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Abstract

We study random walks in a balanced, i.i.d. random environment in z4
for d > 3. We establish improved convergence rates for the homogenization
of the Dirichlet problem associated with the corresponding non-divergence
form difference operators, surpassing the O(R™!) rate, which is expected to
be optimal for environments with a finite range of dependence. In particular,
the improved rates are O(R=3/2) when d = 3, and O(R~2log R) when d > 4.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the homogenization convergence rates of purely second-
order non-divergence form difference operators in an independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) random environment on Z¢ for dimensions d > 3.

Large-scale behavior of random walks in i.i.d. environments has been inten-
sively studied; see [9} 31} (8 (14} 24] and the references therein. Since the dynamics
of random walks in random environments (RWRE) can be described by difference
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equations, stochastic homogenization of difference equations in random environ-
ments is crucial for understanding the large-scale behavior of RWRE. For envi-
ronments in which spectral-gap or Efron—Stein type inequalities are available, the
strong concentration properties of the medium can be exploited to obtain quantita-
tive homogenization results; see, for example, [16} |2} 20]. In this paper, we show
that, for non-divergence form difference operators in the i.i.d. setting, the reflec-
tion symmetry of the law of the environment can in fact be used to extract addi-
tional cancellations. Somewhat unexpectedly, this yields homogenization rates for
the Dirichlet problem that are strictly better than the standard optimal rate O(R™")
obtained in [20]. To achieve this, we require a more delicate analysis of the fluctu-
ations of the homogenization error, relying in particular on a deeper understanding
of higher-order correctors.

1.1 Settings
Let S, denote the set of real d X d positive definite diagonal matrices. A map
w Zd = Sd)(d

is called an environment, and the set of all such environments is denoted by Q. Let
[P be a probability measure on €2 such that

{w(x) = diag[w; (x), ..., 04(x)], x € 2}
are i.i.d. under P. We denote the expectation with respect to [P by E (or Ep).
Definition 1. Let {e,, ..., e;} be the canonical basis for R4, and let
U= {e €79 : le| = 1} = {i—el,...,ied}

be the set of unit vectors in Z?. We define the difference operators V = (V,),cy/
and V* = diag[V?, ..., V2] by

Vu(x) 1= u(x +e) — u(x), V!.Zu(x) =ulx+e)+ulx—e)—2ulx) (1)
foree U andi € {l,...,d}. Clearly, V and V2 are linear operators.

For r > 0 and y € R, we write
B.(y) := {x eER?: |x—-y| < r} , B.(y) :=B,(»)n z¢

to denote the continuous and discrete ball with center y and radius r, respectively.
When y = 0, we write B, := B,.(0) and B, := B,(0) for simplicity. For any
B c 74, its discrete boundary 0B and discrete closure B are defined as

6B:={ZEZ‘I\B:|z—x|=1forsomexeB}, B :=BUOJB.



By abuse of notation, we also use 0 A and A to denote the usual continuous boundary
and closure of A C RY, respectively, if there is no confusion. The interior of By, is
denoted by

B} :={x€ By : |x—y|>1forall y € dBg}.

Note that for any R > 1, there holds
Br_;NZ? c By C By C By, c BxnZ? C By.
For x € 79, a spatial shift is defined by
0, : Q- Q, 0,0 :=w(x+-).

In a random environment @ € Q in dimensions d > 2, we consider the discrete
non-divergence form elliptic Dirichlet problem

Lir (0()V2u(x) = 4 f (E) {0,0) x€ B,

ux)=g <%) X € 0By, @

where f, g € RB are sufficiently regular, and ¢ € R satisfies suitable integrability

conditions. As R — oo, it is expected that |u— ﬁ(?)l converges to 0, where i solves
Str@D%(x) = f()§F  x €B, 3
i(x) = g(x) x € dB;.

Here, D%ii denotes the Hessian matrix of 7, and @ = a(P) € Syy, and ¥ =
(P, ) € R are deterministic and do not depend on the realization of the random
environment; see Theorem [A] and Theorem [D|for formulas of @ and .

We remark that in the continuous PDE setting, one only needs a function g €
C?%(0B,) on the boundary dB, to consider Dirichlet problems of types (2) and
(3). However, in the discrete setting, the discrete and continuous boundaries do not
agree, and therefore the function g in (2)) should be extended to %()B; ¢ oB,;. This

discrepancy typically induces an error of order % which automatically becomes the
ceiling of the optimal homogenization error in the discrete setting, cf. [20]]. Indeed,
this O(R™1) rate is the optimal rate obtained in [20] for d > 3. Whereas, when such
a discretization issue is not present, e.g., in the continuous periodic setting [21} 130,
28], one needs to go deeper into higher order correctors to justify the optimality
of the rate O(R™!) for the homogenization of the Dirichlet problem. We refer to
[11} 15 29] for recent developments in numerical homogenization of PDEs in non-
divergence form.

A goal of this article is to isolate and examine the homogenization rate that
does not originate from boundary discretization. To this end, we assume that the



boundary data g is properly extended to be a function on %()B; in the Dirichlet
problem (2)).

The non-divergence form difference equation (2)) is used to describe random
walks in a random environment (RWRE) in Z¢. To be specific, for x,y € Z9, we
set
_ a)i(x)
- 2tro(x)

o(x,x +e;) . fori=1,...,d, (@)

and
o(x,y) :=0 if [x—y|l #1,

that is, we normalize @ to get a transition probability. We note that the configuration
of {w(x,y) : x,y € Z%)} is also called a balanced environment in the literature
[26], 22} 7, 13} 16, [12].

