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QUANTITATIVE HOMOGENIZATION THEORY
FOR RANDOM SUSPENSIONS IN STEADY STOKES FLOW

MITIA DUERINCKX AND ANTOINE GLORIA

ABsTRACT. This work develops a quantitative homogenization theory for random sus-
pensions of rigid particles in a steady Stokes flow, and completes recent qualitative re-
sults. More precisely, we establish a large-scale regularity theory for this Stokes problem,
and we prove moment bounds for the associated correctors and optimal estimates on the
homogenization error; the latter further requires a quantitative ergodicity assumption
on the random suspension. Compared to the corresponding quantitative homogenization
theory for divergence-form linear elliptic equations, substantial difficulties arise from the
analysis of the fluid incompressibility and the particle rigidity constraints. Our analysis
further applies to the problem of stiff inclusions in (compressible or incompressible) linear
elasticity and in electrostatics; it is also new in those cases, even in the periodic setting.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We start with the formulation of the steady Stokes model describing a viscous fluid in
presence of a random suspension of small rigid particles, see e.g. [18]. Throughout, we
denote by d > 2 the space dimension, we consider a given random set Z = |J,, I, C R?,
where {I,,},, stands for the different particles, and we denote by z,, the barycenter of I,.
Ergodicity, hardcore, and regularity assumptions are listed in Section 2. To model a dense
suspension of small particles, we rescale the random set Z by a small parameter ¢ > 0
and consider ¢Z = |J,, €I,,. Next, we view these small particles {eI,,}, as suspended in a
solvent described by the steady Stokes equation: in a reference domain U C R¢, given an
internal forcing f € L2(U)4, the fluid velocity u. satisfies

— Au. + VP, = f, div(ue) =0, in U\ Z, (1.1)
with u. = 0 on OU. (Assume for the moment that no particle intersects the boundary 90U .)

No-slip conditions are imposed at particle boundaries: since particles are constrained to
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have rigid motions, this amounts to letting the velocity field u. be extended inside particles,
with the rigidity constraint
D(u.) =0, in eZ, (1.2)

where D(u.) denotes the symmetrized gradient of wu.; in other words, this condition means
that the velocity field u. coincides with a rigid motion V; ,,+©. ,,(z —ex,,) inside each parti-
cle eI, (centered at ex,,), for some V ,, € R? and some skew-symmetric matrix O, € Rdxd,
Finally, assuming that the particles have the same mass density as the fluid, buoyancy
forces vanish, and the force and torque balances on each particle take the form

/ o(ue, P-)v =0, (1.3)
g0l

O(x — exy) - o(ue, P.)v =0, for all skew-symmetric © € R, (1.4)
g0l

in terms of the Cauchy stress tensor
o(ug, P.) = 2D(u.) — P-1d, (1.5)

where v stands for the outward unit normal vector at the particle boundaries. In the
physically relevant 3D case, skew-symmetric matrices © € R3*3 are equivalent to cross
products 6x with # € R?, and equations recover their usual form.

In the companion article [18], we proved that in the macroscopic limit € | 0 the velocity
and pressure fields (ue, P.) converge weakly to (@, P 4+ b : D(u)), where (@, P) solves the
homogenized equation

—div(2BD(@)) + VP = (1 = \)f, inU,
div(@) = 0, in U, (1.6)
=0, on OU,

for some effective viscosity tensor B and some effective matrix b, where A = [ [17] denotes
the volume fraction of the suspension. The aim of the present contribution is twofold:

(I) We make this qualitative convergence result quantitative by optimally estimating
the error between (u., P-) and a two-scale expansion based on (u, P + b : Va) in
terms of suitable correctors, cf. Theorem 6 below.

(IT) We develop a large-scale regularity theory for the Stokes problem (1.1)—(1.4), which
ensures that on large scales the solution u. has the same regularity properties as the
solution @ of the limiting equation (1.6) (both in terms of C1''~ Schauder theory
and in terms of L? regularity), cf. Theorems 3, 4, and 5 below.

On the one hand, part (I) provides the optimal quantitative version of [18], estimating the
error in the homogenization process. This is proved under a strong mixing assumption on
the random suspension Z, which is conveniently formulated in form of a multiscale variance
inequality in the spirit of [16, 17]. On the other hand, part (II) makes precise the intuitive
idea that the Stokes problem (1.1)—(1.4) should inherit the regularity properties of the
limiting equation (1.6) on sufficiently large scales, which is expressed intrinsically in terms
of the growth of correctors. This is established under a mere ergodicity assumption, but the
results are only of practical use provided that a strong control is available on the minimal
necessary large scales: this requires a quantitative control on the growth of correctors and
is established here for convenience again under a strong mixing assumption in form of a
multiscale variance inequality.
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Our main motivation to develop a large-scale regularity theory for (1.1)—(1.4) stems
from the sedimentation problem for a random suspension in a Stokes flow under a constant
gravity field e € R, in which case the force balance (1.3) is replaced by

][ o(ug, P-)v +e = 0.
01,

Since energy is then pumped into the system, naive energy estimates blow up, and the
analysis crucially relies on stochastic cancellations. Annealed LP regularity in form of
Theorem 5 below constitutes the main technical input in [15] for our analysis of this
sedimentation problem. More precisely, in a general non-dilute regime, this allows us to
obtain the first rigorous proof of the celebrated predictions by Batchelor [9] and by Caflisch
and Luke [11] on the effective sedimentation speed and on individual velocity fluctuations,
thus significantly extending the perturbative results of [24] (see also [32]).

Although the present contribution primarily focusses on random suspensions of rigid
particles in a steady Stokes flow, we point out that our arguments apply more generally
to homogenization problems with stiff inclusions. First note that equation (1.1) can be
written in the equivalent form

— div(o(ue, P2)) = f, div(u:) = 0, in U\ €7, (1.7)

with ue = 0 on OU, where we recall that o(ue, P-) denotes the Cauchy stress tensor (1.5),
and the equation is completed by the rigidity constraint D(u:) = 0 on the inclusions eZ
and by the boundary conditions (1.3)—(1.4). We mention a few physical models that can
be obtained as a slight modification of the above:

e Incompressible linear elasticity with stiff inclusions takes the same form, with the
Cauchy stress tensor replaced by o(ue, P.) = K D(u.)— P-1d, in terms of the constant
stiffness tensor K of the background material (satisfying the Legendre-Hadamard
condition). Surprisingly, the qualitative homogenization of this problem is quite recent
and follows from [18].}

o Compressible linear elasticity with stiff inclusions is obtained by dropping the incom-
pressibility constraint div(u:) = 0 in (1.7), and replacing the Cauchy stress tensor
by o(u:) = K D(ue), in terms of the constant stiffness tensor K of the background
material. In this case, qualitative homogenization follows from [35, Chapter 3|; see
also [10] for a compactness result in a corresponding nonlinear setting.

e Linear electrostatics with stiff inclusions amounts to taking u. scalar-valued, dropping
the incompressibility constraint in (1.7), and replacing the Cauchy stress-tensor by
o(us) = KVug, in terms of the constant conductivity matrix K of the background
material. We refer to [35, Chapter 3] for the qualitative homogenization of this problem
(under weaker hardcore conditions).

Our present quantitative analysis covers all these other models for the first time. Our
results are new even in the periodic setting (that is, when Z is a periodic set), in which
case Theorems 2 and 6 below hold with pg = 1.

n this problem it might make more sense to include the internal forcing f in the boundary conditions,
replacing (1.3) by fsaln o(ue, Pe)v+ fdn f = 0. In that case, the forcing term in the homogenized problem

(1.6) is f rather than (1 — \)f; this is only a minor change in the analysis.
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Before turning to precise statements of our results, we discuss the context. The present
contribution constitutes a natural extension to the steady Stokes problem (1.1)—(1.4)
of the by-now well-developed quantitative homogenization theory for the model case of
divergence-form linear elliptic equations with random coefficients. This theory was started
in 30, 31, 26, 25|, with statements close to Theorem 6 below under similar mixing condi-
tions, while a more mature theory was later initiated in [6] based on large-scale regularity.
For recent developments, we refer the reader to the recent monograph [3], based on [5, 1, 2],
and to the alternative series of works [27, 28, 29, 19, 36]. In the present contribution, we
consider for simplicity a strong mixing assumption in form of a multiscale variance inequal-
ity [16, 17|, and large-scale regularity is established by following the approach in [27, 28, 19],
but we believe that the one in [3] could be used as well (see |14, Appendix]). We further
focus for simplicity on the weakly correlated setting: as inspired by [36], this allows to
bypass part of the argument in [27, 28| by appealing to deterministic regularity (in form
of Meyers’ perturbative estimates) and to a buckling argument based on stochastic can-
cellations, which makes the proof particularly short and efficient. The strongly correlated
setting could be treated by following [27]|, but it would substantially increase both the
technicality and the length of the argument.

Compared to the model case of divergence-form linear elliptic equations with random
coefficients, we face three main additional difficulties in this work:

— the rigidity constraint on the particles makes the canonical structure of fluxes and flux
correctors less obvious: as in [13|, fluxes are constructed via a nontrivial extension
procedure, which is crucial to obtain optimal convergence rates;

— naive two-scale expansions are incompatible with the rigidity constraint on the par-
ticles, thus requiring some local surgery;

— the incompressibility of the fluid gives rise to the pressure in the equation and makes
many estimates more involved.

Notation.

e For vector fields u, ' and matrix fields T, T, we set (Vu);; = ju,, div(T); = 0;T5;,

T:T = TijTi/j, (u@u)y = uiu;-, where we systematically use Einstein’s summation
convention on repeated indices. We also write dgu = E : Vu for any matrix E.

e For a vector field u and scalar field P, we denote by (D(u));; = 3(0ju; + Oju;) the
symmetrized gradient and we recall the notation o(u, P) = 2D(u) — PId for the
Cauchy stress tensor. We also recall that v stands for the outward unit normal vector
at particle boundaries.

e We denote by My € R¥9 the subset of trace-free matrices, by My™ the subset of
symmetric trace-free matrices, and by MV the subset of skew-symmetric matrices.

e We denote by C' > 1 any constant that only depends on dimension d, on the constant
§ > 0 in Assumption (Hy) below, on the weight 7 in Assumption (Mix") if appli-
cable, and on the reference domain U. We use the notation < (resp. =) for < C'x
(resp. > & x) up to such a multiplicative constant C. We write < (resp. ) for < & x
(resp. > C'x) up to a sufficiently large multiplicative constant C. We add subscripts
to C, <, 2, <, > in order to indicate dependence on other parameters.

e The ball centered at x of radius r in R? is denoted by B,(x), and we simply write
B(z) = Bi(x), B, = B;(0), and B = B;(0).
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e For a function f, we write [fla(z) := (fB(x) |£|?)1/? for the local moving quadratic
averages at the unit scale.

e We set (r) = (1+7r3)Y2 for > 0, we set (z) = (1 + |2]?)Y/2 for z € R%, and we
similarly write (V) = (1 — A)Y/2,

2. MAIN RESULTS

2.1. Assumptions. Given an underlying probability space (2,P), let P = {z,}, be a
random point process on R? and consider a collection of random shapes {I°},, where
each I, is a connected random Borel subset of the unit ball B and is centered at 0 in the
sense of |’ I xdr = 0. We then define the corresponding inclusions I,, := z,, + I, centered

at the points of P, and we consider the random set Z := J,, I,,. We also denote by I} the
convex hull of I, hence I,, C I} C B(z,). Throughout, we make the following general
assumptions, for some fixed deterministic constant § > 0.

Assumption (Hs) — General conditions.

e Stationarity and ergodicity: The random set T is stationary and ergodic.

e Uniform C? regularity: The random shapes {IS}, satisfy interior and exterior ball
conditions with radius 0 almost surely.

e Uniform hardcore condition: There holds (I,F + 6B) N (I}, + §B) = @ almost surely
for all n # m. O

In view of quantitative homogenization results, we need to further consider quantitative
ergodicity assumptions, which we make here for simplicity in form of a multiscale variance
inequality as we introduced in [16, 17].

Assumption (Mix") — Quantitative mixing condition.
There exists a non-increasing weight function © : RT — RT with superalgebraic decay

(that is, w(£) < Cu(€)7P for all p < o0) such that the random set T satisfies, for all
o(Z)-measurable random variables Y (I),

Var[Y(Z)] < E [ / /R (g ))de ()~ (0) dé} , (2.1)
where the “oscillation” 8°% of the random variable Y (I) is defined by
0%, )Y (T) := supess {Y(I/) TN (RN By(z)) = TN (RY\ Bg(m))}
— inf ess {Y(z') TN (RY\ By(z)) = I (RY\ Bg(ﬂ:))}. 0

2.2. Corrector estimates. We first recall the suitable definition of correctors associated
with the steady Stokes problem (1.1)-(1.4), as introduced in the companion work [18,
Proposition 2.1].

Lemma 1 (Correctors; [18]). Under Assumption (Hs), for all E € My, there ezists a
unique solution (g, XE) to the following infinite-volume corrector problem:
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o Almost surely, (Y, Sg) belongs to HE (R?)? x L2(RY\ T) and satisfies in the strong

sense,
— A+ VIR =0, in R4\ T,
div(vg) = 0, in R4\ Z,
D(yg + Ex) =0, inZ, (2.2)
falna(i/}E—i—E(x—xn),EE)y:O, Vn,

faln Oz —apn) - o(YE + E(x —x,),Sp)r =0, Vn, VO € Mskew,

o The gradient field Vi and the pressure field X plga\ 7 are stationary, they have van-
1shing expectation, they have finite second moments, and Vg satisfies the anchoring
condition JCB Yvr = 0 almost surely.

loc(Rd)d

almost surely as € | 0. Note that (Yp,Xg) = (Ypsym, Xpgsym) where E™ denotes the

symmetric part of E. %

In addition, the corrector g is sublinear at infinity, that is, ep(z) — 0 in H!

As a key tool for quantitative homogenization, we establish the following moment bounds
on correctors. Inspired by the corresponding corrector estimates for divergence-form linear
elliptic equations in [36], the proof is based on the analysis of stochastic cancellations for
large-scale averages of the corrector gradient, together with perturbative annealed LP regu-
larity and a buckling argument. If the weight 7 in Assumption (Mix") has some stretched
exponential decay, then the moment bounds below can be upgraded to corresponding
stretched exponential moments.

Theorem 2 (Corrector estimates). Under Assumptions (Hs) and (Mix"), for all E € M
and q < oo, we have

I(VYE, Xelgag)l2llLa@) Sq E], (2.3)
and
1 od > 2,
1
lel2(@)llLa@) Sq [Blpallz]),  palr):=q log(2+7)2 : d=2, (2.4)
(ryz o d=1.

