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ABSTRACT. We consider resistor networks @4 where each nearest-neighbor edge is assigned
a non-negative random conductance. Given a finite set wittescfibed boundary condition,
the effective conductance is the minimum of the Dirichletrgly over functions that agree with
the boundary values. For shift-ergodic conductancesatifirichlet) boundary conditions and
square boxes, the effective conductance scaled by the eafditthe box is known to converge to

a deterministic limit as the box-size tends to infinity. Hare prove that, for i.i.d. conductances
with a small ellipticity contrast, also a (non-degenerat)tral limit theorem holds. The proof

is based on the corrector method and the Martingale Centat Theorem; a key integrability
condition is furnished by the Meyers estimate. More gendoahains, boundary conditions and
arbitrary ellipticity contrasts are to be addressed in &sqgbent paper.

1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULT

As is well known, most materials, regardless how pure they se@m at the macroscopic level,
have a rather complicated microscopic structure. It map twme as a surprise that physical
phenomena such as heat or electric conduction are desatbedll using differential equations
with smooth, sometimes even constant, coefficients. Anaggtion for this has been offered
by homogenization theory: rapid oscillations at the micopsc level are smoothened out (i.e.,
homogenized) at the macroscopic scale; that is, in the Whin the separation between these
scales tends to infinity. Note, however, that this does n@mibkat the microscopic structure is
simply washed out. Indeed, while it disappears from thectire of the equations, it remains
embedded in the values of effective material constants, tagcoefficients.

An illustrative example of a homogenization problem is thfadffective conductance. We will
formulate an instance of this problem directly in the settfiresistor networks. Consider the
dimensional hypercubic latticg® and suppose that each unordered nearest-neighbor(egye
is assigned a valua,y = ayx € (0,») — called theconductancef (x,y). For a finite se\ C Z9,
let B(A\) be those edges with at least one endpoink.itGiven a functionf : Z9 — R, let

)= T ay[fy) -] (1.1)
(XY)EB(N)

where each paifx,y) is counted only once. This is the electrostatic (Dirichktergy for the
potential f with Dirichlet boundary condition on the boundary verticdg\.
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Consider now the square bay := [0,L)¢ NZ%. A quantity of prime interest for us is the
effective conductance

CE(t) :=inf{Qn (f): f(x) =t X, ¥x€ INAL}, (1.2)

wheret € RY and where@A are those vertices outsidethat have an edge intb. By Kirchhoff’s
and Ohm'’s laws (see, e.g., Doyle and Sri€ll [5]), this reprsstne total electric current flowing
through the network when the boundary vertices are keptlatget - x.

For homogeneous resistor networks, i.e., whagn:= a for all (x,y), the infimum [(L.R) is
achieved byf (x) :=t-x and saCF(t) = ajt|?L(d + o(1)). A question of (reasonably) practical
interest is then what happens when the conducta@gese no longer constant, but remain close
to a constant. In particular, we may assume that they aremmly elliptic, i.e.,

1
JA € (0,1), V{x,y): A <ayy < 3 (1.3)
A comparison ofQa with thesea,y’s and the homogeneous case shows @fét) is still of the
order of|t|2LY. Moreover, thanks to the choice of the linear boundary dandiby subadditivity
arguments the limit

cent) 1= fim (1) (1.4)

exists almost surely for any ergodic distribution of thedwetances. The problem left to resolve
is thus a characterization of the limit value.

Interestingly,cert(t) can be characterized in large generality: Supposeafat ayy(w) is a
sample from a shift-ergodic la® on the product space indexed by edge&®f Formally, we
denote byB(Z%) the set of all edges in the lattice, wrife:= ®m(z9)[A, Y] for the set of configu-
rations satisfying[(113) and interpra,(w) = ayx(w) as the coordinate projection on edgey).

As is well known (e.g., Jikov, Kozlov and Oleinik![7] with ide going back to Papanicolaou and
Varadhan([14], Kozlovi[8] and Kiinnermarin [9]),

Ceif(t) = Inf E(
#(t) geL=(P) X:Z

aox(@)t x+ Dig(@) ). (L5)
HereE is expectation with respect I the objects & .. .,&; are the unit coordinate vectorsi
andxg(w) := go Tx(w) — g(w) is the gradient of in direction ofx € Z9 with 1, denoting the
shift by x; i.e., the map on the probability space such #atryw) := ay,yx:2(w). The quantity
on the right-hand side of (1.5) can be interpreted as theclidet energy density — with the
spatial average naturally replaced by the ensemble average

Once the (deterministic) Ieading—order(qffff(t) has been identified, the next natural question
is that of fluctuations. It is obvious — e.g., by checking tlkplieitly computabled = 1 case —
that no universal limit law can be expected for general cotahce distributions, but progress
could perhaps be made for the (physically most appealind) ¢ase. However, even here estab-
lishing just the order of magnitude of the fluctuations tarioeit to be an arduous task. Indeed,
more than a decade ago Wehr][18] showed thatGgh > ©(LY) but a corresponding upper
bound has been furnished only recently by Gloria and Qtto Ejth of these results contain
important technical caveats: Wehr requires continuousliriduteday,’s while Gloria and Otto
express their results under a “massive” cutoff.
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Gloria and Otto[[6] drew important ideas from an earlier usifghed note by Naddaf and
Spencerl[[12] where (optimal) upper bounds on the variange haen derived for certain cor-
related conductance laws. The main tool(ofl [12] is Mheyers estimatéct Meyers [11]), to be
used heavily in the present note as well. From earlier dioiva of (suboptimal) variance upper
bounds we find worthy of mentioning an old paper by Yuringkif], cf [6] for a thorough dis-
cussion of this work, and a more recent paper by BenjaminiRossignol[1]. Indidentally, the
Meyers estimate was also invoked in the analysis of finiterae approximations t@e(t) by
Caputo and loffe [4].

The goal of the present note is to prove that, for i.i.d. cataouces which are (deterministi-
cally) not too far from a constant, the asymptotic Iawt)ﬁff (t) is in fact Gaussian. Explicitly, let
N (u,0?) denote the normal random variable with meaand variances?. Then we have:

Theorem 1.1 Suppose the conductanceg are i.i.d. For each d> 1, there isA =A(d) € (0,1)
such that the following holds: If[.3)is satisfiedP-a.s. with thisA, then for each £ RY there is
of € [0,0) such that

CEM(t) —ECE(t)  raw

2

Moreover,g? > 0 whenever t 0 and the conductance law is non-degenerate.

A few remarks are in order:

Remarks 1.2 (1) Notice that the above does not give us much informatiothen*order ex-
pansion” ofCEM(t). Indeed, we know thaC£f(t) is to the leading order equal t(t)|AL| but
when this order is subtracted, the next-order term is (pnefly) of boundary size. Id > 3, this

is still larger than the typical size of the fluctuations. Witiee above does tell us is the character
of the leading orderandomterm.

(2) There is in fact a formula far?, see Theoremn 2.7 below, which also shows thato? is of
a bi-quadratic (and thus smooth) form. However, the fornmualves complicated conditioning
and does not seem very useful for practical computations.

(3) There is no restriction on the single-conductance laweothan [(1.8). In particulai
can have a non-absolutely continuous part including atdhessupport need not be an interval.
Certain technical problems do arise at this level of geitgrdhese are discussed in Section| 2.5
which, we believe, is of independent interest.

We prove Theorer 111 by a reduction to the Martingale Cemirait Theorem. There are
two main technical ingredients: homogenization theoryi¢Wlenables a stationary martingale
approximation ofle’ﬁ(t)) and analytical estimates for finite-volume harmonic cowtks (by
which we control the errors in the martingale approximgtioihe restrictions to rectangular
boxes, linear boundary conditions and small ellipticitynirasts permit us to encapsulate the
analytical input into a single step, the Meyers estimatePrdfposition 2.4 and Theoreim #.4.
These restrictions can be relaxed but not without lengttditisthal arguments not all of which
have been handled satisfactorily at this time. These aerréef to a follow-up paper.