Definition 2. For each fixed w € Q, the random walk (X)), in the environment
w with X, = x is a Markov chain in Z¢ with transition probability P2 specified by

P (X, =zIX,=y) = 0, 2). (5)
The continuous-time RWRE (Y,),5 in @ is defined to be the Markov process on Z4

with jump rates w(x, y) from x to y. With abuse of notations, we still denote by P>
the quenched law of (Y)) if there is no ambiguity from the context.

The expectation with respect to P is denoted by E’. When the starting point
of the random walk is 0, we sometimes omit the superscript and write Pa? and Eg
as P, and E,_, respectively. Note that for random walks (X)) in an environment w,
we have that

@' =0y weQ, i>0, (6)

is also a Markov chain, called the environment viewed from the particle process.
By abuse of notation, we enlarge our probability space so that P, still denotes the
joint law of the random walks and (@');,.

Forow e Qandi € {1,...,d}, we set a;(x) = alf"(x) = % =2w(x,x +e;)
and
a(x) = a®(x) : = diagla,(x), ..., a;(0] = 2 c e 74, 0
tro(x)

Finally, for @ € €, we introduce the difference operator L, given by

Lou(x) i= ) o0, p[uy) - u(x)] = 3tr(atx)VZu(x)).

yezd

That is, L, is the generator of the process (V).



1.2 Main assumptions and some notations

Throughout the paper, the following assumptions are always in force:

(A1) {a)(x), x e 79 } are i.i.d. under the probability measure P.

(A2) % > 2k1 for P-almost every w and some constant k € (0, é].

(A3) y(w) := tfgfg) is a L*°(P)-bounded measurable function of w(0).

Throughout this paper, we use ¢, C to denote positive constants which may change
from line to line but only depend on the dimension d and the ellipticity constant
k unless stated otherwise. We write A < Bif A < CB,and A < BifA < B
and A > B. We also use the notations A < ; B and A = ; Bto indicate that the
multiplicative constant depends on the variable j other than (d, x). We will use
the convention of summation over repeated indices. For example, a; b, represents
ZZ=1 a,b,. This convention is not used in definitions and (I8). For simplicity,
we use # = () to denote a generic stretched-exponentially integrable random
variable (i.e., E[exp(#¢)] < C) whose value may differ from line to line. We
write ' (w) 1= #(0,w). We note that #Z may depend on other parameters as
well, although the constants ¢, C in the stretched-exponential moment bound only
depend on (d, x).

1.3 Earlier results in the literature

We first recall the following quenched central limit theorem (QCLT) proved in [26],
which is a discrete version of [27].

Theorem A. Assume (A2) and that law P of the environment is ergodic under
spatial shifts {6, : x € Z¢}. Then, the following assertions hold.

(i) There exists a probability measure Q ~ [P such that (c?)i)izo is an ergodic (with
respect to time shifts) sequence under law Q X P,,.

(ii) For P-almost every w, the rescaled path X,»,/n converges weakly (under law
P,) to a Brownian motion with covariance matrix

a = diag[a,, ..., a,) := Egla] = E@[t:’a()?g)] > 0. (8)

We denote the Radon—Nikodym derivative of Q@ with respect to P by
p(w) = dQ/dP. )
If the environment is i.i.d., it was proved in [19, Theorem 1.5] that

Elexp(p™)] + Elexp(p“)] < o0 (10)



for some constant ¢ = c(k,d) > 0. For any x € Z9, we write

Pp(X) 1= p(0,).
For any @ € (0, 1] and any function f on a set A, we define

oicf i= sup |f(x) = fO), [flga i= sup |f(X)—f(y)|’

X, yEA X,YEA, x£y |x — y|*

and, if A is a finite set, for p € (0, 00), we define

1/p
1115 :=<ﬁ2|f<x>|f’> ¢ lga = max GO

XEA

For any integer j > 0, let H; denote the set of j-th order polynomials, with

H, = R. In fact, in our paper, we will only use the cases j =0, 1.

The following large-scale regularity result can be found in [20], which is a dis-
crete version of the C"! regularity estimate in [2, Theorem 3.1]. This was first done
in the periodic setting in [4}, 5]].

Theorem B. Assume (A1), (A2), and that v is a local function. Let R > 1. There
exists « = a(d,x) € (0, %) such that, for any u with L u(x) = y(0,0) + f(x) on
Bgr, j€{1,2}, Z <r <R, we have that

1. 1.
— inf —p) < — inf - A, 11
" péﬁ,_logf(” JAIS R pélﬁ,_]%s,f(” p+A, (1T)

where the terms A = A[(R) and A, = A,(R, r) obey the bounds

A SR™yllo+RIflle and A} < RNy + fO)lle + R™*[f 1,5,
Ay S Nyl +1og(DI fll  and Ay < r iy + fO)lloo + R[S 1,3,

for any o € (0, 1]. In particular, for any R > 1 and j € {1,2}, there holds

J
|vfu<0>|s<%> (Il = u©)lly.p, + RNy + F Ol + R [f,,) - (12)

Introducing the quantities

R d=2,
, R!/? d=3, ) (log(RV 2))*/? d =2,
R =Y (viogR2 da=4, SR =1 d >3,
1 d>5

(13)
the following theorems on properties of the (global) correctors and quantitative
homogenization of the Dirichlet problem were established in [20].