In particular, in dimension d > 2, up to relaxing the anchoring condition, the solution Vg
of the infinite-volume problem (2.2) can be uniquely constructed itself as a stationary field
with vanishing expectation. %

Remark 2.1. We include the case d = 1 in the statements for completeness, in which case
the problem is scalar without incompressibility constraint. O

2.3. Large-scale regularity. Given a random forcing g € C°(R?%; L>®(Q)%9), we con-
sider the unique solution (Vug, Py) € L (Q; L?(R%)4*4 x L2(R4\ T)) of the following steady
Stokes problem,

—Aug + VP, = div(g), in R\ Z,

div(ug) =0, in RY\ Z,

D(uy) =0, in Z, (2.5)
faln (g + o (ug, Pg))u =0, Vn,

faln Oz — ) - (9+ o(ug, Py))v =0, Vn, VO € Mkew,
The energy inequality yields, almost surely,
||VugHL2(Rd) < ||9HL2(Rd\I)' (2.6)
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Aside from Meyers’ perturbative improvements of this energy inequality, cf. Section 3, and
aside from local regularity theory, no other regularity estimates are expected to hold in
general in a deterministic form due to the presence of the rigidity constraints on the random
set of particles — except in a dilute regime when particles are sufficiently far apart, cf. Re-
mark 2.2. However, in view of homogenization, the heterogeneous Stokes problem (2.5)
can be replaced on large scales by a homogenized one in form of (1.6). Since standard
constant-coefficient regularity theory is available for this large-scale approximation, the
solution to (2.5) should enjoy improved regularity properties on large scales. This type
of result was pioneered by Avellaneda and Lin |7, 8] in the context of periodic homoge-
nization in the model setting of divergence-form linear elliptic equations. In the stochastic
case, while early contributions in form of annealed Green’s function estimates appeared
in [12, 38|, a quenched large-scale regularity theory was first outlined by Armstrong and
Smart [6], and later fully developed in [5, 1, 2, 3] and in [27, 28, 29]. We also mention
the useful reformulation in form of annealed regularity in [19]. Based on these ideas, we
develop corresponding quenched large-scale and annealed regularity theories for the steady
Stokes problem (2.5), which constitute the key technical ingredient in our work [15] on
sedimentation.

We start with a quenched large-scale Schauder theory. Holder norms are reformulated
a la Campanato in terms of the growth of local integrals, and the latter are restricted
to scales > r, for some (well-controlled) random minimal radius r.. As is natural, note
that Holder regularity is measured by replacing Euclidean coordinates x +— Ex by their
heterogeneous versions = — ¥ g(x) + Ez in terms of the corrector ¢ p.

Theorem 3 (Quenched large-scale Schauder theory). Under Assumption (Hg), given
a € (0,1), there ewists an almost surely finite stationary random field r. > 1 on R,
see (5.5), such that the following holds: For all g € C°(R%L®(Q)%4) and R > r.(0),
if Vug is a solution of the steady Stokes problem (2.5) in Bg, then the following large-scale
Lipschitz estimate holds on scales > 1,(0),

R\ 20 2
sup ][ \Vug\Q < ][ ]Vug\Q—i— sup <—> ][ ‘g—][ g‘ , (2.7)
r«(0)<r<R J B, Br re(0)<r<r N T By By

as well as the following large-scale C1® estimate,

1 1 1 2
sup  ——Exc(Vug; Br) S o5z Exe(Vug; Br) +  sup  —— ‘g—][ gl , (2.8)
r(0)<r<R T R re(0)<r<Rr T B, B,
where the excess is defined by
Exc(h; D) := inf ][ \h — (Vg + BE)2. (2.9)
EeMo Jp

Under Assumption (Mix"), the so-called minimal radius r.(0) satisfies E [r.(0)?] < oo for
all g < oo. O

As in [4], [3, Section 7], [27, Corollary 4], or [19, Proposition 6.4], the above large-scale
Lipschitz regularity (2.7) can be exploited together with a Calderon-Zygmund argument
to deduce the following L? regularity estimate on scales > r,.

Theorem 4 (Quenched large-scale L” regularity). Under Assumption (Hs), there exists
an almost surely finite stationary random field v, > 1 on R as in Theorem 3 such that the
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following holds: For all g € C°(R4L>®(Q2)*?) and 1 < p < oo, the solution (Vug, Py) of
the steady Stokes problem (2.5) satisfies

N b\
(ol morye) s (L, ) )

where we use the short-hand notation By(z) = B, (5)(T). O

As in [15], we establish the following annealed version of the above quenched large-
scale L? regularity statement. The main merit of this estimate is that a stochastic LI(2)
norm appears inside the spatial L”(R%) norm and allows to remove local quadratic averages
on the random minimal scale r, (up to a tiny loss of stochastic integrability), which is
particularly convenient for applications.

Theorem 5 (Annealed L? regularity). Under Assumptions (Hs) and (Mix"), for all g €
C®(REG L)), 1 < p,q < o0, and n > 0, the solution (Vugy, Py) of the steady Stokes
problem (2.5) satisfies

[Vuglollr®era)) Spam 9l2llr®apatn ) (2.10)

In addition, under only Assumption (Hy) (without need of Assumption (Mix")), a Meyers’
perturbative result holds without loss of stochastic integrability: there exists Co ~ 1 such
that the same estimate (2.10) holds with n =0 provided |p — 2|,|q — 2| < Cio O

Remark 2.2 (Deterministic L” regularity in dilute regime). In the dilute regime, the
recent work of Hofer [32] on the reflection method easily yields the following version of
the above; the proof is a direct adaptation of [32] and is omitted. This also constitutes a
variant of the dilute Green’s function estimates in [24, Lemma 2.7|.
Under assumption (Hg), we denote by §(Z) > 26 the minimal interparticle distance in I.
For all 1 < p,q < oo, there exists a constant 6, > 0 (only depending on d,p) such that,
provided T is dilute enough in the sense of 6(Z) > §,, the following holds: Given a random
forcing g € L™®(Q; C°(RY)*4) | the solution (Vug, Py) of the steady Stokes problem (2.5)
satisfies

VugllLe®aLa)) Spa 19llLe@aLe@),
as well as the following deterministic estimate, almost surely,

HvugHLP(Rd) Sp HgHLP(Rd)- O
2.4. Quantitative homogenization result. We consider a steady Stokes fluid in a do-
main U C R? with some internal forcing and with a dense suspension of small particles,
cf. (1.1)—(1.4), and we analyze the fluid velocity in the non-dilute homogenization regime
with vanishing particle size but fixed volume fraction. Suspended particles in the fluid
act as obstacles and hinder the fluid flow, thus increasing the flow resistance, that is,
the viscosity. The system is then expected to behave approximately like an homogeneous
Stokes fluid with some effective viscosity, cf. (1.6). This was the basis of Perrin’s celebrated
experiment to estimate the Avogadro number as inspired by Einstein’s PhD thesis [20].

Before stating the homogenization result, given a reference domain U, the set of particles
must be modified to avoid particles intersecting the boundary: we consider the random
set Nz(U) of all indices n such that e(I,7 + 6B) C U, and we define

T.U)= |J el
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Particles in this collection are of size O(e) and are at distance at least € from the bound-
ary OU and from one another, cf. (Hs). We may now turn to the statement of the quan-
titative homogenization result, which provides an optimal quantitative version of the ho-
mogenization result in the companion article [18].

Theorem 6 (Quantitative homogenization result). Under Assumptions (Hs) and (Mix™),
given a smooth bounded domain U C R? and a forcing f € WT*(U)4 for some o > 0,
consider for all e > 0 the unique solution (ue, P-) € L°°(Q; HY(U)? x L2(U \ Z.(U))) of the
steady Stokes problem

( —Au.+ VP = f, in U\ Z.(U),
div(us) =0, in U\ Z.(U),
ues = 0, on OU,
D(u.) = 0, in Z.(U), (2.11)
Jeor, o(ue, P-)v =0, Vn € N:(U),
( Joor, ©(x — ) - o(ue, P-)v =0, Yn e N(U), VO € Mskew,

Also consider the unique solution (u, P) € Hy(U)? x L2(U) of the corresponding homoge-
nized Stokes problem

—div(2BD(@)) + VP = (1= \)f, inU,

div(u) =0, n U, (2.12)
u =0, on U,
where X\ := E[17] denotes the volume fraction of the suspension and where the effective

viscosity tensor B is positive definite on Mg™ and is given by

B:= Y (E'®E)E[D@g)+E): DWe)+E)], (2.13)
E,E'cE

where the sum runs over an orthonormal basis € of My and where we recall that the
corrector (Yg, Xg) is defined in Lemma 1. Then, the following quantitative corrector result
holds for all ¢ < oo,

ue —t—g Y Pp(:)opt

EeE

P.—P—b:D(@) - Y (Splgaz)(2)0t — &
Ee&

LY(QH (U))

LIQLA(U\L (1))
1
Saq (€1a(2))? I fllwitace), (214)

where we recall that pg is defined in (2.4) and where the effective matriz b € My™ is
given by

b:E = éE[; ?lli"' aln(x_xn).a(¢E+Ex,2E)u]. (2.15)

In addition, if f and u are compactly supported in U, then boundary layers disappear and
the bound (2.14) holds with the optimal convergence rate cpq(2). O
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3. PERTURBATIVE ANNEALED REGULARITY

This section is devoted to the proof of the Meyers-type perturbative result stated in
Theorem 5.

Theorem 3.1 (Perturbative annealed LP regularity). Under Assumption (Hs), there exists
a constant Cy ~ 1 such that the following holds: For all g € C°(R%L>®(Q)4*4), the
solution (Vug, Py) of the Stokes problem (2.5) satisfies for all p, q with |p—2|,|qg—2| < LO,
[[VuglallLr®aray S Igl2llie @aLeq))- v
3.1. Preliminary. We start with a number of PDE tools that are useful in the proof.

3.1.1. Whole-space weak formulations. The steady Stokes problem (2.5) can be reformu-
lated as an equation on the whole space, where particles generate source terms concentrated
at their boundaries. This reformulation is particularly convenient for our computations.

Lemma 3.2. The solution (Vug, Py) of the steady Stokes problem (2.5) satisfies in the
weak sense in the whole space R,

_ Aug + V(Pg]l]Rd\I) = diV(g]le\I) — Z 58[71 (g + O'(ug, Pg))V. (31)

Likewise, the corrector (Yg, Y g) in Lemma 1 satisfies in the weak sense in RY,

— Mg+ V(Splgaz) = =Y or, 0(¥e + Bz, Sp)v. (3.2)
. 0

Proof. We focus on the proof of (3.1), while the argument for (3.2) is similar. Given
¢ € CX(RY)4, testing equation (2.5) with ¢ and integrating by parts on R?\ Z, we find

V(: Vu—/Rd\Idiv(C)P = — V(: g—zn:/aln(ﬁ@m) i (g+Vu—PId). (3.3)

RA\T RA\T

The claim (3.1) follows provided we prove that

/Ivgzvu:—zn:/aln(u®<):vu. (3.4)

Indeed, adding the latter to (3.3) yields the claim (3.1), in view of
/ re(+(®v):Vu= (®@v:2D(u).
oIy, oIy,
We turn to the proof of (3.4). Since w is affine in I,,, Stokes’ formula yields
oI, aly, In In

The relation D(u) = 0 on I,, entails that Vu is skew-symmetric in I,,, so that the above
becomes

/ (V®C):Vu:—/ V¢ - Vu; = — V( : Vu,
ol In

In
and the claim (3.4) follows. O
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3.1.2. Localized pressure estimates. We establish the following localized pressure estimate
for the steady Stokes problem (2.5). It follows from standard pressure estimates in [21],
but as in [18, Proof of Proposition 2.1| some additional care is needed to make it uniform
with respect to the size of D although Z consists of an unbounded number of components;
a short proof is included for convenience.

Lemma 3.3 (|21, 18|). Given a deterministic point set {x,}, satisfying the hardcore and
reqularity conditions in (Hs), for all g € LE (RO and all balls D C RY, any solution
(ug, Py) of the steady Stokes problem (2.5) in D satisfies for all 1 < p < oo,

|p,-4 »,
D\Z

Proof. We split the proof into two steps.

L (D\T) Sp H(vugag)HLp(D\I)- O

Step 1. Preliminary: There is a vector field S € I/VO1 P I(D)d such that S|, is constant for
all n and such that

div(S) = (Q|Q|p2—]€)\IQ|Q|p2)1D\I, Q:=Fy— Py,

D\T
19510y So 1QIQP Iz = 1@z

where we emphasize that the prefactor in the last estimate is uniformly bounded indepen-
dently of D.

By a standard use of the Bogovskii operator in form of |21, Theorem II1.3.1], there exists
a vector field S° € Wy* (D)? such that

av(s”) = (QQr* ~f  Qlar)ipy

VSl oy Sp 1QIQP Iy py1)-

We need to modify S° to make it constant in I,, while keeping the divergence-free constraint
and without increasing the norm. For all n such that I,, + gB C D, choose an extension

So € Wol’p,(fn + 3 B)? such that S = —S5° + f; S in I, and

S° —][ S°
In

So defined, S° 4+ S° is constant on I,, but not divergence-free. By a standard use of
the Bogovskii operator in form of [21, Theorem III.3.1], there exists a vector field S™ €

WP (I, + $B) \ I,)% such that
div(S™) = —div(S;), in I, + 3B,
v ) S VS,

I3 sm) 5 | iy

HLP’((InJrgB)\In HLP’(Iﬁ%B)'

We then define S™ := §° + S" € Wol’p/(ln + %B)d, which satisfies S* = §° = —S° + fln S°
in I,, and in addition, combining the above with Poincaré’s inequality,

div(S™) =0,

vs" Sp [VS° (3:5)

HLP’(In-i-%B) HLP’([n)'
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For all n such that (I, + gB) N oD # &, we proceed to a similar construction, replacing
In—i—gB by (In—i—gB)ﬂD, and fln S° by zero. Using Poincaré’s inequality on (I, + 0B) N D,
rather than Poincaré’s inequality with vanishing average on I, + gB, this provides a vector
field S™ € Wol’p,((In + gB) N D)%, which satisfies S" = —S° in I,, N D and

div(S™) =0,

|vs" ) S IVs°

HLP/((I,L—F%B)OD HLP'((I,L-HSB)HD)'

Since the fattened inclusions {(I,, + 6B) N D}, are all disjoint, cf. (Hy), implicitly extend-
ing S™ by 0 outside its domain of definition, the vector field S := S° + )" S™ satisfies all
the required properties.

Step 2. Conclusion.
Testing equation (3.1) with S, using that S is constant inside particles, and recalling the
boundary conditions for ug, cf. (2.5), we are led to

/ div(S) P, = / VS :Vuy — VS:g.
D\T D D\T

Inserting the definition of div(S), recalling that VS vanishes in Z, and using Holder’s
inequality, we find

QI iy S 19y (Tt 9) 02
and the claim follows from the bound on the norm of V.S in Step 1. U
3.1.3. Dual Calderon—Zygmund lemma. As in [19], we shall appeal to the following dual
version of the Calderén-Zygmund lemma due to Shen [39, Theorem 3.2]. For a ball D C R?,

we henceforth set D = B, (xp) and use the abusive short-hand notation kD := By, (zp)
for dilations centered at the same point.

Lemma 3.4 ([39]). Given 1 < py < p1 < oo, F,G € LPNLP(RY), and Cy > 0, as-
sume that for all balls D C R? there exist measurable functions Fpo and Fp 1 such that
|F| < |Fpo|l+|Fpa| and |Fp 1| < |F|+ |Fpo| on D, and such that

<]€)|FD,0|p°)plO < Co<]€OD|G|pO>;O,
1

1 1
(f, i) < af i)t
C_()D D

IN

Then, for all py < p < p1,

(/Rd|F|p>% S,Co,po,p,m (/Rd|G|P>%‘ o

3.1.4. Gehring’s lemma. We shall appeal to the following version of Gehring’s lemma,
which is a mild reformulation of [23, Proposition 5.1].