We remark that two recent preprints have been brought to tbemteon at the time this work
was first announced in conference talks. First, Nolen [13] éstablished a normal approxi-
mation to the effective conductance defined over a periagiiranment, in the limit when the
period tends to infinity. Second, in a preprint that was mbstiethe time of writing the present
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note, Rossignol [15] formulates and proves a central liavit for theeffective resistanctor the
corresponding problem on a torus. Rossignol’s setting s&than minimizing the electrostatic
energy over currents (rather than potentials) subject &stiction on the total current flowing
around the torus. By a well known reciprocity relation betweffective conductance and resis-
tance, these papers appear to address very similar prablems

The present paper differs from both Nolen|[13] and Rossiff) mainly in its emphasis on
fixed (Dirichlet), as opposed to periodic, boundary condii Indeed, a majority of our technical
work is aimed at controlling the resulting boundary effeé&tso the way a Gaussian limit law is
established is quite different: Nolen appeals to a secaddrd?oincaré inequality, Rossignol uses
concentration-of-measure techniques while we invoke taetifbale Central Limit Theorem. A
slight deficiency of the present work compared_td [13] and id &he limitation on ellipticity con-
trast. Nolen overcomes this by adapting lengthy analysimates from Gloria and Ottal [6], for
Rossignol this seems to come naturally through the coretémtrof-measure approach. While
we believe that the Gloria-Otto machinery applies in ownatibn as well, in the present paper
we decided to sacrifice on generality somewhat and solvetbelgimplest non-trivial (yet still
physically appealing) case.

2. KEY INGREDIENTS

Here we discuss the strategy of the proof of Thedrerm 1.1 atel 6 principal ingredients in the
form of suitable propositions. The actual proofs begin int®a[3.

2.1 Martingale approximation.

A standard way to control fluctuations of a function of i.irdndom variables is by way of a
martingale approximationLet us order the random variablgayy,: (x,y) € B(AL)} in any (for
now) convenient way and le¥ to be theo-algebra generated by the fifsbf them. (Since we
only aim at a distributional convergence, thiealgebras may depend &n) Then

IB(AL)

c't) -ECt) = 5z, (2.1)
k=1
where
Z:=E(CE"(t)|.F) —E(CE(t)| Fia). (2.2)

Obviously, the quantitgy is a martingale increment. In order to show distributior@ivergence
to .#'(0,02), it suffices to verify the (Lindenberg-Feller-type of) cdtimhs of the Martingale
Central Limit Theorem due to Brownl[3]:

(1) There existo? € [0,%) such that

1 B ) )
] 2 E@Fc) o (2.3)
K=1
in probability, and
(2) for eache > 0,

P BN
m kz E(Zk1{|Zk\>£|/\|_\1/2}‘yk*l) L—>O (24)

=1 e
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in probability.

The sums on the left suggest invoking the Spatial Ergodi®fidra, but for that we would need
to ensure that the individual terms in the sum are (at legstoxpnated by) functions that are
stationary with respect to shifts @F. This necessitates the following additional input:

(i) a specific choice of the ordering of the edges, and
(i) a more explicit representation fai,.

We will now discuss various aspects of these in more detalil.

2.2 Stationary edge ordering.

Recall thafB(Z9) denotes the set of all (unordered) edgeZinWe will orderB(Z9) as follows:
Let < denote the lexicographic ordering of the vertice&8f Explicitly, for x = (xy,...,Xq) and
y=(Yy1,...,Yd) we havex <y if either x =y or x # y and there exists € {1,...,d} such that
Xj =y forall j <iandx <y;. We will write x <y if x#yandx<y.

For the purpose of defining a stationary ordering of the edgebalso easier notation in some
calculations that are to follow, we now identiB(Z9) with the set of pairgx,i), wherex € Z9
andi € {1,...,d}, so that(x,i) corresponds to the edge between the vertiaasdx+ &. We will
then write
eitherx <y

or x=yandi<j. (2:5)

(i) < (v.]) i {

Again, (i) < (y,j) if (x,1) < (y,]j) but (x,i) # (y, ). Itis easy to check thak is a complete
order onB(Z%). A key fact about this ordering is its stationarity with respto shifts:

Lemma 2.1 If (x,i) < (y, ) then also(x+zi) < (y+z j) forall z € Z9.

Proof. This is a trivial consequence of the definition. O

Now we proceed to identify the sigma algebfagy} in the martingale representation above.
Recall thatQ := @pz0)[A, %] denotes the set of conductance configurations satisfir). (1

Writing w for elements o we useayy = ax,(w), for (x,y) € B(Z%), to denote the coordinate
projection corresponding to eddge y). GivenL > 1, setN := |B(A)| and letby, ..., by be the
enumeration oB(A) induced by the ordering of edgesdefined above. Then we set

Fri=0(wp: b=<by), k=1,...,N, (2.6)
with
Fo:=0(wy: b<by). 2.7

By definition .%#y is independent of the edgesTi{/\.) while .#y determines the entire configu-
ration inB(A). Note also that% includes information about edges that are ndbir_). This
will be of importance once we repla@g by a random variable that depends on altwf

2.3 An explicit form of martingale increment.

Having addressed the ordering of the edges, and thus théidefiof the o-algebras%y, we now
proceed to derive a more explicit form of the quaniyfrom (Z.2). Givenw € Q, define the
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operatorlL, on (R or R%-valued) functions on the lattice via

LhX)= T  ayw)][fy)-f(x). (2.8)
y: (xy)€B(Z9)

This is an elliptic finite-difference operator — a random laaan — that shows up as the gener-
ator of the random walk among random conductances (seeBé&kup [2] for a review of these
connections). The existence/unigueness for the assddiatiehlet problem implies that for any
finite A C Z9 there is a uniqu&’s : Q x (AUAJA) — RY such thai — Wx(w,x) obeys

Lo Wa(w,x) =0, X €N,

(2.9)

W(w,X) =X, X e oA
It is then easily checked thd(x) :=t- W (w,X) is the unique minimizer of — Qa(f) over all
functions f with the boundary value$§(x) =t - x for x € dA. In particular, we have

CE(t) = Qn (t-Wa,) (2.10)

for all t € RY. The functionx — W (w,x) will sometimes be referred to asfamite-volume
harmonic coordinate(The first line in[[2.D) justifies this term.)

The minimum valugx (t- W) is a differentiable and concave function{aky: (x,y) € B(A)}.
As is readily checked,

J
Oayy
This relation is of fundamental importance for what is to eom
Abusing the notation slightly, ledy, ..., wy, with N := |B(A)|, denote the components of the
configurationw overB(A) labeled in the order induced by defined above. Let
g(e,...,wN) = Qa(t-Wa) (2.12)

mark explicitly the dependence of the right-hand side osdheriables. The product structure
of the underlying probability measure then allows us to giv@ore explicit expression for the
incrementZy = Zy(wy, ..., 0x):

Qa(t-Wa) = [t-Wa(w,y) —t'q’/\(a)ax)]za (xy) € B(A). (2.11)

Ze= [ P(dad) .. Pk [A(@L - o W)

_q(wll?"'?(*k—l?o‘&?"'?a*\l)] (2.13)
' / / “k , d fad / /
:/P(daq()...]P’(daN)/% dé d&kq(wl’""%_1’%’%’“1""’%)'

A key point is that the last partial derivative is (modulo atanal changes) given bl (Z2]11). In
words, Zx is equal to the modulus-squared of the gradient-&, over thek-th edge inB(A),
integrated over part of the variables.