Theorem C. Let y be an L*®(P)-bounded function of w(0) with ||ly||, = 1. For
each d > 2 and P-a.e. w, there exists a function ¢ = ¢, : Z¢ — R that solves

L) =w(0w) - forxez!
with the following properties:

(i) Whend 25, Elexp(c|¢(x)/u(Ix])I")] < C, for any p € (0, 75), x € Z;

When d = 3,4, E[exp(c|g(x)/u(|x])I")] < C, for any p € (0, %),x € z4;

— d(x) 1 d.
Whend =2, E [exp (c| FEE |1’)] < C, foranyp € (0, 3),x € 7%

(ii) Elexp(c|Ve(x)/6(x))] < C, for any q € (0. 35) and x € Z¢;

(iii) Elexp(c|V2$(x)|")] < C, for any r € (0, %) and x € Z¢;
(iv) (Stationarity properties)

o Whend > 5, the field {¢,(x) : x € 7%} is stationary (under P);

o When d > 3, we have V¢, (x) = V¢0xw(0) for all x € Z%, and the field
{(Vop,(x) : x e Z%) is stationary;

e When d = 2, we have V2¢w(x) = V2¢9Xw(0) for all x € 74, and the
field {V?¢(x) : x € 7} is stationary.

Moreover, such a corrector ¢ is unique up to an additive constant when d > 3, and
is unique up to an affine transformation when d = 2.
Theorem D. Assume (A1), (A2), and (A3). Let a := E@[t:’;?()))] > 0and y =

EQ[traf(O)]' Suppose f,g are both in C*(R?). Then, for any € € (0,1) and R > 2,

there exists a random variable ¥ = % (R, e, ) > 1 with E[exp(¥ 4/?4+2#)] < C
such that the solution u of () satisfies

_ (log R** R ii||cs5\Y whend =2,
— (X < ®)
max Ju(x) — (@)l 5 { Rl ¥  whend >3,
where i is the solution of the Dirichlet problem (3).

We point out that Theorem [D| also remains valid for certain finite range de-
pendent environments that are not i.i.d. (for example, the “checkerboard" environ-
ment considered in [2]), provided that an Efron—Stein-type concentration inequality
holds. Indeed, to obtain the heat-kernel bounds with exponential integrability [19]]
and the optimal convergence rates [20]], the only requirements are an Efron—Stein-
type concentration inequality and a finite range of dependence. We refer the reader
to [10} 13,2, 16 117, 119, [1} 23], 20] for recent developments of quantitative stochastic
homogenization of non-divergence form elliptic PDE in both discrete and continu-
ous settings.



1.4 Main results

Theorem 3. Assume (Al), (A2), (A3), and d > 3. Let a,y be as in Theorem D}
Suppose that f € C**(B,) and g € C®*(0B,) for some a € (0, 1). Then, there
exists a C(B,)-extension of g such that the solutions u,ii of @), @) satisfy

R32d|l o\  whend =3,
max [u(x) - 4(2)] < { R pile@y” her
XEBp ( og R)”””C‘"(Bl)% when d 2 4.
An example of such an extension is g = ul.

In the i.i.d. setting with well-prepared boundary conditions, Theorem [3| yields
improved convergence rates compared to the rate O(R™') in Theorem |D| when
d > 3. Our approaches and contributions are as follows. We employ the two-
scale asymptotic expansion to obtain the estimate (2I)) in Proposition[5] Due to the
ii.d. structure, the environment enjoys a reflection symmetry; that is, the random
fields w(-) and w(— -) are identically distributed. (Of course, this symmetry fails for
environments with only a finite range of dependence.) This reflection symmetry
implies that the third-order homogenized tensor vanishes, which in turn suggests
that a homogenization error bound sharper than O(R™!') may be attainable.

We remark that such improved rates should not be expected in environments
with correlations even slightly weaker than in the point-wise i.i.d. case, since the
distribution’s reflective symmetry is no longer present.

In our i.i.d. setting, without the presence of the third-order tensor, the homog-
enization rate is completely determined by the C%!-bounds of higher-order cor-
rectors. Roughly speaking, the (first-order) correctors “correct” local coefficients,
while the higher-order correctors account for the derivatives of the lower-order cor-
rectors. Hence, unlike the correctors themselves, the source terms in the equations
for higher-order correctors are highly nonlocal, and thus the large-scale regularity
estimates in Theorem [B] which apply only to equations with local source terms, no
longer hold.

Our improved convergence rates in Theorem [3]are inspired by earlier results in
the periodic setting [18]], where it was proved that if the environment has “one de-
gree of freedom" a(x), i.e., the coefficient matrix is of the form w(x) = C + a(x)M
for some constant symmetric matrices C and M, then the third-order homogenized
tensor vanishes, leading to an improved rate of O(R™2). The periodic setting, how-
ever, is quite rigid. We provided examples in [18] that show that if the environment
has two degrees of freedom, then the third-order homogenized tensor does not van-
ish in general, and the optimal convergence rate in such cases is only O(R™").

In contrast, in our random setting, w(x) = diag[w;(x), ..., w,(x)] has d degrees
of freedom, which is fundamentally different from the periodic case considered
in [18]. Moreover, in the periodic setting, the C%!-boundedness of higher-order
correctors is automatically guaranteed by periodicity.

One of the main contributions of our work is to establish C%! bounds for higher-
order correctors in the random setting. Our approach is based on comparing the true



higher-order correctors with certain localized higher-order correctors that possess
good regularity properties and approximate higher-order correctors that are station-
ary.

Remark 4. When d = 2, the corrector v grows super-linearly (Theorem . Con-
sequently, via the expansion (21)), it produces an error term of order R=2|v*| that
dominates the desired O(R™!) scale. Therefore, in two dimensions, we should not
expect an improvement beyond the O(R™!) rate in i.i.d. environments.

