that

o =y [ (G ) ), where My = (Lmr<l+a><<*¢><1/r>dr)17 (A.4)

and

lim oMo, = (¢ *()(0) = f 1¢(2)|? do =: My . (A.5)
oa—> Rd

Proof. Using that ¢ * ¢, = r%(¢ * ¢)(/r) and that ( is radial, we find that, for every 3 > 0,

f T 1B (G &) (@) dr = f:o P8¢ x ) () dr = || HP f:o B Q) () dr

0

Taking 8 =1+ d + « yields (A.4). O
We define, for each ¢ € CX(R?) with {41 =0,

2 oo
1w = (3ima) [ H0 [ 6o o@wi g dyar (A6

In order to show that H defined in (A.6) is equivalent to other definitions of the LGF (e.g., those
in [LSSW16, DRSV17]), it suffices to compute its covariance. Indeed, since the random variable
defined in (A.6) is Gaussian, the random variable is determined entirely by these covariances.
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Lemma A.2. Let 1,12 € CP(RY) with §pa1p; =0 forie {1,2}. Then
d!Bl\

covlH (i), H(in)] = f f “log |z — yliby (2)a(y) de dy . (A7)

The expression (A.7) matches the covariance formula (including the multiplicative constant) for
the LGF defined in [LSSW16]: see Theorem 3.3(iv) of that paper. In particular, in two dimensions
we have the formula

corlHw), Hwn)] = || | ~5-toglo = slin@indedy, itd=2,  (A3)

which matches the usual definition of the Gaussian free field, as the function G(z,y) = —5= log |z—y|
is the Green function for the Laplacian in two dimensions.

Proof of Lemma A.2. Tt suffices by polarization to compute the variance of H(v) for a single test
function v, that is, we may assume that ¥; = 1o = ¥. We have, using the definition of white
noise (A.1),
M0(27T)d
d|B|

= ijfRde;st)—%(d*”(cs U)(@(G V)V (5,2 (1) sy s

var[H(w)]

:J —(d+1) J (¢ ) ()| daz dr . (A.9)
The above display implies by dominated convergence,
MO(27T)d . d

————var|H = lim —(d+1+a) f . 2dxdr, A.10

dp )] = | (G 0) @) (4.10)

and for each positive o we have, by (A.4) that

f —(d+1+4a) f ‘ CT ’2 dx dr

:J d+1+a)f j Cr(r — 2)G (2 — y)(2)Y(y) de dy dz dr
Rd JRd JRd
:J d+1+a)J (G *G)(z — ) (2)Y(y) dydzdr
R4 JRA
o [ [ =iy,

Using the limit

1
—log|z| = lim —(]z|™* = 1), ¥zeRA{0},

and (A.5) together with the assumption that {p, ¢ = 0 we get

M. d
- alir{)l+ aMa JRded |Z - y| ¢ - )w(z)ﬂ)(y) dy dz

:J f —Mylog |z — y[v ()¢ (y) dy dz .
R4 JR4
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Combining the above display with (A.10) we obtain
d|B1|

var [

5 || teele sl deay.
R4
which matches the right side of (A.7). The proof is complete. O

A.2. A decomposition of the LGF into finite range fields. In this subsection we verify the
assumptions (J1)—(J5) for the LGF, mollified on the unit scale. We define, for each n € Z,

12 3n
H,(x):= (d’Bl‘)> JS Pz (d+1) JRd Cr(x —y)W(r,y) dydr.

M0(27T d 3n—1

It is clear that {H,}.ez is a sequence of independent, R%-stationary Gaussian random fields with
zero mean. The range of dependence of H, is at most 3" by definition. Since the function ( is
radial, the joint law of the sequence {H,},cz is isotropic and invariant under negation. In view of
the definition (A.6), we have that, for every ¢ € C*(R?) with {4 ¢(x) dz = 0,

ZJ H( (A.11)

neZ

We have that

n

var|H,(0)] = _dBil Lnl pm(d+1) fRd}Q(a})‘z dxdr.