2.4 Input from homogenization theory.

In order to apply the Spatial Ergodic Theorem to the sums enlaft of (2.3E2.4), we will
substitute foiZ, a quantity that is stationary with respect to the shift&€@f This will be achieved
by replacing the discrete gradient'¥f, — which by [2.11) enters as the partial derivativeyamn
the formula forzy — by the gradient of its stationary infinite-volume countatpto be denoted
by @. The existence and properties of the latter object is qtetedard:
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Proposition 2.2 (Infinite-volume harmonic coordinate)Suppose the law of the conductances is
(jointly) ergodic with respect to the shifts @f and assum¢I.3)for someA < (0,1). Then there
is a functiony: Q x Z4 — RY such that

(1) (¢ is Ly-harmonic)L, @ (w,x) = 0 for all x andP-a.e. w.
(2) (g is shift covariant) ForP-a.e.w we havey(w,0) := 0 and

L,U((A),y) - L,U(OO,X) = LIJ(TXwa_ X)? X,y e Zd' (214)
(3) (y is square integrable)
E(Azh%xwmm@mf)<m (2.15)
X=@y,...,&4
(4) (y is approximately linear) The correctgq(w,X) := Y(w,x) — x satisfies
2
m W —0. (2.16)

Proof. Properties (1-3) are standard and follow directly from thestruction ofy (which is done,
essentially, by showing that a minimizing sequencé&in (@dBiverges in a suitable?-sense; see,
e.g., Biskupl[2, Section 3.2] for a recent account of this3.té (4), a moment’s thought reveals
that it suffices to show this fox of the formng;, wheren — 4. This follows from the Mean
Ergodic Theorem, similarly as ihl[2, Lemma 4.8]. O

The replacement of (the gradients 8f) by ¢y necessitates developing means to quantify the
resulting error. For this we introduce &®-norm on functionsf: Q x (AUJA) — RY by the
usual formula
1
1 p
10f]|ap = (W S Elf(wy) - f(w,x)\p> . (2.17)

(

XY)EB(A)
Analogously, we also introduce a norm on functignsQ x Z4 — R9 by
1/p

198lp:=( 5 El¢(@x)-(«.0)°)

X=@€y,...,&4

(2.18)

Here we introduced the symbalf for anR9-valued functions théth component of which at

is given by[J; f (x) := f(x+ &) — f(x) — abusing our earlier use of this notation. It is reasonably
well known, albeit perhaps not written down explicitly antysve, that the gradients 8y andy

are close irj| - ||a 2-norm:

Proposition 2.3 Suppose the la® on conductancegayy } is ergodic with respect to shifts ar
and obeyd1.3)for somei € (0,1). Then
DA~ W)l » =2 O (2.19)
As we will elaborate on later (see Remarkl4.3), this is eyaghat is needed to establish the
representatior (115) for the limit valugy(t) of the sequence~9CEf(t). However, in order to
validate the condition$ (2.8=2.4) of the Martingale Cdritiait Theorem, more than just square
integrability is required. For this we state and prove:
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Proposition 2.4(Meyers estimate) SupposeéP is ergodic with respect to shifts. For each>dl,
there isA = A(d) € (0,1) such that if(1.3) holdsP-a.s. with thisA, then for some p- 4,

1B lp <o (2.20)

and
ESH’D(LPAL — L'U)H/\L.p < o0, (2.21)

Propositio 2.4 is the sole reason for our restriction oiptidity contrast. We believe that,
on the basis of the technology put forward in Gloria and G@f ho such restriction should
be needed. To attest this we note that versions of the abawaedbacactually hold uniformly
for a.e.w € Q satisfying [1.B); i.e., for norms without the expectatiBn In addition, from [6,
Proposition 2.1] we in fact kno (2.20) for gil€ (1,00) whend > 3.

2.5 Perturbed corrector and variance formula.

Unfortunately, a direct attempt at the substitution of (gnadients of}¢x by ¢ in (2.13) reveals
another technical obstacle: As (2.13) relies on the Fundéah&heorem of Calculus, the re-
placement ofP5 by ( requires the latter function to be defined torthat may lie outside of the
support ofP. This is a problem becausggis generally determined by conditions (1-4) in Propo-
sition[2.2 only on a set of fulP-measure. Imposing additional assumption®ea- namely, that
the single-conductance distribution is supported on armat with a bounded and non-vanishing
density — would allow us to replace the Lebesgue integrdBifid) by an integral with respect
to P(dé) and thus eliminate this problem. Notwithstanding, we camdeh better by invoking
a rank-one perturbation argument which we describe next.

Fix an indexi € {1,...,d} and recall the notatiof]; f(x) := f(x+&) — f(x). For a vertex

x € Z4 and a finite sef\ C Z9 satisfyingx € A or x+ & € A, let g\ (w, x) be defined by

gy (w,x) "t :=inf{Qn(f): F(x+8&)— f(x) =1, fn =0}, (2.22)

where 0! := . Note that[[2.13) and{2.11) ask us to understand Ag¥ (w, X) changes when
the coordinate otv over (x,x+ &) is perturbed. Somewhat surprisingly, this change takes a
purely multiplicative form:

Proposition 2.5(Rank-one perturbation)LetA c Z9 be finite and xy € A be nearest neighbors;
y=x+§ for some i€ {1,...,d}. For anyw, o/’ that agree everywhere except at edge-tx,y),

OWA(w,%) = [1— (@ — ap)g (0, %)] i Wa (@, X). (2.23)

For the prefactor we alternatively get
. W
1 (@)~ ww)g)) (6. 0) = exp{ — [ "dd g (@0}, (2.2

whered coincides withw except at b, where it equaés,. In particular, 1 — (), — wo)gsi)(w’, X)
is bounded away from 0 and uniformly inw € Q andA ¢ Z9.

It is worthy of noting that[(2.23) is a special case of a moraegal rank-one perturbation
formula; cf Lemma5.J1, which may be of independent interstidentally, such formulas have
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proved extremely useful in the analysis of random Schigefiroperators. Tha 1 Z%-limit of
the right-hand side can now be controlled uniformlyre Q:

Proposition 2.6 Supposgl.3)holds for som@ < (0,1). ThenA\ — gﬁ?(w, X) is non-decreasing
and bounded away from zero and infinity uniformiyNrc Z9 and w € Q. In particular, for all
w € Q and all xe Z¢ the limit

09 (00,%) := lim gV (w,) (2.25)
VA
exists and satisfies
g (0, %)t =inf{Qga(f): f(x+&)— f(x) =1, |supp(f)| <}, (2.26)

wheresupp(f) := {x € Z%: f(x) # 0}. In particular, (w,x) — g (w,x) is stationary in the sense
that g) (1,00, x+ 2) = g (@, x) holds for allw € Q and all x z € Z9.

Before we wrap up the outline of the proof of Theorleml 1.1, ®efarmulate a representation
for the limiting varianceo? from TheoreniLl1: Fox € Z9 andi € {1,...,d}, let b denote the
edge corresponding to the paii) and let

(e.x.i) == [ Pldap) / i [1— (@ — w)a® (@], (2.27)

where @ is the configuration equal tw except atb, where it equalsy,. Define the matrix
Z(x,i) :={Zjk(X,1)}j k=1.....d by the quadratic form

(t,Z(x,i)t) ::E( LX) Dt @) ( | ‘a wy: b =< (XI))) (2.28)
where(x, i) represents the eddg, x+ &) andt € RY. Then we have:

Theorem 2.7 (Limiting variance) Under the assumptions of Theoreém]| 1.1, the matrix elements
of Z(x,i) are square integrable. In particulag? from Theoreni 111 is given by

o2 = _iE((t,Z(o,i)tf), te R, (2.29)

As an inspection of (2.28) reveals, the limiting variancéhiss a bi-quadratic form in Al-
though concisely written, the expression is not very uskéurh the practical point of view; par-
ticularly, due to the unwieldy conditioning ih (Z2]28). Thepresentation using thefunction also
adds to this; it is no longer obvious, albeit still true, that

E((t,z(x,i)t) ‘ o(wy: b < (x,i))) —0, (2.30)

i.e., that(t,Z(x,i)t) is a martingale increment. A question of interest is whetreexpression
can be found fou? that is more amenable to computations.