Lemma 3.5 (|22, 23|). Given 1 < q < s and a reference cube Qo C RY, let G € L4(Qo)
and F € L°(Qo) be nonnegative functions. There exist 6y > 0 (only depending on d,q,s)
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with the following property: Given 0 < 0q, if for some Cy > 1 the following condition holds
for all cubes Q C Qq,

<][CLOQGQ)3gCO]éG+CO(]qu)§+9(][QGq>;,

then there exists ng > 0 (only depending on Cy,d,q,s) such that for all ¢ < p < q+ no,

1 1
<][CLOQOG1))P SCOJ”]QOG—{—(][OFP)P. O

3.2. Proof of Theorem 3.1. Starting point is the following deterministic perturbative
result, for which an argument is postponed to Section 3.3.

Proposition 3.6. Given a deterministic inclusion set T satisfying the hardcore and regu-
larity conditions in (Hg), there exists a constant Cy ~ 1 such that the following hold.

(i) Meyers-type L estimate:
Given g € ORI the solution (Vug, P,) of the steady Stokes problem (2.5)
satisfies for all 2 < p <24 CLO,

IVulallir@ey S llgl2llue )

(7i) Reverse Jensen’s inequality:
For any ball D C R?, if (w, Q) satisfies the following equations in D,

—Aw+VQ =0, in D\ Z,
div(w) = 0, in D\ Z,
D(w) =0, inZ,

fE)In o(w,Q)v =0, vn: I, C D,

Jor, ©@ —2p) o(w,Q)v =0, Vn:1I,CD, VO e Miskew

then there holds for all ¢ < p with |p —2|,|q — 2| < io,

(f,, 7" = (f 19wt)" 0

We may now proceed with the proof of Theorem 3.1, which follows from the above
together with Shen’s dual version of the Calderéon—Zygmund lemma, cf. Lemma 3.4.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We split the proof into three steps. We start with estimates outside
the particles: first for 2 < g < p, and then for p < ¢ < 2 by a duality argument, so that the
full range of exponents is finally reached by interpolation. Next, we extend the estimates
inside the particles. Let Cy > 1 be fixed as in the statement of Proposition 3.6.

Step 1. Proof that for all 2 < g <p <2+ CL()’

[[VuglollLr ®eLayy S Igl2llLe®aLa@qy)- (3.6)

Let 2<pg<p1 <2+ CLO be fixed. For balls D C R? we decompose

Vug = VUD70 + VU,DJ,
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where Vup g € L°(Q; L?(R%)9*9) denotes the unique solution of

~Aup g+ VPpy=div(glp), in R\ Z,
div(up,0) = 0, in R4\ Z,
D(up,0) =0, inZ,

fﬁln (g]lD—i-U(uD,o,PDp))l/:O, Vn,

faln O(z — ) (91p + o(up,0, Ppo))v =0, Vn, VO € MKV,

On the one hand, for balls D with radius rp > 1, Proposition 3.6(i) applied to the above
equation yields

[ Eivunay) < 8| [ wuna] < 8| [ o] < [ Ell

while for balls D with radius rp < 1 we appeal to the plain energy inequality (2.6) in form
of

[ Evualg) < 1DIE]( [ 19una) | 5 DIE[( [ 109)*] < [ El02)

On the other hand, noting that Vup 1 = Vuy — Vup g satisfies

—Aup1+VPp; =0, in D\ Z,
div(uD,l) = O, in D \I,
D(up,1) =0, inZ,

faln O’(UDJ,PDJ)V:O, Vn : In Cl)7

faln O(x —xy)-o(up1,Pp1)v =0, Vn: I, C D, VO e Miskew

p1
it follows from the triangle inequality in Lro and from Proposition 3.6(ii) that

< el mwan]” - (f v

In view of these estimates, appealing to Lemma 3.4 with

1

Fi=E[[Vu, ], G:=E g},

1
Fpo:=E[[Vupoly’|7, Fpi:=E[[Vup]y’]r,

)

we deduce for all py < p < p1,

PN\ 2\
([ Elvug)®) < ([ El)"
and the claim (3.6) follows.
Step 2. Duality and interpolation: proof that for all 2 — ﬁ <p<qg<2
[Mra\zVulollrmaLa)y S llgl2llie ey (3.7)

Combining this with (3.6), we then deduce by interpolation that the same estimate holds
for all p,q with |p — 2|, |¢g — 2| < ﬁ.
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Given a test function h € C°(R?% L>®(2)%%9), we consider the solution (Vuy, Py,) of the
steady Stokes problem (2.5) with ¢ replaced by h. In view of (3.1), there holds in the weak
sense in RY,

_Aug + V(Pg]le\I) = V . (g]l]Rd\I) — Z 58[71 (g + O'(’I,Lg7 Pg))V,

_Auh + V(Ph]l]Rd\I) = V. (h]le\I) — Z 5a[n (h + a(uh, Ph))lj.

Testing the equation for u; with uy, and vice versa, and noting that the boundary terms
all vanish in view of the respective boundary conditions, we find

/ h:Vug, = — Vuh:Vug:/ g : Vuy,.
RINT R4 RI\T

Combined with a duality argument, this identity yields

[[Lra\zVugla L ra;ra (o))

sup {E[/Rd\zh : Vug] t P2l g ) = 1}
= sup {E[/Rd\zg : Vuh} : H[h]gHLp,(Rd;Lq,(Q)) _ 1}

llglallrma;vr @ sup {”[VU’L]QHLP'(RCI;L‘Z’(Q)) : ”[h]ZHLp’(Rd;Lq’(Q)) = 1}.

1A\

IN

Given 2 — ﬁ < p < q <2, we may appeal to (3.6) with 2 < ¢ <p' <2+ CLO, and the
claim (3.7) follows.

Step 3. Conclusion.
In view of Step 2, it remains to show that for all p,q > 1,

I[LzVuglo|lLrmaLay S ILrazVugl2llirmarsa)- (3.8)
For all n, since w is affine in I,,, we can write for any constant ¢, € R?,
||Vug\|L°°(1n) S lug — CnHLl(aIn)‘

By a trace estimate and by Poincaré’s inequality with the choice ¢, := f( Lot 6B\, Ygr We
deduce

[VugllLee(r,) S llug — enllwrn@rseng.) < IVuglinrr,+omi,)-

We may then estimate pointwise,
17|Vug| < Z]llnHvug||L1((In+5B)\In)7
n

and the claim (3.8) now follows from the hardcore condition in (Hy). O
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3.3. Proof of Proposition 3.6. We split the proof into two steps. We start with
a Meyers-type perturbative argument based on Caccioppoli’s inequality and Gehring’s
lemma, and we conclude in the second step.

Step 1. Meyers-type perturbative argument: there exists Cyp > 1 (only depending on d, ¢)
such that for all balls D C R? and 2 < p < 2+ C%w

(£vult)” < (£, mulf™) ™+ (£ wB)". (3:9)

Given a ball D ¢ R? with radius rp > 3, choose a cut-off function xp with xp|p = 1,
Xplravop =0, and [Vxp| S %, such that xp is constant in I, for all n. Given arbitrary
constants cp € R? and ¢, € R, testing the equation (3.1) for ug, with x% (u, — cp), noting
that the boundary terms all vanish, and recalling that div(uy) = 0, we obtain the following

Caccioppoli-type inequality,

1
/|Vug|2 < —2/ |ug—cD|2+/ g2
D p J2D 2D
! : :
2 2
(o [t eoP) ([ 1P, cblPtaag)*
2D 2D

)
Hence, for all K > 1,

K2 1
|Vu|2s—/ |u—cD|2+/ |g|2+—/ 1Py — ¢ Plgans.
/D g % Jop ! 2D K2 [, P RAZ

Using the the Poincaré—Sobolev inequality to estimate the first right-hand side term, with
the choice cp := f2 p Ug, and using the localized pressure estimate of Lemma 3.3 to estimate
the last right-hand side term, with the choice ¢}, := f, D\T P, we deduce

<]€) yvugﬁ)% < K(]éD qug\ffz)dQ_zg + (]éD W)é + %(il) \VugP)%. (3.10)

While this is proven here for all balls D with radius rp > 3, taking local quadratic averages
allows us to infer for all balls D (with any radius rp > 0) and all K > 1,

(]{)[wg]é)% S K(il)[wg]z%)%z - (]éD[gE)% + %(il)[vug]g)%.

Choosing K large enough, the claim (3.9) now follows from Gehring’s lemma in form of
Lemma 3.5.

Step 2. Conclusion.
We start with the proof of (i). Applying (3.9) together with Jensen’s inequality and with
the energy inequality (2.6), we find for all 2 <p <2+ CLO,

([ wun) = ’D‘;é</CD[V“9]3)%+(/CD[9]’5)%
S rD\%—%</Rd ‘g,2>é+</w[g]g>;’

hence the conclusion (i) follows for D 1 RY. Next, item (ii) is a consequence of (3.9)
with ¢ =0 in CD. O
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4. CORRECTOR ESTIMATES

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2. Next to the corrector vg, we
further introduce an associated flux corrector (g, which is key to put the equation for
two-scale expansion errors into a more favorable form, cf. (6.3). As in [13, Theorem 4],
motivated by the work of Jikov on homogenization problems with stiff inclusions [33, 34]
(see also [35, Section 3.2|), we start by defining a divergence-free extension Jg of the flux
o(Ye+ Ex,XE)lga 7. Although this extension is not unique, we can choose it as in [13] to
coincide with the flux in the corresponding incompressible linear elasticity problem in the
limit of inclusions with diverging shear modulus. The flux corrector (g is then defined as a
vector potential for this extended flux Jg; more precisely, equation (4.2) below amounts to
choosing the Coulomb gauge. The construction is recalled for convenience in Section 4.1.

Lemma 4.1 (Extended fluxes and flux correctors; [13]). Under Assumption (Hy), for all
E € My, there is a stationary random 2-tensor field Jp = {JE;z‘j}lgi,jgd with finite second
moment such that almost surely,

JE]]'Rd\I == O'(T,Z)E + EiE,EE)]le\I, le(JE) =0. (41)
In these terms, there exists a unique random 3-tensor field (g = {Cp.jkti<ijr<d that

satisfies the following infinite-volume problem.:
e Foralli,j,k, almost surely, (g.jx belongs to HIIOC(Rd) and satisfies in the weak sense,
— Ak = 05JE ik — Ok JE4j- (4.2)
e The random field V(g is stationary, has vanishing expectation, has finite second mo-
ment, and (g satisfies the anchoring condition fB (g = 0 almost surely.
In addition, the following properties are automatically satisfied:
(1) CE is skew-symmetric in its last two indices, that is, Cpijk = —Cpakj for all i, 7, k;
(ii) (g is a vector potential for Jg, that is,
div(Ce,i) = Jei — E[Jpl,
in terms of (i = {Ceijk1<jk<a and Jp; = {JE,ij}t1<j<ds
(i4) (g is sublinear at infinity, that is, eCp(Z) — 0 in HL (RY) almost surely as ¢ | 0;
(iv) E[Jg] = 2BE + (b : E)Id, where we recall that the effective constants B and b are
defined in (2.13) and (2.15). O

With the above definition, we shall establish the following version of Theorem 2 for the
extended corrector (¢g,(g); the proof is postponed to Section 4.2.

Theorem 4.2 (Extended corrector estimate). Under Assumptions (Hg) and (Mix™"), for
all E € My and g < oo,

(Ve Eelraz, VCB)]2lL@) Sq IE] (4.3)
and

(W=, Cp)l2(@)llLa) Sq [E]Hallz]), (4.4)
where we recall that pg is defined in (2.4). O
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4.1. Proof of Lemma 4.1. Let E € M. We split the proof into two main steps.

Step 1. Construction of the extended flux Jg.
Given a realization of the set of inclusions, we consider for all n the weak solution (¢}, X%)
in H'(I,,)? x L2(I,,) of the following Neumann problem in I,,,

—AYRE +VEL =0, in I,,,
div(yg) =0, in I, (4.5)
o(Wg, X)) =o(WE + Ex,Xg)v, on 0I,.

Note that 1% is defined only up to a rigid motion, which is fixed by choosing fln YE =0
and fln Vi € My™, and we prove that (¢, X7) satisfies

(Ve X)) S llo(be + Bz, Sl r,168)0\1,)- (4.6)

Substep 1.1. Well-posedness of the Neumann problem (4.5) for ¢}.
The weak formulation of (4.5) takes on the following guise: % is divergence-free and
satisfies for all divergence-free test functions ¢ € H'(I,,)?,

2 [ D) D(wp) = Le(0) (4.7)
I
in terms of the linear functional
Lp(¢) == . ¢-o(WE + Ex,Xp)v.

In view of the boundary conditions for 5, we can rewrite for any V € R? and © € Mskev,
Lo(@) = [ 6=V =0(-2.) alvp+EnSpw.
oIy,
Choose an extension map
To:{¢ € H'(I,)" : div(¢) = 0} — {¢ € Hy (I, +0B)" : div(¢) = 0},
such that T,,[¢]|1,, = ¢|1,, and

1Tl g (rts8) S NQlla -

In these terms, using Stokes’ formula and recalling that o (v g + Fx, X g) is symmetric and
divergence-free, we can further rewrite

Lp(e) = — /(1n+53>\1n div<a(1/1E Y Er,Sp) Tole -V — O — xn)]>

= [ D@l6-V -6 ) sl + EaSp),
(In+dB)\In
and thus, since D(T,,[¢ — V — O(- — x,,)]) is trace-free,

Lo(d) = —2 / D(Tolé—V — 6( —2,))) : D(r) + E).  (48)

(In+6B)\In

We deduce that ¢ — Lg(¢) is a continuous linear functional on {¢ € H'(I,,)? : div(¢) = 0}.
In addition, for all divergence-free ¢ € H'(I,)?, minimizing over V,© and appealing to
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Korn’s inequality, we find

Le()] < VeRd}gngkew ¢ =V —=O( — zn) g (1,)IPWE) + Ell2 (1, +oB)\ 1)
S D@2y IPDWE) + Elliz((1,+6B)\ 1) (4.9)

By the Lax-Milgram theorem, we deduce that there exists a unique trace-free gradient-like
solution D(¢¥}) € LQ(In)gerg of (4.7), and it satisfies

ID@WE2,y < IDWE) + EllLe 1, 4+6m)0\1)-
The vector field 7% is itself defined only up to a rigid motion and is fixed by choosing
fln Y} =0 and fln Vi € My™, in which case the above becomes by Korn’s inequality,

IVUElL2,y S IDWE) + Elliz2(1,+6B)\1,)- (4.10)
Substep 1.2. Construction of the pressure.
Consider the extended deformation
qp = D(Yg)+ E+ D)1y, in I, + dB.

In view of (4.8), the weak formulation (4.7) yields for all divergence-free test functions
¢ € C=(I, + 6B)4,

2[ D) =0

Appealing e.g. to [35, Proposition 12.10], we deduce that there exists an associated pressure
field ¥% € L%OC(In + dB), which is unique up to an additive constant, such that for all test
functions ¢ € C°(I,, + §B)<,

R CHE S (4.11)
Since for all ¢ € C°((I,, + 6B) \ I,)¢ we have
[, D) az - =5) = [ D(0): (2Dwe) + B) - =) = o
Rd Rd

we deduce that X% can be chosen uniquely to coincide with ¥ on (I, +9B)\ I,. The pair
(¢, X%) is then the unique weak solution of the Neumann problem (4.5) with fln YEp =0

and f; Vg € Mg™.

It remains to prove (4.6). The estimation of V¢ follows from (4.10) and it remains
to estimate the pressure X',. For that purpose, using that X% coincides with Xg on
(I, + 0B) \ I,, we split

ISHhey < [SE-F
I,+6B

+ ‘ ][ o
L2(I,+6B) I,+6B B

In+6B L?(In+6B) (In+3B)\In
(In+8B)\In I,+6B
~ In+6B L?(In+0B) (In+3B)\In
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Starting from (4.11), a standard argument based on the Bogovskii operator yields

n n
|en-f =
I,+0B

so that the above becomes

L2 (4 55) S gl (r40m)»

1XElL2r,) S NaEll2 g, +m) + 1ZElL2((1,+0B)\ 1)
and the claim (4.6) follows from (4.10).