My(2m)d
4|5, . -1 2
B WLn—1r fRd‘C(x)’ dl’dr
— d|Bl| —1 o d|B1| B 21_d7'(‘_d/2
—(@2m)d Jgn o= (27r)d(10g 3) = T(4) (log 3). (A.12)

In particular, there exists C'(d) < o such that
Hy(z) = Op, (C).
By a similar computation, using (A.2), we find that
3|V H,(0)| + 3°"|V2H, (0)] + 3*"|V°H,,(0)| < Or, (C).
By the previous two displays, we deduce that
|Hpl ro(Byn) + 3"V Hn| 10 (Byn) + 32 V2 Ha| 10 (4n) < Or,(C). (A.13)

We next need to compute the quantity

E[|vA~ (0, H,) )]

To do so, we will perform integration by parts “in probability.” By this we mean that, for every pair
locally smooth, R%-stationary random fields ' and G with each of E[|F(0)|], E[[VF(0)[], E[|G(0)]],
and E[|VG(0)|] finite, we have that

E|0,,F(0)G(0)] = —E[F(0)0,,G(0)]. (A.14)
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To see this, we reduce this identity to an integration by parts in space. Fix a cutoff function (r
such that 1p, < (g < 1g,,, and |VF CR o ray < C for k€ {0,1,2,3} and compute

E[0,,F(0)G(0)]
I%E%OE[|BR|—1 JRd Cr(x)0y, F(x)G(x) dw]

dim |15 [ (Gale) P02, 60| + i B -15al ™ [ 0 ur (@)l o

"

=0

—E[F(0)0,,G(0)] .

Applying (A.14) twice, we obtain, for every locally smooth, R% stationary random field F' satisfy-
ing E[|V*F(0)|] < oo for k € {0,1,2, 3},

i E|[02,0:, FO)*| =

1,j=1

E[—04, 00,0, F(0)0:, F(0)]

:MQ*

-

<
Il
—_

E[ 0y, 0, F(0)0s, 0, F(0)] = E[[AF(O)F] . (A.15)

-

<
Il
—_

I
:M*‘“

Using this, we find that, for every R% stationary random field F' which has dihedral symmetry in
law and satisfies E[|[V¥F(0)|] < oo for k € {0,1,2, 3},

E|[[vAa~! (2., F) 0|

SHN

E|[VA~! (0., F) (0] -

E[[0r,2, A FO)] = ZE[FO)].

:M& L

ISHN

1

17]

Using independence, we obtain that

m 2 m m

E ‘VA1<5IZ_ D Hn)(()) ]:21}3[ Y H ] > va
n=[+1 n=Il+1 n=I+1

21 dyr=

2 (log 3)(m — 1)
dr(4/2) '

Similarly, for the mollified fields H,, * 7, we obtain

E ‘VA*(&%. i (Hn*n)>(0) 2] 91 log3)(m — )

<C.
Sarsd dr ()

Suppose now that k is a d-by-d anti-symmetric matrix such that the entries k;; for ¢ < j are
independent copies of H %7 for a radial mollifier . For n > 1, we let j,, be the anti-symmetric matrix
corresponding to the H,’s defined above, and we let jo be the anti-symmetric matrix corresponding
to Y,c_n Hn- Since there are 1d(d — 1) many independent entries, we discover that

B o 2| (d—1)2'"(log3)
E ‘VA 1<v.n_2m(h*n)>(0) ]— T () (m-1)|<C.

This coincides with the value of ¢, announced in (1.7), and completes verification of the assump-
tions (J1)—(J5) for the field k.
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B. Nash-Aronson estimates

In this appendix, we show that the solution of the SDE (1.1) is a Feller process. This a consequence
of the following deterministic estimate on the decay of the parabolic Green function for an oper-
ator which is locally uniformly elliptic but may have its ellipticity constants growing like a power
of log|z|. Notice that, for the field a defined via (1.12) and (1.13), the condition (2.58) yields, for
every e € R?,

—1
e (a(z) = k(0) e = (Cv ! log(K2 + [22) ") e (B.1)
with the random variable K, satisfying (2.55).