All in all, this demonstrates that, in the absence of additional structural assump-
tions on the random environment, the boundary conditions, or the dimension, the
best convergence rate that one can expect is O(R™!), as established in [20]. We
refer to Remark@ for a discussion of the optimality of the O(R™!) rate.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 The two-scale asymptotic expansion

In this section, we will investigate the rate of convergence of the solution of the
Dirichlet problem (2). With a as defined in (7)), problem (2)) is equivalent to

1 2 =Lr(x °
L, u(x) —thr(a(x)V ux)) = = f(F)w@,0) x€ By, a4
u(x)=g(i) x € 0B,
where y(w) = %. With abuse of notation, we also write
w(x) :=w(@.w) forxeZf W = Eqy.

Recall @ and @ from (7)) and (8). Forw € Qand k € {1, ...,d},letv*, & : 79 - R
be solutions of
L, v (x) = %(ak(x) —a,) forxeZz?, (15)
L E(x) =w(x)— @ for x € 74, (16)
respectively. That is, v* and & are global correctors (whose existence is guaranteed
by Theorem |C)) associated to %ak(x) = w(x,x + ¢;) and y(w), respectively. We
introduce
M) = Hxi0) 1= 0,0 [0+ e) = o x =] s B 1= Ep [p(0a50)]
(17)
(0 =) 1= a0 [Ex+e) —Ex—ep]. 700 1= Ep [p(on;(x)]
(18)

for x € Z?. Note that when d > 3, by Theorem|C] both Vo* and V¢ are stationary
fields (under P) and so Zj? and 7 ; are constants that do not depend on x.

9



Proposition 5. Suppose that d > 3, f € C**(B,), and g € C*%(0B,). Let
u,ii be the solutions of @), @), respectively. Recall a,a from (1), @), and let
vk, &, /lj?, /_15.‘, n;,1; be as above. We extend g so that g = it on [EBI. Let Z : [EBI - R
be the solution of

Jr(@D?2(x)) = ;A i(x) — 37,0, /(x)  x € By,
Z(x)=0 x € dB;.

Forme Q, R>1,and j, ke {l,...,d}, letpf,sj 1 79 > R be solutions of

L,py(x) = A5(x) = 2% forx € By, (19)
L,s;(x)=n;(x)—1; forx € Bg, (20)

respectively. Then, for € Q, R > 1, we have

)rcrel%); u(x) — L_l(%) - %Z(%)

1 _ d k i = k
<L _ ) )
S o llleny ma |1+ 1A+ 1951+ AZ 1+ aDIvett],

1
+n;§ax(|:|+|v"|+;(|p5f|+|s,-|>)]. @

R

Remark 6. This proposition identifies O(R™!) as the optimal homogenization rate
unless Z = 0, and so no improvement beyond O(R™!) should be expected in general.
We further expect that Proposition [5] remains valid for environments with finite
range of dependence, for the same reasons discussed in the comments following
Theorem

Proof. Letz : B; — R be a solution of the Dirichlet problem
{ Lo2(x) = 5 [%Zjﬁakkia(%) ~lhord| xeBs,
z(x)=0 x € aB;.
Consider the function
w(x) = u(x) =A%) = £2(x)
+ 2 [F0uE) - FEED| - b [t - 0,/ Bso| - @2
for x € B}, C B N Z“. Then, applying the formula

L, (uv)(x) = u(x) L, v(x) + v(x) L,u(x) + Z o(x, Y[u(y) = u()][v(y) — v(x)]
yiy~x
u(x)L,v(x) + v(x)L, u(x)

+ %ai(x) <Veiu(x)[u(x +e)—v(x—e)]+ Vfu(x)V_ei v(x))

10



. N
to the products within (22)), we obtain in Bf, that

Lw[Uk akkﬁ(i)]
= L,0* 0fi( =) + 0F L, [0 i()] + 345V, [0 8(=)] + 30, VOga(5)] V_, vF
d
= (8, — BOI(%) + 35 A O li(%) + Ol esca, r%%x; 1%, (23)
R =

where we used the fact that |A¥| < |Vo*| < max B |0¥| in B, Similarly,
: a1 : -
L,lf ()]l =(w —w)f(g)+ 3 zm0if(R) + O(ﬁ)”u”CS(Bl)I%‘%X &l (24)

Lo [04,1(5)PK] = (A = Z)0pifi(=) + 5 20y 1(z)a; 1o (- + €)) = P (- = €))]

d
1 _
+ 0 all s,y max Y 171, (25)
R k=1

Lw[a,'f(?)si] = - ﬁl)a,f(i) + %%a,'jf(?)aj[si(' + ej) =5 = ej)]

d
+0G) e, max D s, (26)
R =1
Note that | L, [#(3)] — #tr[aDza(ﬁ)]l S %"ﬁ”c‘*([@l)v and

L= 5 f()W —§) + = [(F = = [f(2) L€ + 180, 0(%)].