Substep 1.3. Construction of the extended flux.
We define the extended deformation and the extended pressure,

e = D)+ E+Y DL,  Sp:= Sglgaz+ » Splp,
n n

as well as the corresponding extended flux
Jg = 24g —Yp = o(Yp + Ez,Sp)lgaz + ZU(¢%7E%)1ln- (4.12)
n
In view of (4.11), together with (3.2), the pair (§p,Xp) satisfies for all test functions
¢ € C(RY)Y,
[, D) @iz~ 55) =0 (1.13)
R

that is, Jpg is divergence-free. The uniqueness of the extensions ensures that ¢z and Yp
are both stationary, and we now prove that they have finite second moments. Combining
the definition of i with the estimate (4.10) on ¢}, we find for all R > 0,

13ell28r) S ID(WE) + EllL2 (g,
and thus, by stationarity, letting R 1 0o, and using the L? estimate on ¢, cf. Lemma 1,
l3ell2@) S IPWE) + EllLzq) < [E].

For the pressure, starting from (4.13), a standard argument based on the Bogovskii operator

yields for all R > 0,
H - ][ ~ ‘
Br

and thus, by stationarity, letting R 1 co and using the above L? estimate on §g,
1Xe —EEelllz) S ldellzq) S 1B

We conclude that [|Jg|p2q) < [E]|. The identity in item (iv) for the expectation E [Jg]
follows from a direct computation, cf. [13, Lemma 4.2], and is not repeated here.

S laelliz gy

L?(BR)

Step 2. Construction of the flux corrector (g.

In view of standard stationary calculus, e.g. [35, Section 7] (see also [27, Proof of Lemma 1]),
equation (4.2) admits a unique stationary gradient solution V(g € L _(R%; L%(Q)4*9) with
vanishing expectation and with

IVCellizi) S VEll2@) S B

Items (i) and (ii) are easy consequences of the definition of (g. As in Lemma 1, the addi-
tional sublinearity statement (iii) is a standard result for random fields having a stationary
gradient with vanishing expectation, cf. e.g. [35, Section 7]. O
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4.2. Proof of Theorem 4.2. We start with the following estimate on the optimal CLT
decay for large-scale averages of the extended corrector gradient (Vi g, V(g) and of the
pressure Y. Due to the nonlinearity of the corrector equation with respect to randomness,
local norms of (V¢ g, X g) also appear in the right-hand side of (4.14), which is a common
difficulty in stochastic homogenization; this will be subsequently absorbed by a buckling
argument, taking advantage of the CLT scaling.

Proposition 4.3 (CLT scaling). Under Assumptions (Hs) and (Mix"), for allg € C(R9),
EeMy, R, s>1, and 1 < g < 0o, we have

H/Rdg(vwE’EE]le\IaVCE)‘

(4.14)

2 ) <>
L2(0)

In order to get such a control on stochastic moments, we appeal to the following conse-
quence of the multiscale variance inequality (2.1) in (Mix™), cf. [16, Proposition 1.10(ii)].

L24(Q)

1
So lothorea (181 + ([ (908 Botannp) ™
R

Lemma 4.4 (Control of higher moments; [16]). If the inclusion process I satisfies the
multiscale variance inequality (2.1) with some weight w, then we have for all ¢ < oo and
all o(Z)-measurable random variables Y (Z) with E[Y (Z)] = 0,

IV (D) 220 < qQE[ /0 h ( /R ) <8%f%z($)Y(I)>2dx>q<£>_dqW(f) dﬁr. (4.153

Next, in preparation for the buckling argument, we show how to bound local norms
of (Viog, ¥plga z) as appearing in the right-hand side of (4.14) by corresponding large-
scale averages. This statement is inspired by [36] in the context of homogenization for
divergence-form linear elliptic equations.

Proposition 4.5. Choose x € C°(B) with [5x =1, and set x,(x) == r~9x(%). Under
Assumption (Hy), for all E € My, 1 <, r <y R, and q,s > 1 with |s — 1] < 1,

Y

L29(Q)

H ( ]iR (VYg, EEﬂRd\I)BS) =

S 1B+ [0 (Vo St
L24(Q) Rd

Based on the above two propositions, we are now in position to proceed with the buckling
argument and the proof of Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let E € My be fixed with |E| = 1. We split the proof into
three steps: after some preliminary estimate, we establish the moment bounds (4.3) on
(Vyg, 2 Elgaz, V( g) by a buckling argument, before deducing the corresponding moment
bounds (4.4) on (g, (g) by integration.

Step 1. Preliminary: proof that for all R > 1,
1[(VYg, Zplga 1, VCE)|2llr20(q)

< (BY'

1

( ]{B |(VYE, Xplgaz, V(E) |2> : (4.16)

L29(Q)
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For R,q > 1, in view of local quadratic averages, the discrete £? — ¢?? inequality yields
1

(£, (Vv Setzas Veo)it) ™

< (B X (VonSetnr Voo )

ZEBQR($)Q%Zd

1

1
GO ][ (Vb Sz, Ver) ) .
B4R($)

Taking the L?¢(Q) norm and using the stationarity of (Vig, YElgaz, V(E), the claim
follows.

Step 2. Moment bounds (4.3).
Combining the results of Propositions 4.3 and 4.5, we find for all 1 <, » <, Rand ¢,s > 1
with 1 < ¢ < oo and [s — 1| < 1,

H < ]{3 [(Vip, Zplgag, VCE)]%S) g

L29(Q)

<1+ /R (Vo Setea) Lo

1

(1+4 (F0m Zptan )

Br

Sov L (IR

L29(Q)
Letting 1 <, r <, R be fixed with r ~, R, and choosing R >, 1, we deduce

H ( ]{9 [(Vip, Zplpag, VCE)]%S> ‘

Sqos 1
L24(2)

Inserting this into (4.16) together with Jensen’s inequality, the conclusion (4.3) follows.

Step 3. Moment bounds (4.4).
We focus on the bound on ¢, while the argument for (g is similar. Poincaré’s inequality
in B(x) gives

H [¢E o ][B¢E]2(x) L22(0) : H[Vﬂ)E]QHLQq(Q) " H ][B(m) v ]éwE‘

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

][ wE—f vp = [ Viw-Vh,
B(x) B Rd

where h, denotes the unique decaying solution in R? of
~Ahy = g (Lpg) — 1p).
Appealing to Proposition 4.3 together with the moment bounds (4.3), we find for all ¢ < oo,

gy (417

: Sa [IVhallp2gay-

H Rd LQq (Q

A direct computation with Green’s kernel gives

IVhell2gay < pallzl),
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H]i(m)w—]iw\

Inserting this into (4.17), together with the moment bounds (4.3), the conclusion (4.4)
for ¥ follows. O

and thus

<

4.3. Proof of Proposition 4.3. Let E € M be fixed with |F| = 1. Applying the
version (4.15) of the multiscale variance inequality (2.1) to control higher moments, we

find

| [ 9706 2etanz. veo)|

(4.18)

L29()

<, E[ /0 h ( /R d (095, /R dg(V?/)E,EE]le\I,VCE))Qd:c>q(g>—dq7T(€) df} %,

and it remains to estimate the oscillation of 54 9(Vig, Yplga\z, V(E) with respect to the

inclusion process Z on any ball By(z). Given £ > 0 and 2 € R? and given a realization
of Z, let 7' be a locally finite point set satisfying the hardcore and regularity conditions
in (Hy), with Z/N(R%\ By(x)) = ZN(R%\ By(x)), and denote by (Vi)' Yplgaz, V() the
corresponding extended corrector with Z replaced by Z’ (this is obviously well-defined in
L? (Rd) as the perturbation is compactly supported). We split the proof into nine steps.

loc

Step 1. Preliminary: dual test functions and annealed estimates.

As we shall abundantly appeal to duality arguments in the proof, this first step is devoted to
the construction of a number of useful dual test functions and to the proof of corresponding
annealed estimates:

e Given a test function g € L°°(Q; C°(R9)¥*4) we let Vu, € L°(2; L*(RY)4*9) denote
the unique solution of the steady Stokes problem (2.5), and we recall that Theorem 3.1
yields for all |[¢ — 2| < 1,

[Vuglllizmara) S N9l2lliz@ae))- (4.19)

e Given a test function g € C°(R%L>(Q)9), we let Vv, € L>=(Q; L?(R%)?) denote the
unique solution of

— Aw, = div(g), in RY, (4.20)
which satisfies for all 1 < ¢ < o0,
|vag]2HL2(Rd;LQ(Q)) Sq |Hg]2HL2(Rd;Lq(Q))' (4.21)

e Given g € C®(R%L®(Q)), there exists a vector field s, € L>(Q; H'(R%)?) such
that sg4|7, is constant for all n, and such that for all 1 < ¢ < oo,

div(sg) = glga\z, in RY, (4.22)
||[v5g]2||L2(Rd;LII(Q)) S H[g]2HL2(Rd;Lq(Q))’

e Given g € CX(R%L>®(Q)%*9), there exists a 2-tensor field h, € L>(Q; H!(R?)4x4)
such that hg|r, = fln g for all n, and such that for all 1 < ¢ < oo,

div(h,) =0, in RY, (4.23)

||[hg]2||L2(Rd;L‘1(Q)) S ||[g]2||L2(Rd;Lq(Q))'
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The existence and uniqueness of Vv, is clear, and the annealed bound (4.21) follows from
Banach-valued Fourier multiplier theorems, e.g. in form of the extrapolation result in |37,
Theorem 3.15].

We turn to the construction of s,. First denote by sy := Vw, € L®(Q; HY(RY)?) the
solution of

Awg = glgaz, in R%
In view of (4.21), it satisfies for all 1 < ¢ < oo,

H[VS;]QHLQ(Rd;Lq(Q)) gq H[Q]ZHL2(R‘1;L‘1(Q))'

Next, as in (3.5), by a standard use of the Bogovskii operator in form of |21, Theo-

rem II1.3.1], for all n, we can construct a vector field sy € Hi (I, + 6B)¢ such that

Sg = =84+ fln Sy in Ip, and
div(sy) =0,
HVSZHLQ((I,L-HSB)\I”) S ‘|VS;‘|L2(In)'
Since the fattened inclusions {I,, + 0B}, are disjoint, cf. (Hy), the vector field s, :=

g+ 2., sq (where we implicitly extend sy by 0 outside I, + dB) is checked to satisfy the

required properties.
It remains to construct hy. As in (3.5), using the Bogovskii operator in form of |21,
Theorem II1.3.1], for all n, we can construct a 2-tensor field hy € Hi(I,, + 6B)¥4 such
that hy|s, = fln g, and
div(hy) =0,
HVhZHLQ((InJr&B)\In) S ||9HL2(1”),
and the tensor field hy = )" hy then satisfies the required properties.

Step 2. Preliminary: trace estimate.
For later reference, we prove the following general trace estimate: given a symmetric 2-
tensor field H € C2°(R?)?*? such that

div(H) =0, in (I, + B) \ I,
faln Hv =0,
faln O(x —x,) - Hv =0, for all © € Mekew,

we have for all g € Cg°(R%)4,

1 1
o= (f L wer) (f me) e

We start by considering the following auxiliary Neumann problem,

—Nz, + VR, =0, in I,,

div(zy,) =0, in I,

0(zn, Ry)v = Hy, on 0I,.
Well-posedness for this problem is obtained as for (4.5) thanks to the assumptions on H,
and the solution satisfies

[(Van, Ro)lliz,y S 1HLz 1,480\ 1)
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Since Stokes’ formula yields

[ omv= [ gota Ry = [ D)ot R,
oI, oI, In

the claim (4.24) follows.
Step 3. Proof of

2

[ovel s [ e veP), (4.29
Byys(z) Byys(x)
/ Sl lgar S / (1+ |VYel + Zellgag). (4.26)
Biys(x) Byys(x)
Equation (3.2) for g — ¢/, takes the form

— AW = ¥g) + V(Eplgaz — Zplpag)
= — Z 581710'(1/115 + Fx, EE)V + Z 53[;L0'(¢/E + Ex, EIE)I/. (4.27)

Testing this equation with ¢ g — ¢/, we find

/R| (Ve — ¢p)f Z/ (VB —¥g) - o(vp + B, Xp)v

"’Z ¢E _¢E (1%5 +E$,E;E)V’

ol},
which, by the boundary conditions, turns into
v v = Z Wy - o(bp + Be, Sp)v
Rd al,
n:IpNBy(
+ Z Vg - o(Vy + Ex,Y5)v.  (4.28)

n:I,NBy(x)#0 ory,

Note that, by Stokes’ formula, the constraints div(yg) = div(¢};) = 0 allow to replace the
pressures X g and X/, in this identity by X g — ¢ and X, — ¢/, respectively, for any constants
¢, d € R. Appealing to the trace estimate (4.24), we are led to

[Lvwe vl 5 ([ wos iz - )

1
« (/ (14 [Vl + |2 — ¢ Paz))
Byys(x)

Choosing ¢ := fBz+3($)\I Yg and ¢ = fB[+3(m)\I/ Y., and using the pressure estimate of
Lemma 3.3, we deduce

[ovee—vor < ([ arwun) ([ aemun) am

¢+3\T

and the claim (4.25) follows from the triangle inequality.
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Next, we establish the corresponding bound (4.26) on the perturbed pressure. Using the
Bogovskii operator as in the construction of s, in Step 1, we can construct a vector field
Sp € H'(RY)? such that Sg|p, is constant for all n and such that

le(SE‘) == (EE]le\I — EIE]]'Rd\I/)]]'Rd\I/’
IVSElL2rey S IZplraz — Zplpaz iz @az)-

Testing equation (4.27) with Sg and using the boundary conditions, we find
/d le(SE) (EE]le\I — E/Ev]le\I/) - /d VSE . V('l/}E - 'l/}IE')
R R

+ Z Sg-o(Yg + Ex,Yg)v,
n:InNBy(x)#D 0In

which yields, by inserting the value of div(Sg) and using again the trace estimate (4.24),

1
/ ISplgaz — Splpapl® S </ |VSE|2> ’
RA\T’ Rd

X (/Rd \V(yE — vp)]* + /BH3(:):) (14 |Vyg|* + |EE|2]le\I))§.

Appealing to the bound on the norm of V.Sg, this yields

/ Splgaz — Splpar|® < / |V(¢E—WE)|2+/ (14 |VYpl + Sellga 7).
RA\T/ R4 Byis(x)

Combining this with (4.29) and (4.25), the claim (4.26) follows by the triangle inequality.