Proposition B.1 (Nash-Aronson type bounds). Suppose that Ag,0,v € (0,0), k € [2,0), and
let A :R? — [v,0) be given by

Ao

A(z) < 75z (log(5° + %)’ (B.2)

Suppose that a(-) is an R¥4-valued coefficient field on R® which satisfies the local uniform ellipticity
condition

e-a(z)e = vle)? and  e-a l(z)e> (A(x))_1|e\2 , Vz,ee R, (B.3)

Then there exists a constant C(d) < oo such that the parabolic Green function P(t,z,y) satisfies
the pointwise upper bound

2
P(t < Ot exp | — =yl : B4
|P(t,z,y)| exp( 40Aot(31og (k2 + [y|2 + |z — y[2))? 4

Proof. Fix y € R?, and let u be a solution of the parabolic equation
ou—V-aVu =0 in (0,0)

satisfying an initial condition u(0,-) = ug € CF(B1(y)) with ug = 0 and §pqup = 1.
Step 1. The diagonal estimate. There exists C(d) < oo such that

f lu(t, 2)[2 dz < C(vt)~"2. (B.5)
R

This estimate just uses the lower bound for a(x) and so is no different from the usual uniformly
elliptic case. Using Nash’s inequality, we compute

o fRd Lt )P —fRd(Vu-aVu)(t,-)
< de Vu(t, )2

<o [t ‘>|2>H2/d( [ e ‘>|)4/d — v ([ lute ‘>|2)H2/d.

Integrating this inequality yields (B.5).

Step 2. The off-diagonal estimate. We will show that, for every y € R?,

D)
f |u(t,a:)|2 exp ==l
R 40Aot(log(k? + |y|? + |x — y|?))

9) de < Ct= "2, (B.6)
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For any test function ¢, we compute

O JR 1(Cu)2 dz = J (—=V((u) - aVu + (u?d() d

d 2 R4
= f (=¢*Vu-aVu — 2¢uV(¢ - aVu + (u?d,() dz..
R4
Observe that )
2¢uV¢ - aVu| < §C2Vu -aVu + 8A(z)u?|V¢|?
Combining the previous two displays yields

é’tJ 1(Cu)2 dx < —1 C*Vu-aVudzr + J u? (Cé’tC —+ 8A(:U)|VC|2) dx . (B.7)
R4 2 2 Rd R4

Let A be a parameter satisfying A > 20Ay and consider the test function

C(t,z) :==ex ( |x—y|2 >
v P 4At(log(k2 + [y + |z —y|?))? ]~

We have that
( C(t, x)

Ve ) = S i log (=2 + [y + [z — gP))
flz — y|? >
< -[1- r—1),
< A E o=y g+ gP ey )" Y
- C(t, ) =y
(D) = g + WP + e =P €

Using also (B.2), we obtain

(¢ + 8A(2)|VC¢[?

_ (.0 LSV L O
- 4At(log(r? + [yl + [z —y[?)? ¢ A(log(k? + [y|? + |z — y[2))?
) ((t,2)? eyl (L 16k

= 4At(log(k2 + |y|]? + |z — y[2))? t A ’

Inserting this into (B.7), we obtain

1 1
&:f —(Cu)?dx + J ¢*Vu - aVudz
Rd 2 2 R4

1 16Ag - |z — y?
< v(l ~ A )f“ ¢ <4At<log<n2 TR —ym)@) o (B8)

We next discard the second integral on the left side, as well as the contribution of the second
integral for the set

E = {x e RY . |z — y|2 < K(4At) log(k? + ]y\Q + |z — y‘2>}
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for a parameter K > 0 to be chosen below. We thereby obtain the estimate
1 1 16A¢ |z — y|?
o s(Cu)Pde<—-(1- 2¢? d
Jztcorar<—(1-32) Jew i s B =)
K 16A
_B (G 16% f w22 da
t A ]Rd\E'