Then, recalling the definition of w in (22)) and writing

d
1
A =max D (16l + 1041 + 201+ 1siD)]
By ik=1

by 23), @4).123), (26), we have in B, that

|L,wl

FEILGE + La0i(2) = RAL[a()] - L LT o i(2) + L 17,0,7(%)
+ 2oy — @0 a(=) + 2L 440, a(%)

— W =) () = 3510 () + OG)llall coce, A

= 30 = A0t = § 7O MRy C + e)) = D = e))]

+ %%(ﬂi — )0 f (%) + }L%aijf(f)aj[si(' te)—si(- - ej)]'

_ 1
TR

d

1= 1

S wll@lles@,) Y | 1+1Vof+1Vs,] +rrggx(|¢| + 105 + = (1pF] + |s,~|>)] .
ik=1 R

11



Thus, by the above inequality, the definition of w from (22)), and the ABP maximum
principle, we obtain that

max |u — () = 22| @7)
R

< max |w| + max
o B°

BR R

2 1= k 1 k
S RL w0l + gl max (121 + 1051+ 201 + 15,D)
R

w0 0u8(5) = (8 = 3 3 (Pt — 0.1 (s

d
1 = k k 1 k
S llllcs 3 (141981 + 1951, -+ max (121 + 101+ £0pH + 1siD) .
ik=1 R

Furthermore, by [20, Lemma 30],

d
max|z — 2(5)] < - max(13] + 17 Dlllles s D (1 + RIVV¥|l 4,50 + 0sc %)
Bo R ~ R2 ./ =1 J J CS(BI) d’BR BO .
R ’ k=1 R
This inequality, together with (27)), yields the claimed bound (2T)). O

2.2 Homogenization in i.i.d. environments

In order for the homogenization error |u(:) — ﬁ(i)l to be smaller than O(R™!), it
is essential (by (2I)) of Proposition [5) that z = 0. We recall that in the periodic
environment studied in [18]], the tensor Zj? (corresponding to cj.‘k in [18, (1.6)], where
cj’.‘l is the third-order homogenized tensor) vanishes when the coefficient matrix is
of the form w(x) = C + a(x)M for some a € C**(T?, R) and constant symmetric
matrices C, M.

In the stochastic setting considered here, we will show that the tensors /_1;.‘, 1; are
identically zero when the environment is i.i.d., implying that Z = 0 and suggesting
that a homogenization error bound sharper than O(R™!) may be achievable.

The proof relies crucially on the reflection symmetry of the i.i.d. environment,
namely that the environments w(-) and w(— -) are identically distributed. Of course,
such symmetry does not hold for environments with only a finite range of depen-
dence.

Proposition 7. Recall A% and 7j; from (U7) and (I8), respectively. When d > 3, we
have

ij:f,j =0 Vjke{l,..,d}.

Proof. We will only prove that 77; = 0. The proof of /_lj? = 0 follows the same lines.
For w € Q, let its “reflection” @ = &, € € be defined by

@(x) = w(—x) forx € 7¢.

12



Then & and w have the same distribution under P. Note that

p&0) = p,(0).

Let & = £, (whose existence is guaranteed by Theorem|C)) be as defined in (T6).
Since y is a function of w(0), we have y(x) = y,(—x). Hence, for P-almost all
w, we have

(%) = €,(-x) VxeZ’,

up to an additive constant (which may depend on w).
By the above discussions and the fact that V& is a stationary field under P, we
have for any j € {1,...,d} that

i, = Ep [pw(O)a?(O)[gw(ej) - éw(_ej)]]
= Ep [ro0aO)1E(—e)) ~ ey
= _77]]',

and therefore 77; = 0. ]

3 Bounding pj.‘

In this section, we will compute the bound of a solution pj? of (19). To this end, we
construct p;‘ using the “local Green function" in [20].
We fix a smooth function 7, € C*®(RY) that satisfies

no®RH 011, molpag,, =1 #ols,, =0
For R > 0, we introduce 7 = ni : RY — R given by
n(x) = ng(x) :=ny(%) for x € RY, (28)

and we note that
| =1 =0 Dyl S~ Dyl S =
n Rd\B3R - b nlBZR - | f"l ~ R’ | }’[l ~ R2*
For any fixed z € Z9, let Gg(-, z) = Gg(+, z; w) : Z¢ — R be the solution to
1 .
L,Gg(-.2) = R2 Gr(,2)n—1, inZ"

where 1,(x) := 1if x = z,and 1,(x) :=0if x € Z¢ \ {z}. Note that Gg(-, z) is
L -harmonic on B, \ {z}, that is, w(x) = Gg(x, z) satisfies

L, w(x)=0 forx e Byp\ {z}. (29)
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Lemma8. Let R> 1andd > 3. For x € Bgand z € 74, we have
IV2GR(x,2)| S T (Ix — z] A R+ 1)72 e P2/ R (|x — z] + 1)>7.

Here Z,, = #, + #,, and # (v) = F(0,w) is an exponentially integrable
random variable.

Proof. By [20, Proposition 36(b)], we have
IVGR(x, 2)| S Z (Ix =zl AR+ 1)7! e~ P=A /R (1x — z| + 1)>79. (30)

Since |V2Gg(x, z)| S |VGg(x, z)|, the statement is true when |x — z| A R < H s ;-
It remains to prove the lemma for the case |x — z| AR > 7 ..

By (29), for any x € By, Gg(+, z) is L,,-harmonic on B|,_,,g(x). Hence, when
|x — z| A R > %, ,, we have by the C!!-estimates in (T2)) of Theoremthat

X,Z°

2
|V2GR(x,2)| S M IGRC, 2l
R s ~ |X—Z|/\R R\ 1;BZR

% 2
< <| iCAR> %zd—l e—clx—zl/R(lx_zl + 1)2—d’
X —2Z

where we used [20, Proposition 36(a)] in the last inequality. The lemma follows.
O

Let @’ denote an independent copy of w, and let a)’y € Q be the environment
defined by

ren . ) wox) ifx#y
' (x) .—{ W) ifx=y. 31)

For any function {(w), let
0 ¢(w) := (@)~ ¢.
Lemma 9. If u(x) = u,(x) solves L u(x) = &(x, w) for some & 7Y% Q - R,

then 0;14 solves

1
La)(a;,u)(x) = a;g(xa ) — Etr(d;a(y)vzu'y(y))]ly(x),
/ . 12 . .
where uy(x) 1= uw/y(x), and w), € Qs as in BI).

Let
P ==Y Gpx.2) (Aj?(z) - ij). 32)

zez4

We may omit the indices k, j and write p;.‘, /15?, Zj.‘ as p, A, A, since our arguments
work for all k, j. Note that p solves the equation

_ 1 7 d
pr—ﬁpn+(/1—/l) on Z°.