2.6 Outline.

The proofs (and the rest of the paper) are organized as falldw Sectiori B we assemble the
ingredients — following the steps outlined in the presentisa — into the proof of Theorenis 1.1
and[2.7. In Sectiohl4 we then show that the finite-volume haitooordinate approximates
its full lattice counterpart in ah?-sense as stated in Proposition] 2.3 and establish the Meyers
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estimate from Propositidn 2.4. A key technical tool is thédéebn-Zygmund regularity theory
and a uniform bound on the triple gradient of the Green’s tioncof the simple random walk in
finite boxes. Finally, in Sectidnl 5, we prove Propositibris @xd 2.6 dealing with the harmonic
coordinate over environments perturbed at a single edge.

3. PROOF OF THECLT

In this section we verify the conditions (2[3-2.4) of the kitagale Central Limit Theorem and
thus prove Theorenis_1.1 ahd12.7. All derivations are camuidi on Propositions 2.8=2.6 the
proofs of which are postponed to later sections. Throughauivill make use of the following
simple but useful consequence of Holder’s inequality:

Lemma3.1 Foranyg>p>2 0a:= %g:g andp := %g;_%
a B
HD(LIJ/\L H/\L p —H LP/\L - L/")H/\L.z HD(qJ/\L - L/")H/\L,p"
Proof. Apply Holder’s inequality to the functiori := |J(Wa, — ¢)]. O

Assume now the setting developed in Sectibn 2; in partictherordering of edges and sigma-
algebras% from Sectior 2.2 and the martingale incremggpfrom (2.2) and its representation
(2.13) from Section 2]3. In analogy with equation (2.27),aks® define

ha(w, X, i) /IP day,) /wg o [1— (& — wo)g()(a) x)}z, (3.1)

whereb := (x,x+ &) andd is the configuration equal t@ except ab, where it equalgy,. By
Propositio 2.6, we may write the martingale incremgpas

Zk=E (P (6,10 Tie (£ WA) (%0 | i) (3.2)
wherex, andiy are the vertex and the edge direction correspondirigy,toe., b = (X, Xk + &, ).

Recall also the notation fof(x,i) from (2.28) and note that this is well defined and firfita.s.
thanks to the estimate (2]20) and boundedness of

Proposition 3.2 (Martingale CLT — first condition) Assume that the premises (and thus con-
clusions) of Propositions 2.8=2.6 hold. Then

E(Z2| Fi1) — _ZE((t,Z(o,i)t)z) (3.3)
in P-probability.

Proof. Fix t € RY. Thanks to Lemm& 211 and Proposition]2.2(2), for eaeh{1,...,d}, the
collection of conditional expectations

{E((th ‘a(q) b<(X|))):erd} (3.4)
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is stationary with respect to the shifts @f and, by Proposition 214, uniformly it (P). Labeling
the edges iB(/\.) according to the complete ordes, the Spatial Ergodic Theorem yields

1 B d L
T Z E((t. 2041007 Fic-1) — ) E((I,Z(O,l)t) ) (3.5)
with the limit P-a.s. and ir.1(P). To see how this relates to our claim, abbreviate
Aci= h/\L(’JXk7ik)‘Dik(t'qJ/\L)(’axk)|27 (3.6)

Bx := (-, Xk, ik) | D (t - ) (-, %) | 3.7)

and denote
Rek:=E|E[A|#i ~ E[B| #i°| Fica) (3.8)

By (3.2) we havezy = E(A|-Zi), while (2.28) readst, Z(xc,ik)t) = E(Bk|.Zi). Hence, as soon
as we show that
1 B
ALl &
in P-probability, the claim[(3.3) will follow.
The proof of [3.9) will proceed by estimatirig|R_ k| which will involve applications of the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (in order to separate terms)landen’s inequality (in order to elim-
inate conditional expectations). First we note

E(IRekl) — O, (39)

EIR | < (E[(A—B0?]) “(E[(A+B?]) ™ (3.10)
Writing Ax = Bk + (Ax — Bx) and noting(a+ b)? < 2a° + 2b? tells us
E[(Ax+B)?] < 2E[(Ac—Bi)?] +8E(Bf). (3.11)
Summing ovek and applying Cauchy-Schwarz, we find that
1 1B
— E(IRuk]) < y/a(2a+8B), (3.12)
AL k=1
where
l [B(AL)] [B(AL)]
= IE -B and f:=— E( B 3.13

By inspection of [[3.12) we now observe that it suffices to shicumﬁ stays bounded whiler
tends to zero in the limit — oo.

The boundedness ¢ follows from (2.20) and the fact thai-,x, i) is bounded; indeed, these
yield E(|By|?) < ||h||2|t|*|0y||4 uniformly in k andL. Concerning the terms constituting,
using (a+ b)? < 2a? 4 2b? we first separate terms as

E[(A—B0?] < 28 Jn, (x| [0t W) (%02 = [0t 9) (. x0)27)

+ ZE(‘h/\L(HXka) —h(-, % i) 7 Dy (t- W)('7Xk)‘4)- (3.14)

Sincehy is uniformly bounded, the average okenf the first term is bounded by a constant times
the product of(||0Wa, 4)? and |0(Wa, — W)||Z,_4 The latter tends to zero as
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L — o by Propositioi 214, Propositidn 2.3 and Lemimd 3.1 (with theicesp := 4 andp’ > 4
but sufficiently close to 4).
For the second term in_(3.14) we pigk> 4 and use Holder’s inequality to get

[BAL)
ﬁ 2 E( Jhn, (%) = (- 1) Dt 9) %0 )

1 B _ _ Yy
sltl“lllel“AL,p(m > E(!hm(-,xk,w—h(-,xk,uk)|2q)> . (319
=1

whereq satisfies/p+ 1= 1. The norm of| Oy ||, p is again bounded by Propositibn 2.4 as long
asp is sufficiently close to 4; to apply (2.20), we need to invoke stationarity of 1y to bound
10@[ap < ClIOY[p.

For the second term ih (3.115) we first need to show that for eastD there isN > 1 so that
forall w € Q,

distaze)(XAD) >N = |ha (@,x0) —h(w,xi)| <e. (3.16)
For this we use that
Y , .
| ha(@,%,1) —h(w,xi)| <C / "dé o) (@, — g (@,9)] (3.17)
)

for some constan® = C(A) < «. To estimate the right-hand side, by the monotonicity\of>

gfi) (60,x) and its stationarity with respect to shifts, we have

oW (w.%) — gV (@,%)] < |al. (w.0) — gV (,w,0)|, weQ, (3.18)

as soon as the box+ Ay C A. The implication[(3.16) then follows via (3.17) by the faleat the
difference on the right-hand side 6f (3118) converges to meiformly in w € Q.

We now bound the second term [n(3.15) as follows. The termsvfoch x, is at leastN
steps away fromf\ are bounded by thanks to[(3.1]7); the sum over the remaining terms is of
orderNL9-1 thanks to the uniform boundednesshgf— h. Hence, in the limiL — o, the second
term in [3.I5) is of ordee”s; taking € | 0 shows thatr tends to zero ak — o. This finishes the
proof of (3.9) and the whole claim. O

Proposition 3.3 (Martingale CLT — second condition)Assume that the premises (and thus
conclusions) of Propositioris 2[3=P.6 hold. Then for each0,

1 B
m kzl E(Zk 1{|Zk‘>£|/\l—‘1/2|<g£k71) Ijo 0, (319)

in P-probability.

Proof. This could be proved by strengthening a bit the statementagditior 3.2 (from squares
of theZ's to a slightly higher power), but a direct argument is altyusasier.