= t(l A)fRdquaz—i-t(l A)Lﬂu(dm

2K 16A 1 5. 16A0 ) 1 _ap
<-—(1- = Kexp(K)(1— ——
; ( " )fRd 5 U (“dx + CKexp(K) " t ,

IN

where in the last line we used the diagonal estimate (B.5). Selecting the parameters A, K to satisfy

5 5d 1600\ 2 d
A= 20A,, K.—2+4:>2K(1— A>—5K—1+2,

we obtain

v [ Lo N2 g\ e 152 AL 1., 2
6t<t+ JRdZ(Cu) da;)_ﬁ (atJRdQ(C“) +(1+2>Jw2(gu) <C.

Integrating the previous display yields the claim (B.6) since

li 1+d/2 2 < 230 li 1+4d/2 2 _ )
g £ ) (G0)7 < ol gy g £ ) =0

Step 3. Let {uén)}n be a sequence of initial values converging to J, as n — o0 where uén) is

supported in B, (y), and let {u(™},, be the corresponding sequence of solutions. Due to (B.2), we
have that, for every given k € N, the coefficient field a is uniformly elliptic in Vj, := ((Ek\Bl Jie) X
[0, k]) w (Bayk x[1/k, k]) and, by (B.6) and parabolic Nash-Moser theory, {u(™},,~, is equicontinuous
on Vi and {Vu(™},. is equibounded in L?(V};). Then, by the Arzela-Ascoli theorem and weak
convergence of the gradients, we find a subsequence u() such that (") — win C(V},) and Vu(%) —
Vu weakly in L?(V}). Therefore u is also a solution in Vj. By a diagonal argument, we then find a
solution u which is continuous on Vj, for every k, has initial condition J, and satisfies, by Fatou’s
lemma, both (B.5) and (B.6) for every ¢t > 0. By uniqueness, the obtained u must be P(-,-,y).

Step 4. We apply the semigroup argument and obtain a pointwise upper bound on u. First, we
deduce from the previous two steps that

2
P(t 2 -l
de |P(t, 2, y)| eXp(4()A0t(310g(n2 + Y2 + |z —y|?))

9> de < Ct=%. (B.9)

We will use this together with the semigroup property and the fact that (¢, x,y) — P(t,y,x) is the
parabolic Green function for the adjoint operator (which therefore satisfies the same bounds). We
claim that

|z — yl” - |z — 2| N |z —yf?
4(3log(r? + [y[2 + |z — y[?)? ~ (log(k? + |2? + |z — 2[2))? * (log(r? + |y|* + [z — y[?))

~. (B.10)

To see this, we first have the elementary implication

|z —y? - |2 —yI?
4(21og (k% + [y[? + [z —y[2))? ~ (log(k? + [y[?> + [z — y|?))?

lz -yl <2z —y| =
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On the other hand, we also have, by the triangle inequality and Young’s inequality,

1
-yl <gle—yl = WP+ 1z =yl = (2] = |z —yD)?* + (o = 2| = ]2 = y])?

> |l + |z —y? = 20zlle —y| + |z — 2> = 2z — 2||z — y]

> |2 + o =y = 20zlle -yl + |z — 2 — |z — z[lz — y|
1 1 3

> §\a:|2 + §]x—z|2 - §\x—y\2.

After rearranging this, we get

1
1 iz —yl? = = (|2 + x—zQ,
D TR (e e LR

>+l =yl =yl + [z —y*.

Since |z — y|? < 2|z — 2|? 4 2|z — y|?, we also obtain that |z — y| < 3|z — y| implies

@ — y/? _ |z — 2 N |2 —yI?
4(3log(k? + [y|? + & — y|?)? ~ (log(k? + |22 + [z — 2[2))? * (log(k? + [y[2 + = — y[*))?