Step 4. Sensitivity of the corrector gradient outside the inclusions: for all g € C2°(R%)?*¢,

[ Ve[ gVl

RI\T RI\T/
1
2

S </Bz+3(:v) (|9|2 * |vu9|2))%(/Bz+3(x) (1 - |V1}Z)E|2)> - (4:30)

Decomposing fRd\I - fRd\I/ = fI/\I - fI\I/ and noting that (Z'\Z)U (Z\Z') C By(x), we
find

(/ g:WJE—/ g: Vi
RA\T RA\T'

< \/Rd\zg:v(w—wb)( + (/Bm) 19\2)§</BZ(

It remains to examine the first right-hand side term, for which we appeal to a duality
argument, in terms of the solution Vu, of (2.5). Testing with ¢¥g — 1, the equation (3.1)
for Vug, and subtracting an arbitrary constant ¢; € R to the pressure P, we obtain

/R w7V WEvE) = - /R Vit Vv =3 /B | We=vp) (g+o(ug, =)

| V). (@31)

xT
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which, in view of the boundary conditions, turns into
/ 9: V(e —yE) = —/ Vug : V(g — )
RIANT Rd
+ > Vg (g+0(ug, Py —c1))v. (4.32)
n:InNBy(z)£o * In

Likewise, testing with wu, the equation (4.27) for ¢g — 1, we get for any constant ¢ € R,
/ Vug : V(Yp—g) = — Z/ ug-o(Yp+Ez, EE)V—i—Z/ ugo(Yp+Ex, Xp—co)v,
R4 " oI, n oll,
which, in view of the boundary conditions, takes the form
/ Vug : V(g — ) = Z / ug - o (Y + Ex, X — co)v.
Re n: I/ NBy( oI,

Combining this with (4.32), we obtain
00 V(e — ) = [ G oty By =)y
JoivWe v = > Py =)

n:IpnNBy(x)#S
— Z / ug - o(Y + Bz, X — co)v.
n:I/,NBy(x)# or,

Appealing to the trace estimate (4.24), we deduce
1

o T@s v < () (ol + 19wl 1B =P

£+3(J»‘

N[

« (/ (L4 Vel + 5 — eaPlaz) )
Boys(z)

Choosing ¢; := fBZ+3($)\I P, and ¢y = fB£+3($)\II Y/, and appealing to the pressure
estimate of Lemma 3.3, we deduce

Loevwe =] s ([ ol +wul) ([ aeive)’ am)

¢+3\T

Combined with (4.31) and with the result (4.25) of Step 3, this yields the claim (4.30).

Step 5. Sensitivity of the corrector gradient inside the inclusions: for all g € C2°(R%)?*¢,

[asvee— [ givir| | [ hiVoe- [ hyiveg
T T RA\T RA\T

! (/Bz+3(m) (|9|2 * |hg|2))%(/3u3(x) (1 + |V7;Z)E|2)>% (4.34)
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First decompose

(/IQ:VT,DE—/IIQ:VWE

3 /g V(s — )

n:InNBy(x)=0

; z /gwE\+ 3 1/%gsz;3.

n:InNBy(x n: I NBy(x)#2

Since i and 9 are both affine inside inclusions I,,’s with I, N B(z) = &, we can rewrite

‘/9 VT/)E—/Q V¢E ‘Z /V¢E—¢E)
+( /B » o) ( /B o, (7usl + Vo )",

and it remains to analyze the first right-hand side term. In terms of the 2-tensor field A,
defined in (4.23), we can write by means of Stokes’ formula,

an(]fng):/lnww—wg) Z(fg):/mnwE—w;g)@y
- Z/ c(Yp —YE) ®
Sy BCICHSEE

= [, hys Ve - ),
RI\T

where in the last identity we used that div(hy) = 0. Combining with the above, and using
the result (4.25) of Step 3, the claim (4.34) follows.

Step 6. Sensitivity of the corrector pressure: for all g € C°(R?),
1

‘/ gEE—/ g% 5‘/ ng:V¢E—/ Vsg: Vi
RNT RA\T RNT RA\T/

+ (/BM(:B) (lg* + |VSg|2)>% (/ (1+|Vep*+ |2E|2]1Rd\z)>2, (4.35)

Beys(z

In terms of the vector field s, defined in (4.22), we can write

/ 9Xp — / 9¥p = / g(zE]l]Rd\I - E/E]le\I') - / 9%k
RINT RANT RINT \T

= / diV(Sg) (EE]I]Rd\I — EIE]]le\I’) — / g E,EW
Rd I\T'



QUANTITATIVE HOMOGENIZATION OF RANDOM SUSPENSIONS 29

and thus, using the equation (4.27) for g — ¢, the boundary conditions, and the fact
that s, is constant on the inclusion I,

/ QEE—/ gE/E:/ Vs : V(g — k)
RI\T RA\ 7/

- Z / sg - o(Y + Ex, EE)V—/ g¥. (4.36)
oI, z

n: I NBy( \Z’

As sg4|1, is constant for all n, Vs, = 0 in Z, and since Z \ ' C By(x) the first right-hand
side term satisfies

‘/ Vsg: V(Yp —1p) — / Vsg: Vibp — /Rd\zf Vg vw%)

= </Be(m) ’vsg’2)é</Be(x) ’V%P)é' 30

Combining this with (4.36), appealing to the trace estimate (4.24), and using (4.25)—(4.26)
in Step 3, the claim (4.35) follows.

Step 7. Sensitivity of the extended flux: for all g € C2° (Rd)gyxnﬁl,
[ o= ap)
Rd
1

S| avee— [ givep
RI\T RI\T

+ (/ 19\2)2 (/ (1+ !WEPHEE!%W\I))Q. (4.38)
Beys(w) Byys(z)
The definition (4.12) of Jg yields

Jooste=apy=2( [ o @verm= [ g E)

9)%XE — / tr(g) X
Rd\I RA\T/

+ Z /g o (P, Th) — Z /g o (P, S8,

n[nﬂBg n:l! ﬂB[

and the claim (4.38) then follows by using (4.6) to estimate the last two right-hand side
terms.

Step 8. Sensitivity of the flux corrector: for all g € C2°(R%)?,

‘/RdQ-V(CE;ijk—CJIE;z‘jk)‘ < ‘/]Rd Vg @ (Jg — Jg)|-

In terms of the auxiliary field Vv, defined in (4.20), we can write

/Rdg‘VCE;ijk_/Rdg'ijE;ijk = —/Rd Vg - VCE;ijk+/Rd Vg - Vi

(4.39)
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which, in view of the equation (4.2) for (g, takes the form

/ g'VCE;ijk—/ 9- Vg = / Ajvg(Tesik — Tpin) —/ Wvg(JEij — Thsij)s
Rd R4 Rd Rd
and the claim (4.39) follows.

Step 9. Conclusion.
Iteratively combining the results (4.30), (4.34), (4.35), (4.38), and (4.39) of Steps 4-8, we
obtain for all g € C>°(R%),

1

(1419 + VU Alg]IP) ) .

8%SCB (:v)/ g (V¢Ea EE]le\I, VCE)‘ S fdMg(x)<][
T R Braa(a)

where we have set for abbreviation
1

My(z) = (][ (L+ Vel + 86 rn))
Byys(2)
Algl = (9,H|g], VSlg], VV[g], VS[VVg]]),
in terms of the following linear operators
VU]g] := Vuy, VVlig]:=Vuv,, VSlg|:=Vsy, Hlg|:=hg,
as defined in Step 1. Inserting this into (4.18), we find for all ¢ < oo,

2

|t ot v,

1
q

SB[ [T (Lnr(f, QR+ 0t ) om0

Before we estimate the right-hand side of (4.40), we smuggle in a spatial average at some
arbitrary scale R > 1: setting | f|? := |A[g]|? + |[VU[A[g]]|? for shortness,

R4 Mf(x)Q(]ng(x) |f|2) s /Rd <BS}1?1(5) M£2> <]{5£+3(y) (][BR(QU) |f|2>dm> w

We then use a duality argument to compute the LI(£2) norm of this expression,

e for (1)) |
: X1l o 1 - |:/Rd (513(12)1) MKQ) <]€3£+3(y) <][BR($) |Xf|2> dx) dy] ‘

L2d (@)~

where the supremum runs over random variables X independent of the space variable. By
Holder’s inequality and by stationarity of M, we find

ar
B ([ ar(f,  1P)ae) |
R Byt3(z)
2 777
: sup /E[(][ (f |Xf|2)d:c> ] dy,
LR Xl 2y =1 /R Biys(y) N/ Br(2)

=

S

sup Mg‘
Br



QUANTITATIVE HOMOGENIZATION OF RANDOM SUSPENSIONS 31

which, by Jensen’s inequality, yields

o{([ower(f, ,,im)e)]

<

~

sung‘

2
B sup H[Xf]QHLQ(Rd;LQq/(Q))’ (4'41)

L29Q) x| 1

124 (@)~
Appealing to the annealed estimate in (4.19), we find for ¢ > 1 (hence |2¢' — 2| < 1),

H[XVV[A[Q]”2||L2(]Rd;L2q’(Q)) = H[VV[A[XQH]QHL2(Rd;L2q’(Q))
S A[Xg]]

~

2 HL2 (Rd;LQQ’ Q)

while the annealed estimates in (4.21), (4.22), and (4.23) yield for ¢ > 1,
H[A[Xg]]ZHL2(Rd;L2Q’(Q)) S H[XQ]QHL2(Rd;L2Q’(Q)) - HXHL2q’(Q)”gHL2(Rd)'

Using these bounds in combination with (4.40) and (4.41), together with the superalgebraic
decay of the weight 7 in form of Jensen’s inequality, cf. Assumption (Mix"), we obtain for
all 1 € ¢ < o0,

2

Sa

H /Rd 9 (Vg Yplga g, ng)‘

2
. 2
S0 Mo, g 9

129(Q)
Finally, by stationarity and by the £2—¢° inequality, the supremum of M can be estimated
as follows, for all s > 1,

1

< 25\ 25
oy S (5 [ 170 St )

)

1.29(Q)

sup M, g‘
Br
and the conclusion (4.14) follows. O

4.4. Proof of Proposition 4.5. Let E € My be fixed with |E| = 1. We split the proof
into three steps.

Step 1. Meyers-type perturbative argument: for all s > 1 with |s—1| < 1, forall R, K > 1
and cp € RY,

<]€3R[V¢E]%s)% N K2<1 + % ]ém Ve — cRP) + % 7{%3 Vgl (4.42)

Arguing as in (3.10), with u, replaced by ¢+ Ex and with g = 0, we obtain the following
Caccioppoli-type inequality: for all balls D ¢ R? with radius rp > 3, for all K > 1 and

Ccp € Rd,
1 1
][ Vel < K2<1 + —2][ Ve — CD|2) + —2][ \Vip|?. (4.43)
D p J2D K* Jop

Using the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality to estimate the first right-hand side term, with the
choice ¢p := f,,, Vg, we deduce

d+2

(7{) vosl?)? 5 k(14 ]éD e %(]il) Vsl
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While this is proven for all balls D with radius rp > 3, smuggling in local quadratic
averages at scale 1 allows to infer that for all balls D (with any radius rp > 0) and K > 1,

(o) < x(as £ o) ¥ o k(f o)’

Choosing K large enough and applying Gehring’s lemma in form of Lemma 3.5, we deduce
the following Meyers-type estimate: for all s > 1 with |s — 1| < 1, and all R > 0,

(f, wos)” <14 (wuslt

Bcr

Combining this with (4.43), the claim (4.42) follows.
Step 2. Conclusion on Viyg: for all 1 <r <, R and ¢,s > 1 with |s — 1] < 1,

wes) | 1+ [ v

H Bgr L24(Q) L2(Q)

For 1 <r < R, choosing cp := fBCR Xr * Y, Poincaré’s inequality yields

][ g —cr)? < ][ WE—Xr*wE\Z—l-][ IXr * ¥E — cpl?
BC‘R BCR BCR
Sx 72][ Vg|® +R2][ IXr * Vol
Bcr Ber

Inserting this into (4.42), we find

(]{9 [Vle]%s)% < K24 <K2ﬁ+i)]{g !W/JE!QJrKQ][ e * Vib[2.

Ber
Taking the L(€2) norm, and using that stationarity and Jensen’s inequality yield

112

If 90ty = I, el < |(F, 190s)” e
and
H]{%R X o < oo Ve lag,
we deduce
1
|<7€33 [VwE]%s) 2 LQQ(Q)
K + H Vo] 28) 124(0) * KH /Rd XTV¢E‘ L2(Q)"

Choosing K > 1 and R >k, r, the second r1ght—hand side term can be absorbed into the
left-hand side and the claim follows.

Step 3. Conclusion on the pressure X p.
For all R,s > 1, we decompose

(]{BR[EE]IRd\I]%S)% S (]éR KEE_]Q;R\IE >]1Rd\z > +‘]€33\I
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Appealing to the pressure estimate of Lemma 3.3 to estimate the first right-hand side
term, and further decomposing the second term, we obtain for all 1 < r < R, assuming
that fRd\I Xr ~ [ga Xr = 1 (which holds automatically provided r >, 1 in view of the

hardcore assumption, cf. (Hy)),

1 1

<]€3 [EE]IRd\IBS>E S 1+ (]i [V¢E]§s) T+ ‘ /Rd XTEE]IRd\I‘Z
R R

" ‘ /Rd (e - ]faR\z i) Tragz

It remains to estimate the last right-hand side term. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity, for r <, R such that x, is supported in Bp, using again the pressure estimate of

Lemma 3.3, we find
d 2 2
< <R hea ) ‘EE— EE‘ Lpag
Rd Br Bp\T

JRCE
S ([ el) (e f, sl

Since for r < R we have R? [, [x,|* < X2 ey l[X[1,1 (may, We conclude

(72 R[zEan\IgS)i <1+ ( ]i R[VQ,ZJEBS)i +| /R X Tl

Combined with the results on Vg in Step 2, the conclusion follows. O

2

2

:

5. LARGE-SCALE REGULARITY

This section is devoted to the development of a large-scale regularity theory for the
steady Stokes problem (2.5), and to the proof of Theorems 3, 4, and 5. We take inspiration
from the theory developed recently in the model setting of divergence-form linear elliptic
equations with random coefficients [6, 5, 1, 2, 3, 27, 19, 36|, and we focus more precisely
on the formulation in [27, 19].

5.1. Structure of the argument. In the formulation of [27], for divergence-form linear
elliptic equations, the key ingredient to large-scale regularity theory is encapsulated in
a perturbative statement encoding an improvement of flatness similar to what holds for
harmonic functions, at the price of controlling the linear growth of an extended corrector,
cf. |27, Proposition 1]. In the heterogeneous setting, we recall that Euclidean coordinates
are naturally corrected by correctors, and flatness is understood as closeness to gradients
of such corrected coordinates. The following proposition is the extension of such a result
in the context of the steady Stokes problem (2.5); the proof is postponed to Section 5.2.

Proposition 5.1 (Perturbative improvement of flatness). There exists an exponent € ~ 1
such that the following holds: For all R > 1, if Vu is a solution of the following free steady
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Stokes problem in Bp,

—Au+ VP =0, in BR\ Z,

div(u) =0, in Bp,

D(u) = 0, i I N Bg, (5.1)
Jor, o(u, P)v =0, Vn: I, C Bg,

Jor, ©@ —2y) - o(u, P)v =0, VYn:1I,C Bg, VO € Miskew

then there exists a matriz Eg € My such that for all 4 <r < R,

. Vu (o, + B0 S (R + (B 0aw*) £ PP (52
By

Br

where we have set for abbreviation,

1
YR = sup —<1—|—][
L>r L By,

Moreover, the following non-degeneracy property holds for all E € My,

w0~ wof) : (53

(-CwlEl 5 (f, [Vi+BF)" £ 0+ mlEl 54)
R/2

Although the proof of Proposition 5.1 follows the main steps as the proof of [27, Propo-
sition 1], it differs in two significant respects. First, the natural two-scale expansion is not
rigid inside the inclusions, which makes energy estimates more involved and requires some
local surgery. Second, and more importantly, a suitable control is needed on the pressure
of the two-scale expansion error, which is made particularly subtle due to the crucial use of
weighted norms. Weighted pressure estimates are obtained based on the following weighted
version of Bogovskii’s standard construction; the proof is postponed to Section 5.3.