First we note that it suffices to show convergence in expectatet p > 4 be such that the
statements in Propositidn 2.4 hold. By Chebyshev we have

1

p;4
E(ZE1 (g5 einv2) < (W> “E(ZP). (3.20)
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Sincehy, is bounded, Jensen’s inequality yields

p/2

E(ZE/Z)SCE([E(\Dika-w)(-,xk)\z\grk)} >gcm(\mik(t.w)(-,xk)|p). (3.21)

It follows that

1 B 0/2 .
> E(Z'°) <CRIPIOWA A, p- (3.22)
The right-hand side is bounded uniformlylin Using this in[(3.2D), the claim follows. O

We can now finish the proof of our main results:

Proof of Theoremis 1.1 and 2.7 from Propositibng £.3-2t& distributional convergence in(1.6)
is a direct consequence of the Martingale Central Limit Terowhose condition$ (2.8=2.4) are
established in Propositiohs 8.2 dnd]3.3. The limiting varéeo? is given by the right-hand side
of (3.3), in agreement with (2.29). It remains to prove at> 0 whenevet +# 0 and the lawP
is non-degenerate.

Suppose on the contrary thag = 0. Then for eacl we would haveE((t,Z(0,i)t)?) = 0 and
thus(t,Z(0,i)t) = 0 P-a.s. Denotind := (0,8&), (Z.27£2.2B) imply that, foP-a.e.w,,

[ pioa) [ aan B (1 (@ - @)el @0] it w)(@ O Foy) =0 (329)

where.Z qj) ‘= 0(w). LetQ; C [A,Y)] be the set oty, where this holds. The expectation in
(3.23) is independent af); subtracting the expression for two (generic) choicesiph Q1 then
shows that the inner integral must vanish forajl o, € Q1. But (2.24) tells us that the prefactor
in square brackets, and thus the conditional expectationom-negative. In light dP(Q;) =1
and the fact tha®; contains at least two points, this can only happen when

Oi(t-@)(-,0) =0, P-a.s. foralli=1,...,d. (3.24)
But thences(t) = 0, which cannot hold for £ 0 when [[1.8) is in force. O

4. THE MEYERS ESTIMATE

The goal of this section is to give proofs of Propositions @:8l[2.4. The former is a simple
consequence of the Hilbert-space structure underlyinde¢Faition of a harmonic coordinate; the
latter (to which this section owes its name) is a far less igliate consequence of the Calderén-
Zygmund regularity theory for singular integral operators

4.11L2 bounds and convergence.

Recall our notatior, for the operator in[(2]18). We begin by noting an explicit egantation of
the minimum off — Q, (f) as a function of the (Dirichlet) boundary condition:

Lemma 4.1 LetA c Z9 be finite and fix arw € Q. Then there is K dA x dA — [0, ), de-
pending oM\ and w, such that for any h that obeys,h(x) = 0 for x € A,

Q=5 3 Kxy)ny)—heo)” @.1)
X,yeoN
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Moreover, Kx,y) = K(y,x) for all x,y € A\ and

Y Kxy)= > ac 4.2)
yeoA zeN
(x.2)€B(N)

for all x € 9A.

Proof. “Integrating” by parts we obtain

Q) =—S hW(Loh)y)+ 5  ay[h(y)—hx)]h(y).
yen yeEIN, XEN (4-3)
(xy)EB(A)
Employing the fact thal is L,-harmonic, the first sum drops out. For the second sum welrecal
thath(x) = S ,con PA(X,2)h(2), wherepa (X, 2) is the discrete Poisson kernel which can be defined
by pa(x,2) := P(Xq,, = 2) for 155 denoting the first exit time from\ of the random walk in
conductances. Now set

K= 5> aypm(x2) (4.4)
XEN
(Xy)EB(A)
and note tha ,con K(¥,2) = Txen, (xy)cB(n) By- It follows that
ay [N(y) —h(x)]h(y) = Y K(y,2)[h(y) —h(2)]h(y). (4.5)
yeIN, XEN Y,ZEON
(xy)EB(A)
The representation using the random walk and its revergibbw imply thatK is symmetric.
Symmetrizing the last sum then yields the result. d

Remark 4.2 We note that Lemma_4.1 holds even for vector valued functigmst replace
[h(y) — h(x)]? by the norm square di(y) — h(x).This applies to several derivations that are to
follow; a point that we will leave without further comment.

We can now prove Propositidn 2.3 dealing with the convergesfd]W to Oy in || - ||a 2-
norm, as\ := A fills up all of Z¢.

Proof of Propositiod 2.3Abbreviateh(x) := (w,x) — Wa, (w,X). The bound[(1I3) implies

11
oen -l as 5 B( T ash)-hP) @)
’ AL Ny
Let f: AUIA — RY be the minimizer of
inf{ > [fy-fX ? f(2) = x(2) forall ze a/\L}. 4.7
(xy)EB(AL)

Sinceh is the minimizer of the corresponding Dirichlet energy withnductanceqayy} and
boundary conditiory, we get using[(113)

Y aghy)-hWPP< Y aglfy) - fx[°

() EB(AL) () EB(AL)

(4.8)
Sty -
(xy)EB(AL)

<

> =
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Writing the last sum coordinate-wise and applying Lemhiméawe thus get

aglhly) ~hf <o Y Kaxylx@y-x@xf, @9
(xy)EB(AL) X,YEONAL

where the kerneK(x,y) pertains to the homogeneous problem, i.e., the simple randalk.
Note that these bounds hold for all configurations satigf{ih3).

By shift covariance and sublinearity of the corrector (abprsition[2.2(2,4)), for each > 0
there isA = A(€) such that

E([X(-) = x(-Y)[*) < A+elx—yP (4.10)
Using this and[(4]9) if (416) yields

|9¥n ~ )2, , < 55

vz 2 KOy (At eby?). (4.11)

X,YENAL

But yyean, K(xy) < 1 for eachx € dAL while Tyyean, K(Xy)[x—y[? is, by Lemmd4l1, the
Dirichlet energy of the functiox — x for conductances all equal to 1. Hence, the last sum in
(4.11) is bounded b0 | + €|B(AL)|. TakingL — « ande | O finishes the proof. O

Remark 4.3 As alluded to in the introduction, tHe?-convergencélW,, — Oy permits us to
prove the formulal(115) foce(t). The argument is similar to (albeit much easier than) what we
used in the proof of Propositidn 3.2. Indeed, we triviallgdepose

Cl?ﬂ(t) = Q/\L (t : l'IJ/\L) = Q/\L (t : laU) + (Q/\L (t : l'IJ/\L) - Q/\L (t : LIJ)) . (4-12)
The stationarity of the gradients gf and the Spatial Ergodic Theorem imply
1 2
WQ/\L(tLIJ) Ijo ]E(X_é;’édaox(w)‘tw(w?x)‘ >7 (413)

for any ergodic lawP on conductances. The expression on the right coincidesthétimfimum
in (L.5). (There is no gradient on the right-hand sidd of $tHdecausel(w,0) :=0.) It remains
to control the difference on the extreme right[of (4.12).rngsCauchy-Schwarz,

E|Qna(t-Wa) — Qalt-y)|

A
By Proposition[ 2.8, the right-hand side tends to zerd\as- A\, increases tZ9. Since we
know that|A_ | ~C#(t) is bounded and converges almost surely (e.g., by the Subedaigodic

Theorem), the limit valueeg(t) thus satisfied (115). Note that Proposition] 2.3, and thuthall
above, holds for any shift-ergodic (elliptic) law on conthrzes.

< P|OWA— W)+ 2t PIOY o] |[O(WA - W) |1, (4.14)

4.2 The Meyers estimate in finite volume.

Key to the proof of Proposition 2.4 is the Meyers estimatee Térm owes its name to Norman
Meyers [11] who discovered a bound bP-continuity (in the right-hand side) of the solutions of
Poisson equation with second-order elliptic differentiperators in divergence from, provided
the associated coefficients are close to a constant. Thaitethngredient underpinning this
observation is the Calderobn-Zygmund regularity theony dertain singular integral operators
in RY. (Incidentally, as noted i [11], Meyers’ argument is a gafieation of earlier work of
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Boyarskii, cf[11, ref. 2 and 3] for systems of first-order PEdhd a version of his result was also
derived, though not published, by Calderon himself{_cf, [ddge 190]).