Thus, in all cases, we deduce (B.10). Therefore, by Holder’s inequality and (B.9), we obtain

PRty = | PPz ds
Rd

<oxpf - |z — yl”
b 80Aot(3log(k? + [y|? + [z — y|?))?
2 2 — 22 v
P(t d
% (fRd’ (¢, 2, 2)] eXp<40Aot(log(/€2+ 22 + |x—z|2))9) Z)

) |z — y|? &
P(t, z, d
. Uw' (t:2,9)l eXp(zontaog(m\y|2+rz—y|2>>0> )

2
< _d/g . |$_y| i
ct eXp( 40A0(26)(3log (k2 + [y[? + |z — y[2))?

This completes the proof. O

We next show that (B.4) yields bounds on the moments of the Markov process with that
generator.

Corollary B.2. Let P(t,x,y), be the parabolic Green function associated to V -a(x)V, where a(z)
satisfies the locally uniform ellipticity condition (B.3) for a function A(x) satisfying the growth
condition (B.2). Then, for every n € N there exists a constant Cy,(Ao,0,v,d) < oo such that

f |z|"|P(t,z,0)|dx < Ct"(log(t v 52))3("”) . (B.11)
Rd

Proof. By making k larger, if necessary, we may assume that x?(logx?)~% > 2. For given t, we
consider separately the cases k?(log x2)™? > t and x?(log k?)~% < t. In the first case we have that

log(r? + |z|?) < log k* + log(1 + £ 2|2|*) < log & + log(1 + (t(log /ﬂ2)9)_1|xl2) ,
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and thus (B.4) implies, for every n € N and x?(logx?)™? > ¢,
tlog £2)0) 1| 2|2
J |lz["|P(t,z,0)| < Ct_d/Qf ]a:\"exp(— (t(log ~7)")" |21 0) dx
R R4 Ct(1 + log(1 + (t(log 2)?)~1|z|?))
= Ot (log k) 2(n+). (B.12)

On the other hand, assuming x2(log x?)~? < t and letting 7 solve 7(log 7) =% = ¢, we see that 7 > x>

and hence, again by (B.4),

2
[ im0 < et [ e~ o s
“ Re Ct((log 7)(10g(1 + 71[z2))

—1).2
= Ct‘dhf |z|™ exp (— 97’ 2] > dx
Rd C'log (1 + 7'_1|x|2)

_ O3 (B.13)

Since we assume that x is larger than two and 7 > k2 in the latter case, we have 7 < Ctlog? ¢.
Combining the above two displays yields (B.11). O

We conclude this section by observing that Proposition B.1 implies the associated Markov
process is Feller.

Corollary B.3. Suppose that {Y;} is a homogeneous Markov process with infinitesimal genera-
tor given by V - a(x)V, where a(z) satisfies the locally uniform ellipticity condition (B.3) for a
function A(x) satisfying the growth condition (B.2). Then {Y:} is a Feller process.

Proof. We show that P(t,z,y), the parabolic Green function corresponding to V - aV, is a Feller
transition function. We first check that it maps Co(R%) into Co(R?), that is,

x fy)P(t,z,y)dy e Co(RY), ¥t >0,fe Co(RY). (B.14)
R4

Denote R¢(e) := sup{|z| : |f(z)| > ¢} and write

| f<y>P<t,x,y>dy]< [ wwl-awpeepayre | Pusyay
R4 B R4

Ry (e)
Wl | Playdyte.
Br; (o)
Applying (B.4) yields that, for every R € [1,0),
lim P(t,xz,y)dy =0.
|z[—00 JBR

This completes the proof of (B.14).
We next observe that (B.4) implies that

%11’% f(y)P(ta x7y> dy = f(l') , Vxe Rda f € C()(Rd) : (B15)

Indeed, since P(t,x,-) has unit mass and the estimate (B.4) ensures that, for small ¢, nearly all of
the mass is in a small ball near x.

Since it is immediate that the transition function is a contraction and satisfies the semigroup

property, this completes the proof. O
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