14



Proposition 10. For any x € By, we have

|P()] Sgr, T(R) 1= R(log RY? ifd =4,
R ifd>5s.

To estimate the size of p, we introduce a stationary version of p. Let
P =p(x) = —/ e_S/R2E;‘)[/1(YS) — Alds (33)
0
where (Y()> 1s the continuous-time RWRE from Deﬁnition Then p** solves

L,p" = % P+ (4-1) onzd (34)

Note that, denoting the Green’s function G** = G" associated to the operator

(34) by

G (x,y) = / e_S/RZP(sD(X, y)ds, (35)
0
we have a similar formula to (32)) for p**:
PP == ) G »GAG) - D). (36)
yezd

Moreover, for d > 3, we have (for some stretched-exponetially integrable #°)
G*(x,y) S %, e VR(Ix =y + D**  forany x,y € Z* (37)

and the same bound holds for G ,(x, y) as well, see [20, (68) and Proposition 36(a)].

The function p** is stationary (i.e., p**(x) has the same distribution as p**(0)).
We claim that there exists a random variable # (which may depend on R) with
E[exp(#€)] < C such that

P < R, |pl < R°H. (38)
To this end, observe that by (36)), the definition of A in (I7), and Theorem [C|(ii),

IS Y 9, e PRy + 17, (39)

yezd
Recall that the meaning of # may differ from line to line. In fact, (39) implies that
P S RH. (40)

Indeed, since Y, e~PI/R(|y| + 1)>? < R?, by Jensen’s inequality and (39)),

C "1 _ den
(F|PAP|> S I Zde <I/R(|y| + 1) d%y for any n > 1.
yeZ
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Using the stationarity of the measure [P under spatial-shifts, we obtain

~ 2
R yezd

E [(%Ip’“’l) ] S = 3 e BIR(y| + DIEZ] < B[] forany n > 1.

Therefore [E[exp((%| Pt |)C)] < Elexp(#©)] < C’ and (@0) follows. The second
bound in (38)) is proved exactly the same way. Claim (38)) is proved.

However, p** does not have the desired regularity. We overcome this challenge
by using the fact that p has better regularity than p** (although p is only “almost
stationary"), and then comparing p to p*’.

Remark 11. Some comments are in order.

e Our control of the term p = p;? follows a different strategy as the bound
of the local corrector ¢ in [20]. Recall that, in [20], we first estimate the
approximate corrector ¢** using a sensitivity argument, and then compare ¢
to ¢**. Such a strategy does not work for reasons explained below.

e In [20, Theorem 17], ¢** has the desired C'!-bound because y is a local
function. This C! bound is crucial in the application of the sensitivity argu-
ment (the Efron—Stein inequality). However, for p**, the “source" term A — A
is highly non-local, and so the argument above fails. Thus, we are forced to
estimate p directly. The control of p consists of two parts:

— the “random error", i.e., the size of |p — E[p]|, which we will achieve
using the Efron—Stein inequality;

— the “deterministic error", i.e., the size of [E[p], which will be achieved
by the triangle inequality |E[p(x)]| < E[|p*"|] + E[|p*" — p|].

For the first estimate, we note the crucial role of the local Green function G,
in the construction of p as we need its C%! and C!! bounds. For the second
estimate, to control E[|p**|], we compare it with Eg[|p**|]. And for the term
E[|p** — p|], we again use G to get the desired bound.

Proof of Proposition[I0] As explained in Remark we will compare the C*! reg-
ularity of p*" to that of p. The C!! bounds will later be used in the sensitivity esti-
mates of p and p**. The idea is to exploit both the stationarity of p** and the good
regularity of p. We divide the proof into several steps.

Step 1. By the discrete Krylov—Safonov Holder estimate ([25, Corollary 4.6])
and (38), we have for 1 < r < R that

AP r\’ AP 2 ([ L e ) 2 "\ g2
oscp S<§> [IIP I8, + R el +(A-4) S (ﬁ) R,

d,By
where y > 0 depends only on d and the ellipticity constant. Hence,
AP]

< RTTH.

[P y;BR/Z ~

16



Similarly, we find that [p]y; By S R¥TH.
Step 2. Note that p — p*? solves

AP\ __ 1 AP
L,p—p )—F(pn—p ).

Here, we consider the difference p — p** to remove the nonlocal source term A — A.
By the C!! estimate (I2) withu = p— p**, w = 0,6 =y, and f = %(pn — p*P),
we obtain

IV2(p — p*)| < (%)2 <R2 + R [%(l)ﬂ _pAP)] > < I 41)

v;Br

Furthermore, in view of (32), we have for x € By that

Vip(x) == Y V2Gg(x,2) (Az) - 1),

zez4

and hence, by Lemma 8] (and the argument that leads (39) to {0)),

V2| S %, ) (12l A R+ D)2 R (2] + 1) < (log RO, (42)

zez4

We note that this argument for V2p does not work for V?p** because the Green
function G*" does not have as good regularity as Gg.