To ease the notation, in addition fo (2.18), we will use thetion || f ||, also for the canonical
norm in¢P(A),

. p\ 7p
19l = (3 1100[7) ", (4.15)
XEN

throughout the rest of this section.

Let us review the gist of Meyers’ argument for functionsZfh Our notation is inspired by

that used in Naddaf and Spencer![12] and Gloria and Otto [@jereral form of the second order
difference operatok in divergence form is

L:=0*A-0O, (4.16)

whereA = {Aj(x): i,j =1,...,d, xe Z4} arex-dependent matrix coefficients,f (x) is a vector
whosei-th component ig]; f (x) := f(x+ &) — f(x) and* is its conjugate acting &s; f (x) :=
f(x) — f(x—&). The abovd. is explicitly given by

d
LHx =y (&j(x)[f(xm)— ] — Arj(x— &) [f(x+8 — &) — f(x—é,-)]). (4.17)

i,]=1
Now, if Ais close to identity, it makes sense to write
L=A+0"(A-id)-0O, (4.18)

where we noted that the standard lattice Lapladiaorresponds tal* -id - (0. This formula can
be used as a starting point of perturbative arguments.

Consider a finite sef\ ¢ Z9 and letg: AUAA — RY. Let f be a solution to the Poisson
equation

—Lf=0"g, inA, (4.19)
with f := 0 ondA. Employing [4.18), we can rewrite this as
—Af =0%[g+ (A—id)-Of]. (4.20)

The function on the right has vanishing total sum ofeand hence it lies in the domain of the
inverse (A)j\l of A with zero boundary conditions. Taking this inverse follaiMgy one more
gradient, and denoting

Jp = 0(—D) 107, (4.21)
this equation translates to
Of = n- [g+ (A—id)Of]. (4.22)

A first noteworthy point is that this is now an autonomous éguafor [If. A second point is
that, if | ZA||p is the norm of’%; as a map (on vector valued functio8)A) — ¢P(A), we get

10F[p < Al A=id[|w|[Tf]lp+ |- ZAllpllgllp- (4.23)
Assuming|| A || pl|A—id||e < 1 this yields

1A llpl1gllp

— (4.24)
| ANl pllA—id][oo

Ofll, <
I0llp < =
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The perturbative nature of the conditigi#; || p||A —id|| < 1 is further highlighted by the fact
that it also ensures the very existence of a unique solltibto (4.22) via a contraction argument;
(4.24) then implies the continuity af— Of in P(A).

The aforementioned general facts are relevant for us betaus of the form [(4.16). Indeed,
setAjj(X) := djayxt+s and note thal(4.17) reduces o (2.8). The finite-volumeembor

XA (@, X) i = Wh (0w, X) — X (4.25)
then solves the Poisson equation
—Lwxa=0%-g, where g(X):= (8xxs+e;---»+8,)- (4.26)

This is bounded uniformly so, in order to halie (4.24) for alité boxes, our main concern is the
following claim:

Theorem 4.4 For each pe (1,), the operator.Z,_is bounded iP(AL), uniformly in L> 1.

Proof of Propositio 24 from Theorem 4.4.et p* > 4. Since (in our setting)A —id||lo» <

A~1t—1, we may choosd € (0,1) close enough to one so that sup||#a, ||p+[|A—id]|e < 1.
From the above derivation it follows
sup||OxXa, || pr < . (4.27)
L>1
We claim that this implies
[0X]lp <o,  p<p. (4.28)
Indeed, picka > 0 and note that, for any € (0,a),
X;L Lox(wl>a} < X;L L{0xa, (X >a—e} +X;L L{0xa, (- 0-Ox(-20]>€} (4.29)

Taking expectations and dividing b |, the left hand side becom&|Ux (-,0)| > a), while
the second sum on the right can be boundedt b¥j| Oxa, — Ox||Z, », Which tends to zero as
L — o by Propositio_2.3. Applying Chebyshev’s inequality to firet sum on the right and
takingL — oo followed by e | 0 yields

1 K
P(|0x(-,0)| > a) < fngDxALHRm (4.30)

aF
Multiplying by aP~! and integrating ovesr > 0 then proved(4.28).

Returning to the claims in Propositibn .4, inequality 8).B a restatement df (2.20). Since
(4.27+4.28) imply the uniform boundedness||af(xa, — X)||A.p, fOor eachp < p*, Lemma3.1
then shows|O(xa, — X)|/a.p — O, asL — o for all p < p*. This proves[(2.21) as well. O

4.3 Interpolation.

In the proof of Theoreni 414 we will follow the classical argemh spelled out in Chapter 2
(specifically, proof of Theorem 1 in Section 2.2) of Stein@ok [1€]. The reasoning requires
only straightforward adaptations due to discrete settimd) fanite volume, but we still prefer to
give a full argument to keep the present paper self-cordaidekey idea is the use of interpo-
lation between the strongf-type estimate (Lemnia4.5) and the wedkype estimate for#a,
(Lemmd4.6). Both of these of course need to hold uniformlly ia 1.
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Lemma 4.5 For any finiteA C Z9, the/?(A)-norm of 7 satisfies|. 732 < 1.

Proof. Let .77 be a Hilbert space anfl a positive self-adjoint, bounded and invertible operator.
Then for allh € 57,

(h, T~*h) = sup{2(g,h) — (9, Tg)}. (4.31)
geH

We will apply this to.7# given by the space (dR-valued functionsy?(A), T := &£ — A and
h:= O f for somef: A — RY with zero boundary conditions outside Then

(0" f,(e—8)7'0"- f) = sup {2(g, 0% f) —£(g,9) + (9,49)}

gel?(N)
= sup {2(0g,f)—&(g,9) — (Og,0g) — (f, )} +(f, 1)

gel?(N) (4.32)
= sup {—(Og—f,0g— )} +(f,f)

gel2(N)

<(f, 1),

where we used thdf* is the adjoint oft] in the space oR%-valued functiong/?(A) and where
the various inner products have to be interpreted eitheRfealued orR%-valued functions ac-
cordingly. Takinge | 0, the left-hand side becomés, 7x - f). The claim follows. (]

The second ingredient turns out to be technically more vraabl

Lemma 4.6 %), is of weak-type (1-1), uniformly in & 1. That is, there exist&; such that,
forallL > 1, f € /A(AL) anda > 0,

||fH1

[{ze ALt | A F(2)] > a}| <Ky (4.33)

Deferring the proof of this lemma to the end of this sectiom,new show how this enters into
the proof of Theorern 414.

Proof of Theorerh 414 from Lemrhald B/e follow the proof in Stein[[16, Theorem 5, page 21].
We begin with the case & p < 2. Letf € /P(A.) and picka > 0. Let f; := f1.qy and
fp = f1{|f|5a}. Then

H{ze ALt [ f(2)| > 20| < [{ze ALt |6 | > a}
+ {ze ALt |, fo| > a}. (4.34)
Lemmag 4.6 and 4.6 then yield

Hlel ||f2||2
27q2

{ze ALt | T(D)] > a}| <Ky (4.35)
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with K; andKj independent of.. Multiplying by aP~ and integrating, we infer
| IR = p/o aPt{ze ALt [ f(2)] > al}|da

< pZ/O (KaaP 211 @11 1101+ Rea® 2122 1j112q) ) da

RS |F( /lf(Z)l P20+ pR, Y |f \2/00 P34 (439
= Zz a a Z a a
Ry 51102 | o312 [

_ pR\l p pR\Z p
- P S IfaP LS )P,

proving the assertion in the caseclp < 2.
Forp € (2,»), the fact that#j is obviously symmetric implies thdtZ,||p = || #A ||q, whereg
is the index dual tg. Hence sup. ||7x,||p < o for all p € (1,). O

It remains to prove Lemma4.6. The strategy is to representplerator using a singular kernel
that has a “nearly!-integrable” decay. LeBa(x,y) be the Green’s function (i.e., inverse) of the
Laplacian om\ with zero boundary condition.