Lemma 5.2 (Weighted Bogovskii construction). Given a domain D C Bp that is star-
shaped with respect to every point in Bgr,, for some 0 < Ry < R, consider a weight
pe C(R%[0,1]) such that p=' belongs to the Muckenhoupt class Ay and p~' € L¥?(D)
(or u=' € L*(D) for some s > 1 in the case d = 2). Then, for all F € L*(D) with
[p uE =0, there exists S € Hi(D)? such that

div(S) = pF, in D,
[ wiwst s [ e,
D D
1

where the multiplicative constant only depends on d, on R/Ry, on the As-norm of p=+,
and on §;, =42 (or on s > 1 and on fpu~% in the case d = 2). O

With Proposition 5.1 at hand, we may now turn to the proof of Theorems 3-5, for which
we heavily lean on [27, 19]. First, following [27], we encapsulate a quantitative (averaged)
control on the sublinear growth of the extended corrector by considering the minimal
radius R such that vz in (5.3) is small enough: more precisely, given a constant Cp > 1
(to be fixed large enough), we define the minimal radius r, as the following random field,

: o1 N
r«(x) := inf {R> 0 : 7 ]{Bg(m) (¥, ) ]éz(x)(w,é)

:

< Ve > R}. (5.5)

?O’
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Stationarity of r, follows from stationarity of (Vi, V(). Almost sure finiteness of r,
follows from the sublinearity of (1, () at infinity, cf. Lemmas 1 and 4.1(iii). Under As-
sumption (Mix™"), moment bounds on 7, are a direct consequence of corrector estimates of
Theorem 2 together with a union bound; we omit the details.

Next, still following [27], in order to quantify the improvement of flatness for the solution
of the steady Stokes problem, we consider the excess (2.9) of a trace-free 2-tensor field h
on a ball D, that is,

Exc(h; D) := Eiéll\%o ]é \h— (Vg + BE)J,

which measures the deviation of A from gradients of corrected coordinates. In these terms,
we establish the following consequence of Proposition 5.1, which quantifies the decay of
the excess for solutions of the free steady Stokes problem (5.1), proving a quantitative
improvement of flatness on smaller balls. The proof relies on Proposition 5.1 together with
a standard Campanato iteration; in particular, since it is oblivious of the underlying PDE,
we refer the reader to the proof of [27, Theorem 1| in the context of divergence-form linear
elliptic equations, which applies without changing a iota.

Theorem 5.3 (Excess-decay estimate). Under Assumption (Hy), for any Hélder exponent
€ (0,1), there exists a constant Cy, ~4 1 such that the following holds: Let r, be defined
in (5.5) with constant Cy replaced by Cy. For all R > r,(0), if Vu is a solution of the free
steady Stokes problem (5.1) in Bpr, then the following large-scale Lipschitz estimate holds
for allr.(0) <r <R,
][ Vult < Co 4 vul?, (5.6)
- Br
as well as the following large-scale CY* estimate for all r,(0) <r < R,

Exc(Vu; B,) < Ca(%)%‘ Exc(Vu; Br).

In addition, the correctors enjoy the following non-degeneracy property for all v > r,(0)
and E € My,

1
SR < f Vs +BP < ColP 0
« B,

As a direct consequence, we may deduce a corresponding result for solutions of the steady
Stokes problem (5.1) with a nontrivial right-hand side, cf. (2.5), as stated in Theorem 3.
The proof, which is identical to that of [27, Corollary 3|, is omitted as it only relies on
Theorem 5.3 together with an energy estimate.

Next, as a second consequence of the above, we may further deduce quenched large-
scale L” regularity estimates as stated in Theorem 4. This is obtained for instance by
combining the large-scale Lipschitz estimate (5.6) together with Shen’s dual Calderén—
Zygmund lemma, cf. [39, Theorem 2.1|, as done in [19, Section 6.1] in the context of
divergence-form linear elliptic equations. This proof further requires to replace the minimal
radius 7, in the above by the largest %—Lipschitz lower bound r,, cf. [27, Section 3.7];
both satisfy the same boundedness properties and we use the same notation “r,” in the
statement. Since this approach does not rely on the specific PDE at hand, the same proof
applies without changing a iota and we do not reproduce it here.

Finally, making a further use of Shen’s dual Calderon—Zygmund lemma, cf. [39, The-
orem 2.1|, together with the quenched large-scale L” regularity theory of Theorem 4 and
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with the large-scale Lipschitz estimate (5.6), the annealed regularity estimate of Theorem 5
easily follows as in [19] for 2 < ¢ < p < co. A duality argument yields the corresponding
conclusion for 1 < p < ¢ < 2, and an interpolation argument allows to conclude for all
1 < p,q < co. The additional perturbative statement in Theorem 5 is already established
in Theorem 3.1.

5.2. Proof of Proposition 5.1. Let R > 1 be large enough and fixed. To ease notation,
we assume without loss of generality fp (v, ¢, ¥lga\7) = 0. Set Ng := {n: I/ +6B C Bg}
and N3, := {n: (I + 0B)NOBr # &}, where we recall that I;} stands for the convex hull
of I,,, and define

Dp = (BR_%\ U (1n++5B)> + 4B

neNy,

In view of Assumption (Hs), we note that

e Dpis a C? domain (uniformly in R);

e any inclusion that intersects Dpg is contained in Dp and is at distance at least §

from ODg;

e Bp o s C Dgr C Bp.
Given 4 < p < % (the choice of which will be optimized later), we choose a smooth
cut-off function np € C2(R%[0,1]) such that ng = 1 in Bgr_2,, nr = 0 outside Br_,,
and |Vngr| < p7!, and we further choose ng to be constant in the fattened inclusions
{I, + gB}neNR' Note in particular that ngr is supported inside Dr. We split the proof
into five main steps.

Step 1. Two-scale expansion and representation of the error.
We split the proof into two further substeps.

Substep 1.1. Construction of two-scale expansions.
Given a weak solution (u, P) to (5.1), let (u, P) denote the unique weak solution of the
following corresponding homogenized equation with Dirichlet data on Dg,

—div(2BD(4)) + VP =0, in Dg,
div(a) =0, in Dg, (5.7)
U = u, on 0Dg,

where we recall that the effective viscosity B is defined in (2.13). For definiteness, the pres-
sures P and P are chosen with [ pp Plraz = I} pr =0 Reformulating this homogenized
equation as

—div2BD(t — u)) + VP = div(2BD(u)),  in Dg,

testing with @ — u € H&(DR)d, and combining an energy estimate with the triangle in-

equality, we obtain
| m@p < [ o
Dr Dr

and, further using that div(a —u) = 0 implies fDR V(i —u)?=2 fDR ID(% — u)|?,

/ |va|2§/ |Vul? (5.8)
Dg Dr
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We now compare v and P to their respective two-scale expansions,
u ~ U+ URl/JEaEﬁ, P ~ P -+ 77RB : D(ﬁ) + nREE]le\IaEﬁ,

where we use Einstein’s convention of implicit summation on repeated indices and where
the index E runs here over an orthonormal basis £ of Mj™. Recall that the pressure P

is only defined up to a global arbitrary constant on R?\ Z, so that we may choose an
arbitrary constant P, € R and consider the pressure P’ = P + P, on R4 \ Z. In addition
we choose arbitrary constants {P,},, C R and extend the pressure inside the inclusions by
setting P'|;, = P,,. We thus define in the whole domain Dp,

P = (P+P)lgaz+ Y Paly, (5.9)
nENR

where the constants P, and {P,}, will be suitably chosen later. We then consider the
following two-scale expansion errors in Dpg,

w = u—Uu-— anbEaEﬁ, Q = P/ — P — 77RB : D(ﬁ) — nREE]le\IBEa. (5.10)

Substep 1.2. Proof that (w, Q) satisfies in the weak sense in Dg

—Aw+VQ = — > dor,0(u, P+ Py — P)v — div((ngdpt) Jglz) (5.11)
nGNR

+div(2(1 = ) (1d —B) D(@) + (205 @5 —Cp)V (1r0p8) — 1A - V)(100p1) )
By definition of w, @, expanding the gradient and reorganizing the terms, we find
~ A+ VQ = —Au+ VP + At~ VP —V(nrb: D(a)) + div(ve ® V(nrdei))
+ (nrOEQ) div (Vg — Yplgaz Id) + (Vyg — Yplgag Id )V (nrOpa).
Further using that div(¢g) = 0, and using Leibniz’ rule, this can be rewritten as
~Aw+VQ = —Au+ VP + At~ VP~ V(ngb: D(1))
+ div(2¢p @ V(nrOpt)) — V(¢g - V(nrdpt))
+ div((1r0p) (2D(0p) — Bplgaz1d) ).
Since div(u) = 0, we may decompose
Al = div(2D(a)) = div(2(1 — ng) D(4)) + div((nrOp0)2E).

Inserting this into the above, and writing 2(D(¢g) + E) — Eglgaz = Jplgaz in terms
of the extended flux Jg, cf. Lemma 4.1, we obtain

~ Aw+VQ = —Au+ VP +div(2(1 — ng)D(@)) — VP — V(nrb: D(a))
+ diV(?IbE Rg V(?]RaEﬁ)) — V(l/}E . V(?]RaEﬁ)) + diV((nRaEﬁ)JE]le\I). (5.12)
Since div(Jg) = 0, we have

diV((?]RaEﬁ)JE]le\I) = JEV(nRaEﬁ) — diV((?]EaEﬁ)JE]lI),
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and thus, further recalling E[Jg] = 2BE + (b : E)1d, writing Jg — E[Jg] = div(¢g), and
using the skew-symmetry of (g, cf. Lemma 4.1, we find
div((nrOEt)Jplgaz) = div(2nrBD(a)) + V(nrb : D(a))
— div(¢eV(nropa)) — div((nrdpt)Jelz).
Inserting this into (5.12), and recalling that equation (5.7) yields —div(2B D(@))+VP = 0,
we deduce
— Aw+VQ = —Au+ VP +div(2(1 — ng)(Id —B)D(4))
+ diV((Ql/JE ®5 —CE)V(URaEﬁ)) - V(l/JE . V(nRaEﬁ)) — diV((nRaEﬁ)JE]II).
Finally, since equation (3.1) for (u, P) implies of (u, P’) on Dpg
—Au+ VP =— Z dar,0(u, P+ P, — P,)v,
TLENR
the claim (5.11) follows.

Step 2. Weighted energy estimate for the two-scale expansion error: considering the fol-
lowing weight function as in [27],

pre: Br—1[0,1]: x> (115 (5.13)

we prove, for all K > 1 and ¢ < K~1/2,

1 N
| Vel s ¢ [ i@k [ i v
Dpr Dpg Dr

+ K (sup[VOV)P) [ (0410696, Srag) ) (.10
Dr Dg

The main difficulty is that neither @ nor pugr. is constant inside the inclusions, which
prohibits us from easily taking advantage of the boundary conditions for v and ¥ g in the
estimate. To circumvent this issue, we use the following truncation maps Ty, T;: for all
g9 € Cy°(Dr),

Tolgl(x) = (1—X(w))9(90)+n€ZNRXn(x)<]€n+ng), (515)
Tg)(w) = <1—x<m>>g<x>+n€ZNRxn<x>((]fn+%Bg)+(]{n+33v9)<x—xn>),

where for all n we have chosen a cut-off function x,, € C2°(R%;[0,1]) with
X"‘In-l—%B =1, XN‘Rd\(In-i-%B) =0, IV Xn| + IVQXn‘ S,

and where we have set for abbreviation x := >, N Xn- In these terms, we consider the
following modification of the weight pp . and of the two-scale expansion error (w, @),

fire = Tolurel,
w = u-—Ti[4] —nryYeToorul,
Q = Pl — To[p] — 77RB : TQ[D(ﬁ)] — UREE]le\ITo[aEﬁ]. (5.16)
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Note that Ti[a] = @ = u on dDg, and thus @ € H}(Dg)?. Testing equation (5.11) for w
with the test function ,&%75@ € H}(Dgr)?, we find

Jo = J1+ Jo+ J3, (5.17)
in terms of
b= | V(ji% ) : (Vo — Q1d),
J o= — 2 P+P.—P g JE,
1 ZN /a k0w P P~ P +§A:/ /lnom 150 V(7,.5) : i
B = =2 [ (- eV (ahet) : (1d-B) D),
Dpg
J3 = - i v(ﬂ?%,aw)3((2¢E ®s —CE)V(URaEﬂ)—Id(lZ)E'V)(URaE@)>-

It remains to estimate these terms, and we split the proof of (5.14) into four further
substeps.

Substep 2.1. Lower bound on Jy: for all K > 1 and 0 < e < K~ 1/2

1
Jo > 5/ M%.e|vw|2
Dpg
1 i 2K \V - K 0% _div(w)?. (5.18
I PR Q [ |V (w—w)[? iR div(w).  (5.18)
Dr Dgr Dgr

Expanding the gradient in the definition of Jy yields
Jo = / ﬂ%%,avw : Vw +/ 2[1375(17) ® VﬂR,e) : Vw
Dgr Dpgr

- / <ﬁ%78div(w)+2ﬁ375w-VﬁR,€>Q.
Dgr

Adding and subtracting Vw to Vw, we deduce by Young’s inequality, for all K > 1,

1 _ 1 -
Jo = (1 - ?> / e[Vl — —/ fi%,:Q°
Dgr Dgr

K - . K - o
— 4K Viige| ?wf? — b} figelV(w— w)|? - D) M%%,e div(@)*. (5.19)
Dpg Dpg Dpg
Since [ig . satisfies for all x € Bg,
- N e 1
fire(@) = pre(@),  |Vire()| S [Vare(e) = H(1- )7

the following estimate follows from Hardy’s inequality in form of e.g. [27, Estimate (88)]:
given 0 < ¢ < %, there holds for all g € H} (Bg),

/ ViirellgP < & / i3 V2. (5.20)
Br Br

Extending @ by 0 outside Dr and applying this inequality, we find

| WancPlal < & [ v
Dgr Dpgr
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Inserting this into (5.19), the claim (5.18) follows for K > 3 and Ke? < 1.

Substep 2.2. Upper bound on Jy: for all K > 1,

1 1 ~
ws—/ i Vil +~ [ @.10P
K DR R,E K DR R,E

K (sup VmVa)?) [ (04 (90, Stang)?) + K [ (0= nefih ViR, (521
R R

Dgr

We examine separately the two terms in the definition of J1 = Jy 1 + Ji 2,

J171 = — Z/ MREUN) O'U,P—i-P*—Pn)V,
neNg Oln
Jig = Z/ (nrOr1) D(jig @) : Ji,
nGNR

and we start with Jy 1. Since fig. and 7r are constant in the inclusions, and since for all
n € Ng we have

D(w) = —(1 — nR)(]{mB D(ﬁ)), in I, (5.22)

we may use the boundary conditions for u to the effect of
ha= Y (- mik) @) (f | D) [ ot P - Pwe @)
neNR In+3B oln

Using Stokes’ formula in the form faln v® (z —xy,) = |I,|1d, together with the constraint

div(a) = 0 that we use in the form (f, s, D(a)) : Id = 0, we can subtract any constant
nta

to the pressure in the above expression, so that in particular

D(@))

:/81 o(u, P+ P, — Ty[P Pl — nrb : To[D(a Ny @ (& —z). (5.23)

We turn to Ji 2. Decomposing Opt = (Ot — Ty [0pu]) + To[0rt], using that To[0pt], fir.e,
and ng are constant in the inclusions, that @ is affine in the inclusions, and using (5.22)
again, we find

J1,2 = Z / nRﬂg%’a(aEﬂ — To[aEﬂ]) D(ﬂ)) : JE

In

- ¥ (= nmeik Do) ) (f, D) [ T

TLENR
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Writing Jg|1, = o(¢¥}, X%) with (¢4, £') defined in (4.5), cf. (4.12), using Stokes’ formula,
and recalling that o (¢}, X% )v = o(Yg + Ex,Xg)v on 01, cf. (4.5), we deduce

Jio = Y, /1 Nriife (Ot — To[0pal) D(w) : o (Y, o)
neNg " "

- 3 (- R @ (f | D@): [ otst BeSore @)

nENR I

Combining this with (5.23), and reorganizing the terms, we obtain
Ju=Jig+ 1o,

in terms of

o = % [ om0~ To0pil) D) o0 ),
neNg In
Ka = 3 (0w ]fﬁgB D(a))

: /8[ (a(u, P+ P, — Ty[P] — b : To[D(@)))
—nrTodrilo (s + Ex, EE)) V& (& — ).