Combining (#T) and (#2), we obtain |V2p**(x)| S (log R)Z, for x € B. Since
(VZPAP(X))xezd is stationary, we conclude that, for all x € Z¢,

|VZp**(x)| S (log R)F,. (43)

This yields that p’’ has a close to optimal C L1 regularity. However, its C%! bound
is not as good as we want.
Step 3. Next, we deduce a formula for 9 p**. By (34) and Lemmaﬂ

1 1 '
Ly(0p™) = 250, + 9,4 = Str(@,a(V7p," ()L, @

where p** 1= p*® is as in Lemma|9] Let us estimate ¢’ 4. Using the product rule
y @, y

for 0/, and writing 0% 1= vk + 0*(- —¢;), we have
1y A ey 1 =k ’ ~k
4=V, ") =a"V, 00" +1,0a,V, ", 45)
Hence, by (@4)) and (@53),
1 ) ~ 1 ' ~
Lo(@p") = —50,0" +a)" V, 00" - (Etr(a;a v2p)—dla,V, uk) 1, (46)
Notice that the function G** defined in (33)) satisfies

1 .
L,G"(-,z) = EGAP(-,Z) -1, inz4
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for any fixed z € Z¢. Then, we see from (6) that
1 / N
I pV(x) = GM(x,y) (Etr(a;a(w V2 () = 94,0 V. v"(y))

- ) G¥(x.2) a;O/y(z) v, 9,5(2). (47)

zezZ4

Note that, by the inequality below [20} (94)],
IV, 0,0"(2)| S Z)9) eFVR 1z =y + 1> (2= yI AR+ D7

This inequality, together with @7)), (3)), and [20, (68)], yields

10,0 (Ol Sz, ¢ P VR(x =yl + 1P (log R) (48)
+ ) e TEHEDR |y — 2|+ 1> (2 =yl + Dz =y AR+ D7
zezZ4

In particular,

D 10,0 Sy (log R Y e >PI/R(|y| 4 1)

yezd yezd
2—d
+ Y| eetatz/R () pradz=y+ D
yezd |sezd |z—y|AR+1
<S# T(R)? + T(RY, (49)

where I'(R) is defined as in the statement of the theorem, and

) 1/2
T(R) := (/ / gr(x,y)dx dy>
Rd |JRd

gr(x,y) 1= e S RHIFD/R (x4 y| 4 1)274(|x| + D*7(|x| AR+ 1)7L

Step 4. We claim that

with

T(R) ST(R). (50)

2

First, noting that fBR(lxl + 1)!=4dx < R and using Holder’s inequality, we see that
2
(x+yl+ D¥(x| + D' dx| dy

/ /gR(x,y)dx dys/
Byg |/ Bg Byg |/ Bg

S R/ (Ix +y| + D¥ 2 (x| + D74 dxdy
Bygr / Bg

<SR[ (xI+D" [ (z]+ ¥ dzdx
Br Bsr

3R
< R2/ (r+ D24 dr ST(R).
0
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Second, using that |x +y| > |y| — |x| > R for (x,y) € Bz X (R? \ B,z), we obtain

/ / gr(x, y)dx
RI\Byg |/ By
< R4—2d/ e—26|y|/R / ec|x|/R(|x| + 1)1—d dx

I]Qd\E;zR IBR

< R4—2d </00 e—ZCr/er—l dr)
2R

Third, using that [x+y| > |x| —|y| > R/2 for (x,y) € (Rd\[EBR)X[EBR/Z, we obtain

/ / gr(x, y)dx
Br/a RI\Bg
< R4-2d g2 /
Br/>
< R2—2d/ e2c|y|/R / e—2c|x|/R(|x| + 1)2—d dx
Br/2 RI\Bg
R/2
< R2-2 / p2er/Rpd=1 4,
0
Finally, noting that /Rd\BR e~¢XI/Rdx < R? and using Holder’s inequality, we find
/ / gr(x, y)dx
RIABg/, |/ RN\Bg

S R4—2dR—2/
RI\Bg/>

< Rz—zde/ / e~c@PHHED/R (| 4 | + 124 dx dy
RI\Bg, / RI\Bp

S R2—d/ e—c|x|/R/ e—26|z|/R(|Z| + 1)4—2d dzdx
RA\Bg R4

2

2
ey
RI\B,r

dy

/ e—c|x+y|/R(|x| + l)l—d dx

Br

2
dy

2

R
/ Rr+ ! dr| S RO ST(R).
0

2
dy

2
dy

/ e—c(|x+y|+|x|)/R(|x| + 1)2—d dx
RI\Bg

2
dy

2
S R4 ST(RY.

/ e—ZCr/R(r+ 1)2—drd—1 dr
R

2
dy

2
dy

/ /R (| 4 ]+ 17 dx
RI\B,

0
SR / e 2 R(r 4+ 1424471 dr ST(R)%.
0

Altogether, we obtain the claimed bound (50), and hence,

D 10l O)* S TR + T(R? S5 T(R).

yezd
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Step 5. Using an argument similar to (47)), we find
1 ~
0[p(x) = Gr(x,y) (5(@am V200 = 0ja,(0) V., 03 )

C()l
= Y, Gr(x.2)a,"(2)V, 9,5 (2) (51)
zez4
for x € Bg. Then, using (#2), arguments similar to steps 3 and 4, and [20, Propo-
sition 36], we obtain for any x € Bj that