Lemma 4.7 The operatorz, admits the representation

d
&A1) =3 5 (O 0PGAxy)] f(y), (4.37)
yeA j=1

where the superscripts on thés indicate which of the two variables the operator is actom

Proof. Since bothGx and f vanish outsideé\, we have

& [ 109] <0 3 Galy) (07 D) (9
ye

g (4.38)
=5 Y (Galx+&.,y+8&) —Galxy+8&))fj(y)
j=1lyezd
d
=5 Y (Galx+&.y) —Ga(xY)) f(y)-
1=1yezd
This is exactly the claimed expression. O

Crucial for the proof of the weak-(1,1) type in Leminal4.6 isimegrable decay estimate on
the gradient of the kernel of the operataf:

Proposition 4.8 There exists C- 0 independent of L such that
@U@ c
|Di 05 O G,\L(x,y)| SW (4.39)

forallx,ye A_andi j,ke {1,...,d}.
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Although [4.39) is certainly not unexpected, and perhags evell-known, we could not find
an exact reference and therefore provide an independeoit ipr&ectiorf 4.4. With this estimate
at hand, we can now turn to the proof of Lemma 4.33.

Proof of Lemma_ 416 from Propositibn 4.80 ease the notation, we will writ& := A, (note that
all bounds will be uniform irL) and, resorting to components, writé, for the scalar-to-scalar

operator with kernel%f,\("’)(x,y) = Di(l)D§2>G,\(x,y) for some fixedi, j € {1,...,d}. For the
most part, we adapt the arguments in Stein [16, pages 30-33].

Take some functiorf : A — R, extended to vanish outsidg and picka > 0. Consider a
partition of Z% into cubes of side '3 wherer is chosen so large that'8 || f||; < a. Naturally,
each of the cubes in the partition further divides inffeegual-sized sub-cubes of side’ 8 which
subdivide further into sub-cubes of side '3 etc. We will now designate these to be eitieod
cubesor bad cubesaccording to the following recipe. All cubes of sidea@eex definitiogood.

With Q being one of these sub-cubes of side'3we callQ good if
1
— f(2| <a, (4.40)
Q2

and bad otherwise. For each good cube, we repeat the prdgesitioning it into 3 equal-size
sub-cubes and designating each of them to be either gooddaddg@ending on whethedr (4]40)
holds or not, respectively. The bad cubes are not subdivigdider.

Iterating this process, we obtain a finite séof bad cubes which covers the (bounded) region
B := Ugez Q. We defineG := 7%\ B, the good region, and note that

f(z)|<a, zeG, (4.41)
and

a< |_(1?|ZGZ>‘ f] <3%a, Qe (4.42)

where the last inequality is due to the fact that the parebe @af a bad cube is good. Next we
define the “good” function

f(2), ze G
9(z) = {%( )zZEQ f(2), 2 Qe %. (4.43)
The “bad” function, defined bl := f — g, then satisfies
b(z) =0, ze G,
be(z) -0, Qe &. (4.44)
VAS

Since ) f = #pg+ #pb, as soon as

[z 0@ > 2} < “UTI AND (22 ()] > ) < FUTI - (a.a)

the desired bound (4.83) will hold. We will now show these fsiin separate arguments.
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Consideringg first, we note that/g||3 is bounded by a constant timed f ||1. Indeed, fozc B
let Q, denote the bad cube containingThen

2_ 5 (2?2 2
ZGZng(Z) Z; (2 +22B9(Z)

1 2
gaZ;|f<z>\+ng(@y€ zf(z)> e
< a|fl + Fa 2\3% 1(2)

2€ Zl yeQ,

< 3+ Dal|f[lx
by using [(4.411) orG and [4.42) orB. By Chebychev’s inequality and Lemral.5,

|- #0113 < (30+ 1) 4A13]  f]l2
a? — '

{z: 1#ag(@)] > a}| < -

(4.47)

Note that this yields an estimate that is uniform\in= A_ becausé| 7 ||» < 1 by Lemmd 4.b.

Let us turn to the estimate in (4145) concernmd-et {Qx: k=1,...,|%|} be an enumeration
of the bad cubes and lef := b1g, be the restriction ob onto Qx. Abusing the notation to the
point where we write’Z (x,y) for the kernel governing#x, from (4.44) we then have

%\bk(Z) = % [f%//\(za y) - f%//\(za yk)] b(y)7 (4.48)
yelk

wherey is the center ofQx (remember that all cubes are odd-sized). Ogtdenote the cube
centered ayy but of three-times the size — i.er is the union ofQy with the adjacent 8— 1
cubes of the same side. The bound now proceeds dependingetherhe Oy or not.

Forz ¢ Q, the distance betweenand anyy € Q is proportional to the distance between
andyy. Propositiorl 4.8 thus implies

di .
A Y) — HAZ W) gc%, 2¢ O (4.49)
Moreover, thanks td (4.43),
b(y)| < %(If(y)lﬂg(y)l) <25 [f(y) (4.50)
yeQk yek yeQk
Using these in(4.48) yields
di
AAb(2)] <C |Z'f”y‘$i)l 3 11 (4.51)

Summing over alk ¢ Qy and taking into account thég— yi| > diam(Q) for ze Qx, we conclude

S |#Ab(2)] <CdiamQq) 3 [1(y) :

1z— v, |d+1
zeN\Qx yeQx z: |z—yk|>diam(Qk) 2= (4.52)
<C > [ty

yelk
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for some constar€. SettingB := [J, Qx and summing ovek, we obtain

S |#ab(z)] <C 2 |t) <C|flla, (4.53)
zeN\B ye

which by an application of Chebychev’s inequality yields

Cllflla
rt

[{ze N\ B: [Aab(2)| > a}| < (4.54)

i.e., a bound of the desired form. N
To finish the proof, we still need to take carezof B. Here we get (and this is the only step
where we are forced to settle areaktype estimates),

[{z€ B |#b(2)| > a}| < |B| S3dZ\Qk\

<3dZ Ze%\f

The bound[(4.33) then follows by combinirig (4.47), (4.54) §&h55). O

3dHf”1 (4.55)

4.4 Triple gradient of finite-volume Green'’s function.

In order to finish the proof of Theorem 4.4, we still need t@bbsh the decay estimate in Propo-
sition[4.8. This will be done by invoking a corresponding badin the full lattice and reducing it
onto a box by reflection arguments. (This is the sole reasgnwehrestrict to rectangular boxes;
more general domains require considerably more sophisticaethods.)

Fore > 0, let G denote the Green’s function associated with the discrepdac@anA on 74
with killing rate € > 0, i.e.,G%(-,-) is the kernel of the bounded operatar— A)~* on ¢3(Z9).
This function admits the probabilistic representation

€ o P*(X=y
G (xy) = kzoﬁ’ (4.56)

whereX is the simple random walk arfé is the law ofX started ai. This function depends
only on the difference of its arguments, so we will interapeebly writeG(x,y) = G#(x—Yy).
We now claim:

Lemma 4.9 There exist€ > 0 such that, for alle > 0, all i,j,ke{l,...d} and all x#£ 0,

~

C
|X|d+1

|D 0;0kG* (x )\ < (4.57)
Sketch of proofThis is a mere extension (by adding one more gradient) ofgtimates from in
Lawler [10, Theorem 1.5.5]. (Strictly speaking, this theraris only for the transient dimensions
but, thanks tce > 0, the same proofs would apply here.) The main idea is to aseslation
invariance of the simple random walk to wri@ (x) as a Fourier integral and then control the
gradients thereof under the integral sign. We leave thdlgleiman exercise to the reader. O

We now state and prove a stronger form of Proposltioh 4.8.
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Lemma 4.10 There exists C- 0 such that, for all L> 1, € > 0 and arbitrary i, j,k € {1,...d},

0P DM 0GR (x.y)| (4.58)

[ J é |X_y|d+1
for all x,y € Aand all i, j,k € {1,...,d}. Here, the superscripts on the operators indicate the

variable the operator is acting on.