We separately estimate J{J and J{,27 and we start with the former. Using (4.6) and noting
that |Va — Tp[Va]| = |Va — JCIngB Vil S Sup;, L ip |V24| on I,, and that ng is constant
in I, we find

1 1
7l 5 (suwl¥ava)) ([ mhaval) ([ a+iveStenP)’ G2
Dr Dr Dr
We turn to J{,Z' Writing for abbreviation
H =0 (u, P' = Ty[P] = nrb : To[D(d)]) — nrTo[0ri)o(ve + Bz, Sp),

and noting that div(H) =0 in (I, + gB) \ I, faln Hv =0, and faln O(r —zy,) - Hv =0
for all n € Nr and © € MV the trace estimate (4.24) leads to

el £ Y (=)o (£ w@r) ([ ) e

nGNR I

For all n € N, we can write in the annulus (I, + gB) \ I, (where P = P + P,), recalling

the definition (5.16) of the modified two-scale expansion error (w0, Q) and the definition of
truncations,

H = 2D(u—nrTild] — nryeTo[0pi))
— (P’ = Ty[P) = ngb : To[D(@)] — nrXpTo[0xa]) 1d
= o(@,Q) +2(1 — nr)To[D(4)).
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Inserting this into (5.25), using that SUPB() AR = infp(y) fir,e holds for all z € Dg, and
using that ng is constant in fattened inclusions, we deduce

1
ol £ ([ (- nPiaID@P)”

Dpg

N

< ([ ke DE@)E +1GF) + (1= D)

Combined with the bound (5.24) on Jj ;, the claim (5.21) follows by Young’s inequality.
Substep 2.3. Upper bound on Js, J3: for all K > 1,
1 - - - N
o+ 1l S [ P4 K [ nPilvaP
Dr Dr
+ K (sup VeV [ 1. 0P (520)
R

Dpg

Expanding the gradients and using Young’s inequality, we find for all K > 1,
~ . 1 - - 1 - -
e A T o M MR /R L
K Jp, ™ K Jp,
1 . - 1 N -
Bl S K / |- OPN V)4 3z [ o lVal + & [ [VinePlaf
K Dr K Jp,

and Hardy’s inequality (5.20) yields the claim (5.26).

Substep 2.4. Control of truncation errors:

| mvw-oP s [ 0tV
Dgr Dpgr

+(sup [Vmava)P) / (1+ (0, V)P,  (5.27)

Dpg Dpg

S
=yl
=
;:’M
R
|
o
A

| -2 vap
Dpgr
+(sup |V(nRva)|2) / (1+ S 1gayz). (5.28)
Dr Dr
We start with the proof of (5.27). The definition (5.16) of w yields

V(w—w) = =V(a—Tia]) = nr(9pt — To[0pi]) Vir — e @V (nr(Opt — Toldrd])),

and thus
| V- 9P £ [ V- nia)p
Dpr Dpg

+ (suplna(Vi — T i) + sup [V(ae(Va ~ TVal)?) [ |0,V (529
Dgr Dr Dg
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The definition (5.15) of the truncation maps Ty, T} gives

Vi - To[va] = neZNR Xn (va - 7€n+g3 va)
V(a - Tia]) = NEZNR Xn (va - ﬁﬁ%B va)
+ HEZNR VXn <u - <7€n+g3 u> - (]éﬁ%B va) (z - mn)>.

Using the properties of fir., nr, and of the cut-off functions {xy}n, and appealing to
Poincaré’s inequality on the fattened inclusions (on which we recall that ng is constant),
we find

/ i3, [V (4 — Ty [a))
Dpg

S Y (sw k) [, (IV@- TP+ (0PI - Tila)P)
neNg In+gB In+5B

S Y (sw i) [ (BIVR+ 0 —nn?IviP)
In+3B

)
nENR I"+§B

S [ NP+ [ (P vi, (5.30
Dgr Dgr

and similarly,
sup [nr(Vi — To[Va])| + sup [V (nr(Vi — To[Va)))|
Dgr Dpgr

< sup <nR(mn) sup ]VQﬁ\) S sup [V(nrVa)|. (5.31)
neNg In+3B Dr

Inserting these bounds into (5.29), the claim (5.27) follows.
We turn to the proof of (5.28). The definition (5.16) of Q yields
Q—Q = —(P—Ty[P]) — nrb : (D(d) — Ty[D(2)]) — nrEplga 7(Opt — To[dpd)),
and thus
[, Fhe@=QF 5 [ FheP - TolP)?

+ (sl;lst(va - To[va])|2> /DR(l + X?1gaz). (5.32)

We start by analyzing the first right-hand side term. By definition of 7§, using the prop-
erties of fir. and appealing to Poincaré’s inequality on the fattened inclusions (on which
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we recall that npr is constant), we find

~ ~ ~ AN 2
| -y s S (s i) [ (P-f P
Dg In+5B In+3B

nGNR InJF%B

© 3 (i) [ (PP 0w (Pof | P)) 6)

neNg IntiB I

We now appeal to a classical pressure estimates on P. On the one hand, since (12,15)
satisfies a steady Stokes equation (5.7) without forcing in Dp, a direct use of the Bogovskii
operator in form of e.g. [21, Theorem II1.3.1] yields for all n € N,

~ AN\ 2
/ <P—][ P) 5/ Va2, (5.34)
I,+3B I,+3B I,+$B

On the other hand, since (9;1, 8213) satisfies the same equation in Dp, the same argument

yields
.12
/ ‘v —][ VP( g/ V242,
I,+$B I,+$B I,+3$B

Further noting that equation (5.7) yields

/ VP = div(2B D(a))
In+3iB

N

and thus
‘/ VP| < sup |V2q,
In+3B I+3B
we deduce
/ VP> < sup |VZal%
I,+$B I+9B

Inserting this together with (5.34) into (5.33), we obtain

| P~ RlP)? S 1Dal (sup Ve P) + [ (1= |V
Dr Dgr D

R

Combining this with (5.32) and (5.31), the claim (5.28) follows.
Substep 2.5. Control of the divergence:

[, Fhedivti)? 5 [0 —mig il (swVoviE) [0 655

Dpg
As div(u) = div(a) = div(¢g) = 0, the definition (5.16) of @ yields
div(w) = div(a — T1[u]) — YE - V(nrTo[0p1]),
and the claim (5.35) follows from the estimates (5.30) and (5.31).
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Substep 2.6. Proof of (5.14).
Combining (5.17), (5.18), (5.21), and (5.26), we obtain for all K > 1 and 0 < ¢ < K~1/2,

- 1 N - 1 _ ~
| eVl s o [ mhevaP g [ k(@4 @)
Dgr Dpg Dpg

K (sup VR OP) [ (410696, Stang) D) + K [ (1= )i IVl
Dg D Dr

R

K [ V- a)P+ K [, divie)
Dpr Dpg
Decomposing Vio = Vw + V(& — w) and Q = Q + (Q — @), using the bounds (5.27)
and (5.28) on the truncation errors V(w — @) and @ — @, and using the bound (5.35)
on div(w), we find

1 1
P2 Vw2 < — 22 IVl + — - 2
[, hevu 5 g [ vl g [ e

Dgr

- K<s[1)1p !V(WRVﬁ)!2> /

Dpg

(1414, ¢, Vi, Slgayg)P) + K /D (1 = nr)* g Val*.
R

Choosing K > 1 large enough to absorb the first right-hand side term, and noting
that fir. >~ pre on Dg, the conclusion (5.14) follows.

Step 3. Weighted pressure estimate for the two-scale expansion error: for all 0 < ¢ < 1,

| i@ s [ vl [ i va
Dr Dr

Dpg

+ (s IVmava)) [ (10,6 S )). 636)

Combining this with the bound (5.14) on Vw, and choosing K > 1 large enough, we
deduce for all 0 < e <« 1,

/D 1 (Vo + Q%) < / (1 — ng)?i. | Va2
R

Dpg

+ (s V) [ 04100, 99 Staag) ). 657)

We turn to the proof of (5.36). For that purpose, we shall again appeal to the truncated
version @ of @ as in Step 2, cf. (5.16). We also recall the notation (5.9) for P’, where we
choose the constants P, and {F, },, such that

In+5B In+5B Dr

Note that this choice entails in particular Q = 0 inside inclusions {I,, }ne Ng- With these
definitions, we may turn to the proof of (5.36), which we split into three further substeps.
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Substep 3.1. Weighted Bogovskii construction: given 0 < & < ﬁ, there exists a vector field
S € H}(Dgr)? such that S|, is constant for all n € Nz and such that

div(S) = i} .Q, in Dp,

/ ﬂRiIVSIQS/ i, Q% (5.38)
Dp Dp

Since fDR ,&2&6@ = 0, and since the weight [‘1},25 ~ ,u;%i on Dp can be extended to

x|l — BRl |~ on R?, which belongs to the Muckenhoupt class As uniformly in R provided
e < 1, and which satisfies fDR ,u;%?ed S (1= |z])~5¢ < 1 provided e < 2_1d’ we may appeal
to the weighted Bogovskii construction in form of Lemma 5.2. Note that by definition the

set Dp is star-shaped with respect to every point in Bg/y as soon as R > 1. Hence, there
exists a vector field S° € H}(Dg)? such that

div(S°) = —[ﬁie@, in Dp,
/ [L}}?AVSOP 5 / ﬂR,eQQ-
Dr Dr

It remains to modify S° to make it constant inside the inclusions {I, }nenr, without chang-
ing its divergence and the bound on its norm. For that purpose, we essentially follow the
argument of [18, Proof of Proposition 2.1|; see also the proof of Lemma 3.3. More precisely,
for all n € Ng, recalling that dist(I,,dDg) > & and that Q = 0 in I,,, a standard use of
the Bogovskii operator allows to construct as in (3.5) a vector field S™ € HE (I, + gB)d
such that S™ = —S° + fln S° in I, and

div(S™) =0, in I, + 4B,
||VSnHL2((1n+gB)\1n) S HVSOHLQ(In)'

Smuggling in the weight [LE}E (which is constant on the fattened inclusions), this yields
~—1 ~—1 o
HMR,&VS”HLQ((I,L-i-%B)\In) S ”MR,aVS HL2(In)-

Since the fattened inclusions are all disjoint, cf. (Hs), extending S™ by 0 in Dg \ (I, + gB)
for all n € Ng, the vector field S := S°+ 3 N O satisfies all the required properties.

Substep 3.2. Proof of (5.36).
Testing equation (5.11) with the test function S € H}(Dg)? constructed in the previous
substep yields

Lo = L1+ Ly + Ls,
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in terms of

Ly = VS Vw—/ div(S) @,
Dgr Dpgr
Ly = —Z SO’UP—i—P P V—i—Z/ nRBEu)VS Jg,
neNg ’ 01n neNg
Ly, = —2/ (1 —np)VS : (Id—B)D(a),
Dpgr
Ly = — [ VS: ((27/)E ®s —C)V(nrOpt) — 1d(YE - V)(URaE@)>-
Dpg

We start by giving a lower bound on Ly. Using the defining property (5.38) of the test
function S in form of

1 1
[ avse - [ iedz [ @er- ([ m@) ([ we@-22)
Dgr Dpr Dpr Dpgr Dpg
and using the bound (5.38) on the weighted norm of VS in form of
: :
‘/ Vs Vw‘ (/ g};?6|v5|2) </ QR76|Vw|2)
Dr Dr Dr
1 1
~ ~9\ 2 ~ 2\ 2
(/;RMR,5Q> (/;RMR,elvw’ > )

IN

N

we deduce for all K > 1,

Ly > / Q" - K ~R,EQQ—K fire(Q— Q) - CK / i Vw[®. (5.39)
Dpr Dpg

Dpg

Next, recalling that S|;, is constant for all n € Mg, and using the boundary conditions
for u, we find L; = 0. It remains to estimate Lo and L3. Smuggling in the weight fir ., we
find for all K > 1,

1 o - N
Lo+ L3 < ?/ MRQE\VS\QJrK/ (1—nr)*ifh .| Vil
Dpg
+ K (sup Vav)l) [ (@4 1w.0P)
Dr Dr

Using the weighted estimate (5.38) on VS to estimate the first right-hand side term, and
combining with the lower bound (5.39) on Ly, we deduce for all K > 1,

N 1 ~ N ~ N
/ R€Q2 ~ K R,€Q2 + K :U’%?,s(Q - Q)2 + K :U’%%,s|vw|2
Dgr Dgr Dgr

+K(sup|v<nRva>|2) [ Qri@or) + K [PV
Dgr Dgr Dgr
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Choosing K > 1 large enough to absorb the first right-hand side term, and decomposing
Q=Q+ (Q—Q), we obtain

/ i QP < / i2,.(Q — ) + / i3, [V’
Dgr Dpr Dgr

+ <sl;1£!V(nRVa)y2> /DR (1+ (e, O)P) +/ (1 — )ik Val.

Dr
Using the bound (5.28) on the truncation error @ — Q, and recalling that fiRe ~ [URe
on Dp, the conclusion (5.36) follows.

Step 4. Conclusion: proof of (5.2).
We split the proof into five further substeps.

Substep 4.1. Caccioppoli-type inequality for homogeneous steady Stokes equation: given a
solution (v,7") of

—div(2BD(v)) + VT =0, div(v) = 0, in Bp, (5.40)
we have for all 0 <r < R and K > 1,
1 K
Wzg—/ V02+7/ |2 5.41
[1vor s g [ vt s [ (5.41)

Consider a cut-off function y, r € C°(R?
IVxr.r| S (R —7)71. Testing the equation

/Rd X%RD(T}) :2BD(v) = —Q/R XrRU® VXrR: (2BD(v) - T),

d

[0 £ ([ o) ([ we) e

Since div(v) = 0, integration by parts yields
[ dalvel = 2 [ 2ap@P - [ & nomom
Rd Rd Rd

= 2 [ ap@P+2 [ xonVien©: v
Rd Rd

1
2 —12 2 (2 _12
\V4 < D + —— .
/er,R’ U’ ~ /er,R‘ (U)‘ (R T)g /R ’U‘

Combining this with (5.42), we deduce for all K > 1,

/IVv|2 —/ (ID@)? +T2) + ﬁ/&{m?-

As the pressure T in (5.40) is only defined up to an additive constant, we may choose
without loss of generality [ B T =0, and we then appeal to a standard pressure estimate:
a standard use of the Bogovskii operator in form of e.g. [21, Theorem II1.3.1] yields

/ T < / vo?
Br Br

) such that x,r|p, = 1, XTR‘Rd\BR = 0, and
(®

40) with the test function x2 v, we find

and thus

and thus

and the claim (5.41) follows.