D 19p(0)I* S TR, (52)
yezd
By the L, version of the Efron-Stein inequality [20, (38)], for any g > 2,
E [Ip(x) = Ep(0)|Y] $ ¢"E [V2(p(x)] S ¢"*T(R)? Vx € Bg,  (53)
El(p™ — Ep™)] S ¢*/*T(R)’, (54)
where V (p(x)) 1= ¥ <7410, p(x)|.
Step 6. Observe that Egp** = 0. Hence, we have for the Q-variance that
Egl(0™")] < Egl(0")1+ Elp™ ) = Egl(@"™ — Ep™)’]
s IE[(pAP _ IEpAP)3]2/3

&9 2
< T(RY,

~

where in the second inequality, we used Holder’s inequality and the exponential
integrability of p = dQ/dP in (I0). By Holder’s inequality and a moment bound
of p~! = dP/dQ, we obtain

E[IP*'1] S (Eol(@™)D'"? ST(R). (55)
Step 7. Let u = p** — p. Then u solves the equation

Lu= Lmy + ! P —7).

R Rt
Hence, we have for x € Z4 that

a0l = 2| Galr PO = 1)

YEB3r

1 elx— -
S = D, e PTVR(x =yl + DT
YEB;3R

Using this inequality and (53)), we obtain E[|u(x)|] < ['(R). Therefore, using (53))
again, we obtain for any x € Z¢ that

IE[pGOII S ELP™ 11+ E[lu()]] S T(R). (56)
Step 8. The bound (53)), together with (56)), implies that, for any x € By,
|p(x) = E[p(x)]| < T(R)Z

for a stretched exponentially integrable variable 7. This inequality, together with
(36), yields the desired result. O

20



4 Bounding V pj.‘

In this section, we will compute the bound of ij? where pj? is defined in (32).
As in the previous section, we omit the indices k, j and write pj.‘ , Aj?, /_lj? as p, A, A,
respectively, since our arguments work for all &, j.

Proposition 12. For any x € By, we have

RY2  ifd =3,

< T =
Vo)l S, T(R) {bgR d >4

Proof. Again, we divide the proof into several steps.
Step 1. In view of (51)), we have that

A VB = V, Gl ) (500, 00) = 90,0 V., 7))

= Y V,Gr(x 90 () V, 9,4 (2), 57)

zez4

where the subscript of V. indicates that V is applied only to the variable x. For
X € By, by (30), (57), and the same arguments as in (48]), we obtain

—c|x—y|/R(|x -yl + 1)2_d

LAY S
VPN S, € XA AR+

(log R)

+ Z e—c(lx—z|+|z—y|)/R(|x - Zl + 1)2_d (lz - yl + 1)2_d

= Ix—z|AR+1 |z—y|AR+1"

Step 2. In particular, in view of (49) and (50), we have the bound

e—ZClyl/R (lyl + 1)4_2d

’ 2 2
D 19VpO)* S5 (log R ) (Iy] A R+ 1)?

yez4 yez4

)

yezd

2
z e—c(|z|+|z—y|)/R(|Z| + D> (lz =yl + 1)

o |zZIAR+1 |z—y|AR+1

2

+ ir(R)z

2—d
3 etz R () 4 1)1_d(lz—y| +1)
R2

<., (log R)* +
Sz (log R) Z lz—y|AR+1

yezd

/ gr(y,2)dz
d BR

zEBp
2

<o (log R + / dy + %F(R)z,

R

where

Gr(,2) 1= e WEFED/R ) L Y1z — y| + D7z =y AR+ DL
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First, noting that fBR(|x|+1)1‘ddx < Rand fB3R\BR(|x|+1)2‘ddx < R?, we obtain
2
/ / gr(y,2)dz| dy < /
BZR IBR BZR
< [ axan et an
BZR
1

TR

2

1 2—d
(Ix|+ 1 o

B, IXIAR+1
2
dy

(Ix+y|+ D' dx

BR
2
dy

/ (x| + D74 (|x + y| + D% dx
B3R\BR

BZR

SR/ (Jx] + D (|x + y| + D> dx dy
[EBZR IHSR

+/ / (x| + D> (|x + y| + D> dx dy
[EBZR IB3R\[EBR

<SR[ (xI+D" | (z|+ D> dzdx
BR B3R

+/ (x| + 1> (Iz] + D> dzdx
IE'F3R\|BR IB;SR

4-d - 1 2
SRS FF(R) .

Second, using that |z — y| > |y| — |z| > R for (y, z) € (RY \ B,) X By, we obtain

/ / &r(y,z)dz
RI\Byg |/ Br

< R2—2d / e—20|y|/R
RI\B, g

Altogether, we find that

2

dy < R /
RI\B, g

/ R z| + I dz

Br

2
/e‘clz_y|/R(|z|+1)l_ddz dy
IBgR

2
1
4—d 2

1 ~
2 10VPOF S5 (og R + —-T(R S5 T(RY.
yezd

Step 3. The L, version of the Efron-Stein inequality then yields
[Vp(x) — E[Vp()]| Sg, [(R) Vx € By.
Further, using [20, Lemma 40] (with u(R) replaced by the size I'(R) of p), we obtain
[E[Vp(x)]| S T(R).
Therefore, we conclude that

IVp(x)| S, T(R) Vx € Bp.

22



Proof of Theorem 3] Propositionsand give the bounds for | pfl and |V p;.‘ |. By
repeating the same analysis, we get the corresponding bounds for [s;| and |Vs;|.
By combining Proposition 5| with Propositions[7] [I0} and [I2] we obtain the desired
conclusion. O
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