Proof. Throughout, we fix. € N and denote\ := A_. The proof is based on the Reflection
Principle for the simple random walk &f'. To start, denoté\ := Z9~1 x N (abusing our earlier
notation), writeX (@ for thed-th component oKX and lettg := inf{k >0: Xéd) =0}. Forye Ao
with components/ = (y1,...,Yd), Putro(y) := (¥1,...,—Yd). The Green’s functior; on Ao
with zero boundary condition is given by

00

Gh(xy) = 5 (1+ £) P (X =y, 70 > k). (4.59)
k=0
The Reflection Principle tells us that, fary € Ao,
P (X« =V, To < k) = P*(Xc=ro(y), To < k) = P*(Xc =ro(y)) (4.60)

and so

00

Gho(%Y) = G*(xy) = 5 (1+&) " P*(Xc =y, 10 < k)
k=0

=G 0y~ 3 (1+) P (X = 1o) (@61
K=
= G*(x,y) =G (xro(y))-
This holds for allx,y € Ag and extends even toe AgU d/\g, as is easy to check.
Next, consider\; := Z9-1 x {0,...,L} and setr, := inf{k > 0: Xéd) =L}. In analogy with
ro(y) we definer_ (y) := (y1,...,2L —yq). The Reflection Principle again yields

P (Xc=Y,To >k, L <K) =P*(Xc =rL(y), To > K) (4.62)
and so

[o0)

Gh(xY) = 5 (1+8) P (=¥ T0o> k1 >K)
k=0

= Ghxy) - 3 (1) P =yt > k<K (4.63)
k=
=GR, (xY) = G}, (X, 1L(Y))-
In conjunction with[(4.611), we thus obtain
GA,(%y) =GR, (% Y) = G, (% 1L(Y))
= G*(x,y) = G*(x,ro(y)) — G*(x.rL(y)) + G* (X roorL(y))

for all x e Ap andy € AjUIA;.
Proceeding by induction along coordinate directions, wg pragressively confine all coordi-
nates of the random walk and obtain a representation fordtresponding Green’s function ik

(4.64)
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in terms of its full-lattice counterpart. Indeed,

Ag:={0,...,L}9,
N=7%""x{0,... L}y, i=1..d-1, (4.65)
No =78,

and denoting byg), resp.,rf_”, i=1...,d, the reflections in the planes with tih coordinate

equal to zero, respL,, we get in analogy witH (4.64) the relation
G}, (y) =Gf, ,(xY) — G, , (%15 (¥))
~Gh L (1 ) + G, (xrg or ).
Solving the recursion, this leads to
GROY) = 5 (=1)RG* (x, Reo--- o Ry(Y)), (4.67)

ReR

(4.66)

wherefR .= ® 1{ld r0 ,rl(_>,r((, rf_”} is the set of all possible reflections that may occur and
IR = z, 1(1 R— +1 i i) has the same parity as the number of reflections involved.
From [4.67) and Lemn@ 9, we thus obtain

-~

0P0MoPGhi(xy)| < Y |00 0MGE (x— Ry S A (4.68)
B 3 Rgiﬁ‘ Il= Rgm | x—=R(y)|*+
Since,|x—R(y)| > [x—y| whenx,y € A, and|9R| = 29, the result follows. O

We are now ready to complete the proof of Theokem 4.4:

Proof of Propositiori 4.8 Although thee | 0 limit of G* exists only ind > 3, for gradients we
haveG(x,y) = limg o OG#(x,y) in all d > 1. Since the bound in Lemnia 4]10 holds uniformly
in € > 0, we get the claim in alfl > 1. O

5. PERTURBED HARMONIC COORDINATE
In this section we will prove Propositions 2.5 dnd|2.6. Abgsour earlier notation, let
Ga(%Y; ) = (—Lw) 1 (xY) (5.1)
denote the Green’s function ifv with Dirichlet boundary condition for conductance configur

tion w. (Thus, the simple-random walk Green’s function from Setd# corresponds t@ := 1.)
The Green’s function is the fundamental solution to the fwisquation, i.e.,

—LwGA(X,Z, w) = &(2) if ze A,
Ga(X,z,w) =0, if ze A,

wheredy(z) is the Kronecker delta. Note th&, is defined for allw € Q. The solution to[(5.12)
is naturally symmetric,

(5.2)

G/\(X7y; (A)) = G/\(y7 X, (JJ), X,y e /\7 (53)
and so we can extend it to a function &) dA by settingGa (X, -; w) = 0 whenevex € dA. Here
is a generalized form of the representation (2.23):
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Lemma 5.1(Rank-one perturbation)For a finite A C Z9 let x,y € A be nearest neighbors. For
any w, ' such thatw), = w, except at b= (x,y), and any z= AUJIA,
lIJ/\((*)/72) - l'I'J/\(o‘)a Z)
= —(Wy— W) [GA(ZY; @) = GA(z X )| [WA(@,y) — WA(w,X)].  (5.4)

Proof. Supposew, o' € Q are such thaty’ equalsw except at the edde:= (x,y), wherew :=
oy + €. Define the functioriby: AUJA — RY by
®p(2) := Wa(w,2) — €[GA(ZY; ) — GA(z X ') | [WA(w,y) — WA(@,X)]. (5.5)
We claim that
Lo®Pr=0 inA. (5.6)
Since forze A we have®p (z) = Wi (w,z) = z, this will imply ®a(-) = Wa(w',-) thanks to the
uniqueness of the solution of the Dirichlet problem.
In order to show((516), we first use (5[2-5.3) to get
Lo ®A(2) = LyWa(w,2) — €[3y(2) — &(2)] [Wa(w,y) — Wa(w,X)]. (5.7)
To deal with the termlyWh(w,z), we think of of Ly as a matrix of dimensiof\|. For its
coefficientsL(2,Z) := (&, Lwdz)2(n) We obtain

Lw(2Z) = Lw(z,Z) 4+ £[8)(2) — &(2)] [&/(Z) — &(Z)]- (5.8)
Using thatl ,Wh(w,z) = 0 for ze A, we now readily confirm{5]6). O

Proof of Propositiol 25Sety := x+ & and denoté]; f (z) := f(z+&) — f(2). Lemmd5.1L shows
OiWA(w',x) = [1— (ch— @) OV TP GA (%, % w’)} i W (,x), (5.9)

where the superindices dn indicate which variable is the operator acting on. The pribve
claim we need to show

(002G % w)] = inf{Qa(f): f(y)— F(x) =1, fgr =0}, (5.10)
where the conductances@p correspond tav. For this, letf be the minimizer of the right-hand

side. The method of Largrange multiplies shows
—Lof(2) = aldy(2) — &(2)]. (5.11)
Thanks to[(5.R), this is solved by
f(2) =a[GA(Y,Z w) — GA(X,Z w)] = aDi(l)G,\(x, Zw) (5.12)

which in light of the constrainf (y) — f(x) = 1 givesa = [Di(1>Di(2>G/\(x, x,w)]~L. Since also
Qa(f) = (f,—Lwf)r2n), (6.11) giveQa(f) = a and so[(5.10) holds. The corresponderice (2.23)
then follows from [(5.B=5.70); the identitiy (2]24) resulis differentiation of the left-hand side

with respect taw,. O
Finally, it remains to establish the limit (225), includiall of its stated properties:

Proof of Propositioi 2J6Thanks to ellipticity restriction(1]3), we have a bound bis tquantity
in terms of the lattice Laplacian. This shows that, for samec(A) € (0,1),

c < 0Y0PGA(x,x o) < 1/c (5.13)
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uniformly in A. MoreoverA — Di(l) Di(z)G,\(x, X, &) is obviously non-decreasing fhand so the

limit exists. The formulal(2.26) and the claimed statiotyattien follow as well. O
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