QUANTITATIVE HOMOGENIZATION OF RANDOM SUSPENSIONS 49

Substep 4.2. Interior regularity estimate for homogeneous steady Stokes equation (5.7):
for any boundary layer 4 < p < R,

P2 sup (Va2 <, (%)‘d][ Va2, (5.43)
Dgr

Br_,
First consider a solution (9,7 of the following homogeneous steady Stokes equation,
—div(2BD(v)) + VT =0, div(v) = 0, in B. (5.44)

In view of the standard interior regularity theory for this equation, see [21, Theorem IV.4.1],
we find for all n > 0,

/IBr<v>"w < /B (IVof? + |TP?).

2

We then appeal to a pressure estimate for T': assuming without loss of generality [ B T =0,
a standard use of the Bogovskii operator in form of e.g. [21, Theorem II1.3.1] yields

/ (VYo <, / Va2,
lp B

2

By Sobolev’s embedding, this entails for all n > 1,
sup [V"52 < / Va2,
ip B
2
Upon rescaling and translation, this implies for all p <1, 2z € B1_,, and n > 1,

PP S0 f (il
Bp(x)

hence, for all n > 1,

P sup [V <, p‘d/ Vol
Bi_, B

Turning back to equation (5.7) and recalling that Br_3 C Dpg, the claim (5.43) follows
after rescaling.

Substep 4.3. Reduction to the two-scale expansion error: for all 4 < r < %R,

F IVu= Vi) - @) OFvel” S ()7 f koYl

(@GP e G £ k) £ . Ga)
Br Br Br
Consider the following local two-scale expansion error centered at the origin,
wo :=u — 0(0) — Vu(0)x — Ypdgu(0), Qo := P — X pdgu(0),
and note that equations (3.1) and (3.2) yield the following on Dp,

—Awo + V(Qollgayz) = — Y So1,0(we, Qo).
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We appeal to a Caccioppoli-type argument: as in the proof of (5.41), choosing a cut-off
function that is constant in the inclusions, and using the boundary conditions for u and ¥ g,
weﬁndforallélgrgiRandKZl,

1 K
Vwel? < — VwOQ—i-—][ wo!?, 5.46
fovuel s g f v S of (5.40

and it remains to examine the last right-hand side term. Comparing the local error w, to
its global version w = u — @ — NrYEOEu, cf. (5.10), and recalling that ng = 1 on Br_a),
we obtain from the triangle inequality, for all r, p < % (which entails By, C Br_2,),

][ w2 < ][ wf? + (supla — a(0) —~ Va(0)z]) + (sup|va_va(0)|2)][ 2.
Ba, Ba, B Ba, Ba,

2r

Using Taylor’s formula, the interior regularity estimate (5.43) with p = %, and the energy
estimate (5.8), we find for all r < 1R,
sup | — (0) — Va(0)z|* + r?sup |Va — Va(0)[?
Bay 2r
4 N N
S sl VAP € R VAP S PGP, (v,
Boy Dpr Dgr

so that the above becomes

f, s f ks (G GE o W) f v e

It remains to analyze the first right-hand side term in this estimate. By definition of the
weight p1p . in (5.13), appealing to Hardy’s inequality (5.20), we find for all r < iR,

-2 —d -2
f |w|2,sf (1- 22 < (x) f (1= lhy==2p 2
BQr BQT DR

S SR VunePluf

Dgr

S RGP
Dpg

Combined with (5.46) and (5.47), this yields the following, for all 4 < r < iR and K > 1,

1
Vwel? < — Vwel|?
f, 1wl 5 g f, vw
1 e
FE(P+ @, WP VP KR el (549
Br Dr Dgr

In order to absorb the first right-hand side term, we proceed by iteration. Let us first
rewrite (5.48) as follows: for any K > 1,

1

S?f(Qr)+CKg(r), foralld <r < iR’

f(r)
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where we have set for abbreviation,

f0) = f |Vuel,
o) = (G @ f, W) £ Ve G Vol

Iterating this estimate yields for all » > 4 and n > 1 with 2"r < iR,
n—1
flr) < CK Y K ™g(2™r) + K" f(2"7).
m=0
Noting that g(2™r) < 4™¢g(r) and choosing K = 8, this entails
fr) < g(r) +87"f(2"r).
Choosing n large enough such that 2"r ~ R, with 2"r < %R, we deduce
F(r) S 9(r) + () F(GR). (5.49)

It remains to estimate the second right-hand side term. By definition of f and of w,, we
find

FOR) < ]é Vuwof? < ]f? Vul? + [Va(0)? ]f? (1+ V).

Using the interior regularity estimate (5.43) with p ~ R and using the energy estimate (5.8),
we note that

VaOP £ f [VaP £ f |vu, (5.50)
Dr Dr
so that the above becomes

GR < (£, a+veR) £ val

Combining this with (5.49), and inserting the definition of f, g, and w,, the claim (5.45)
follows.

Substep 4.4. Estimate on the two-scale expansion error: for all 0 < ¢ < 1,

[ helvul
Dpg
1
< <( )° + (}%)_d_Qﬁ ]ij (1+1(, ¢, v¢721Rd\I)‘2)> /DR [Vul®. (5.51)

Starting point is (5.37): for all 0 < e <« 1,

Jav/ps

/ 1 [Vul? < / (1 — )i Vil
Dgr Dgr

+ (s&f\v(nRva)\?) /D (14 (4, ¢, Vb, Slgan 1) ).

R

Noting that the definition of nr and pp . entails (1 — 77R)2M%z,5 < (%)°, recalling that 7 is

supported in Br_, and satisfies |[Vng| < p~!, using the interior regularity estimate (5.43),

and using the energy estimate (5.8), the claim (5.51) follows.
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Substep 4.5. Proof of (5.2).
Inserting the error bound (5.51) into (5.45), we find for all 4 < r,p < %R,

f Vu — Vi(0) — (0pa)(0)Vee|* < ((%)2 f (14 VP

" Br
+ ()2 (B + (%)‘d”% ]{BR (1+ |(¢aC,V7/),E]le\I)|2))> ]iR Vul?. (5.52)

Next, we slightly reformulate this estimate by removing the dependence on V). For that
purpose, we appeal to a Caccioppoli-type argument for ¢: arguing as in (5.46), now starting

from equation (3.2), we find for all K, R > 1,
2
vt af).
Bar

1 1
VY S — V¢2+K<1+—][
][BR’ ‘ K B2R’ ‘ R? Bar

Iterating this estimate for some K > 1 large enough, and recalling that the ergodic theorem
yields fBR V2 — E[|Ve|?] < 1 almost surely as R 1 oo, we deduce for all R > 1,

][ IVy]? S 1+97, (5.53)
Br

where we recall that g is defined in (5.3). Recalling the choice JCBR (¥, ¢, Elgarz) = 0
in this proof, and appealing to the pressure estimate of Lemma 3.3 to further remove the
dependence on ¥ in (5.52), we obtain for all 4 <, p < %R,

1 19u-vi - @)Vl < (GF+ G2 (G + B4 2h) ) £ (v

T

It remains to optimize in p. If v < 1, the choice (%)4T27¢ ~ ~2 yields the conclusion (5.2)
with My = V4(0) up to renaming e. If yg > 1 or if {R < r < R, then the conclusion (5.2)
trivially holds with My = 0.

Step 5. Proof of the non-degeneracy property (5.4).
The upper bound in (5.4) follows from the Caccioppoli-type inequality (5.53), and it re-
mains to establish the lower bound. Poincaré’s inequality and the triangle inequality yield

(ém Ve +E|2)% 2 %(éw ((wE + Ex) — ]im(w +E$)‘2>;

1
() =5 (f, o, )
- Baf)? - bp—f
R< BR/2’ | > R BR/Q‘ : Bry/2 E‘

and the conclusion (5.4) follows. O

Vv

5.3. Proof of Lemma 5.2: Weighted Bogovskii construction. By scaling, we may
assume without loss of generality that the domain D is contained in R%B and is star-shaped
with respect to every point in B. In addition, it is enough to consider F' € C>°(D). A
solution S € HJ(D)? to the problem div(S) = uF in D can then be constructed via the
Bogovskii formula, and its gradient can be represented as follows, cf. [21, (II1.3.19)],

VS = F1+F2+F3,
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in terms of

Fiy@) = /D Ko, — y)p(y) F () dy,

&mm=:4@mwm@ﬂwm

Fuile) = por() [ GO0 ),

where Kj;; is a singular Calderén-Zygmund kernel of the form
ki (€, e=y7)
Kij(z,z —y) = 796_?”,
il R PR

where G; satisfies the pointwise bound |Gy (x,vy)| < |z — y|'7¢, and where a € C2°(R?) is
supported in B and satisfies [ o = 1. Note that the integral defining F} is understood in
the principal value sense.

We turn to the estimate of | D p~1|VS|? and we separately analyze the contributions
of Fy,F,, F3. First, as K is a Calderéon Zygmund kernel and since pu~! belongs to the
Muckenhoupt class As, the weighted Calderén—Zygmund theory yields

/ulmﬁs/uwwvz/um?
Rd D D

Second, the Hardy-Littlewood—Sobolev inequality yields for d > 2,
2
[ e s [ i@ [ o=l wly) d
D D D
S et

S W By [ PP

For d = 2, we may rather bound |z—y|'=? <p |z—y|' =4 for 2,y € D, and a corresponding
estimate is then deduced with a norm of p~! in L'*7(D). Finally, the properties of o yield

/NH&PS/MN?
D D

Summing these bounds on F, Fs, F3 yields the desired conclusion. ]

id/Q(D) HIUFH%P(D)

6. QUANTITATIVE HOMOGENIZATION
This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 6.

Proof of Theorem 6. First consider a cut-off function n. € C>°(R%;[0,1]) supported in U
such that 7. is constant inside the inclusions {eI,},, and 7|7, = 0 for all n ¢ N-(U). In
particular, Z.(U) coincides with €Z in the support of 7.. In addition, given 5 < R < % (to
be later optimized depending on ¢), we assume that 1. = 1 in U\d-grU and |Vn.| < (eR)~!,
where we use the notation 0.rU := {x € U : dist(z,0U) < R} for the fattened boundary.

Step 1. Two-scale expansion and representation of the error. -
Let (ue, P:) denote the solution of the heterogeneous Stokes equation (2.11), and let (u, P)
be the solution of the corresponding homogenized equation (2.12). The pressures P. and P
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are chosen such that [, P-lga\z ) = [ P = 0. In terms of the corrector (y,X), we
consider the two-scale expansions

Ue ~ U+ entpp(2)0pt, P.~ P+n.b:D(u) + Ne(Xplpa\7)(£)Op.

Given arbitrary constants P. , € R and {F:,}, C R (that will be made explicit later in
the proof), we modify the pressure P. into

Ptf = (P + Pe,*)]lU\IE(U) + Z P, 1.y,,
neN:(U)

and we then consider the following two-scale expansion errors in U,

we = u. — U —enPp(:)op,
Q. = Pa’ - P— 77513 : D(ﬂ) — na(EE]le\I)(é)aEa'

Arguing as in Substep 1.2 of the proof of Proposition 5.1, cf. (5.11), we find that (w., Q)
satisfies the following equation in the weak sense in U,

—Aw: +VQ: = (A =1z ))f (6.1)
_ Z 5€a[n0(u5, P. + P&* — P57n)lj — diV((ngaEﬂ)JE(é)]laz)

+div(2(1 = 7)1 —B) D(@) + 2=t @, —Cu) (2)V (1:057) — £ 1d(p(2) - V)(n:0p1) ).

In order to quantify the almost sure weak convergence 1z ;) — A in LQ(U ) in the first
right-hand side term, we define a new corrector 6 := V-~ as the unique solution of the
following infinite-volume problem:

e Almost surely, = V~ belongs to L2 _(R%)? and satisfies
div(d) = Ay =17 — A, in RY,

e The field VA = V27 is stationary, has vanishing expectation, has finite second moment,
and 6 satisfies the anchoring condition fB 0 = 0 almost surely.

Under the mixing condition (Mix"), along the lines of the proof of Theorem 4.2 (but
noting that no buckling is needed here as the corrector problem is linear with respect to
randomness), the following moment bounds are easily checked to hold for all ¢ < oo,

IVOllLa)y Sq 1, 10(2) Iy Sq pallzl). (6.2)

In terms of this corrector, recalling that Z.(U) coincides with Z in the support of 7., the
first right-hand side term in (6.1) can be decomposed as

A=1zw)f = A—1rw)d—n)f+A—L)nf
= A—1nw)A—n)f —div(nef ®@€0(2)) + V(nef)e0(;).



QUANTITATIVE HOMOGENIZATION OF RANDOM SUSPENSIONS 55

Inserting this into (6.1), we are led to the following equation for (w., Q¢) on U,

—Aw. +VQ: = (N — ]lIg(U))(1 —ne)f + V(e f) 59(;)

Z 5581n0(u57 P.+ P« — Pe,n)V - diV((naaEﬁ)JE(é)]leI)

+ div (2(1 —ne)(Id _B) D(a) —n.f ® 59(;) + 2e(YE ®s _CE)(é)V(nsaEﬂ)

— e 1d(p(:) - V)(10p) ). (63)

Step 2. Conclusion.

We repeat the argument for (5.37) in Step 2 of the proof of Proposition 5.1, now without
weight, starting from equation (6.3) instead of (5.11). More precisely, we truncate we
to make it affine in the inclusions, we test (6.3) with this truncated version of w., we
take advantage of boundary conditions, and we estimate the different terms. Compared
to equation (5.11), the only new part here stems from the first two right-hand side terms
n (6.3), for which we simply appeal to Poincaré’s inequality: as w. € H}(U)4, we can
estimate for any test function g € L2(U),

\/Ug.wg < (/UrgP)%(/U\wEP)l < /rg\ /\my

In this way, for a suitable choice of the constants P: , and {F: j, },,, we arrive at the following
estimate,

/y<v%,@6>\2 < /(1—%) (Vo) + 2 /re ROV + (VeI P2)
U

#2 [ (@106 90 St @OP) (swp (V22 + V0 PIVaP)) do

Buc(x)

Taking the LI(£2) norm, using corrector estimates of Theorem 2, as well as (6.2), recalling
that 1 —n. and V1. are supported on the fattened boundary 0-grU, noting that the latter
has volume |0.pU| < eR, and recalling that |[Vn.| < (eR)™!, we deduce for all ¢ < oo,

1
qla B
B (1500 @P)']" 54 R+ PRI TR0
Next, decomposing

We = (us —u— 5¢E(E) EU ) + (1 - 776)¢E( )aEu
Qelinz.wy = (P +P..—P—b:D(a) - (EE]IRd\I)(E)aEu)]lU\IE(U)
+(1 - 775)( D(a) + (Zplpaz)(:)060) Linz, 1),

we deduce for all ¢ < oo,
_ : p)
Jue =@~ gwE(E)aEuHLq(Q;Hl(U))
. = T _ . _ 2
+ ;2{% [P = P = b:D(@) = (Spleag)(:)dpu — "””HLQ(Q;L?(U\IE(U)))

Sq (eR+ a1 ) I(f, VD) [y 0)-
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Choosing eR = Eud(%), and using the regularity theory for the steady Stokes equa-
tion (2.12), cf. [21, Section IV], this yields the conclusion (2.14). O
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