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LIMITING DISTRIBUTION OF ELLIPTIC HOMOGENIZATION ERROR
WITH PERIODIC DIFFUSION AND RANDOM POTENTIAL

WENIJIA JING

We study the limiting probability distribution of the homogenization error for second order elliptic equa-
tions in divergence form with highly oscillatory periodic conductivity coefficients and highly oscillatory
stochastic potential. The effective conductivity coefficients are the same as those of the standard periodic
homogenization, and the effective potential is given by the mean. We show that the limiting distribution of
the random part of the homogenization error, as random elements in proper Hilbert spaces, is Gaussian and
can be characterized by the homogenized Green’s function, the homogenized solution and the statistics
of the random potential. This generalizes previous results in the setting with slowly varying diffusion
coefficients, and the current setting with fast oscillations in the differential operator requires new methods
to prove compactness of the probability distributions of the random fluctuation.

1. Introduction

In this article we study the limiting distribution, in certain Hilbert spaces, of the homogenization error for
second order elliptic equations in divergence form with highly oscillatory periodic diffusion coefficients
and highly oscillatory random potential.

More precisely, we consider the following Dirichlet problem on an open bounded subset D C R", with
homogeneous boundary condition and a source term f € L?(D),

_Bixi(aij (%)%uj(x,w)) —I—q(%,a))us(x,a)) = f(x), xeD, (L1
ué(x) =0, x € aD.

The conductivity coefficients (ai j (E)) and the potential q(g a)) are highly oscillatory in space, and
0 < ¢ <« 1 indicates the small scale on which these coefficients oscillate. We assume that the conductivity
coefficients are deterministic and periodic, and the potential is a stationary random field on some
probability space (€2, F, [?). More precise assumptions are given in Section 2. It is well known that,
under mild assumptions like stationary ergodicity of g (x, w), the equation above homogenizes; i.e., u®
converges, almost surely in §2, weakly in A 1(D) and strongly in LZ(D) to the solution of the deterministic
homogenized problem

_ d%u )
—aij W(X) +qu(x)= f(x), xeD, 12)
u(x) =0, x € dD.
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Here, the effective conductivity coefficients (a;;) are constants defined by

_ axk
aij = | a8k + -0 )dy, (1-3)
Td ij
where T4 =0, 1]¢ denotes the unit cell and the correctors X, with k =1, ..., d, are given by the unique
solution of the corrector equation
9 dx*
—= (a0 e+ =0))) =0 on T, (1-4)
8xl~ ox %

with the normalization condition de )(k dy = 0; ej, above is the k-th standard unit basis vector of Re.
We note that this formula for (a;;) is exactly the classic periodic homogenization formula for effective
conductivity. The effective potential g in (1-2) is given by the constant

q = [Eq(()?w)v (1'5)

where [ denotes the mathematical mean with respect to P.

In this paper we study the law (probability distribution) of the homogenization error u® — u, viewed as
random elements in certain Hilbert spaces. We split this error into two parts: Fuf—u and u®—Eu?®. In view
of the deterministic oscillations in the diffusion coefficients, we expect that the periodic homogenization
error, in the replacement of (aij (E)) to (a;;), makes significant contributions to the deterministic error
Eu® — u. Indeed, we show later that this error is essentially of order O(g), the same as periodic
homogenization. On the other hand, the effect of the random potential ¢ (g a)) becomes visible in the
random fluctuation u® — Eu?®, in which the (large) mean is removed. We are interested in characterizing
the size and the law of this random fluctuation, and the answers depend on finer information of the random
potential g, such as the decay rate of the correlations in ¢ and higher-order moments of g; see Section 2
for notations and definitions.

We find that, when ¢(x, w) has short-range correlations, the random fluctuation u® — Eu® scales
like £4/2/2 in the LY(Q, L2(D))-norm, and scales like £¢4/2 when integrated against a test function.
Moreover, the law of the scaled random fluctuation £~4/2(u® — Eu®) in L2(D) for d = 2,3 and in
H~Y(D) for d = 4,5 converges to Gaussian distributions as follows (see Theorem 2.4 for details):

u® —Eu®
Jed
Here, W(y) is the standard multiparameter Wiener process, and hence the law of the right-hand side above

defines a Gaussian probability measure on LZ(D) or H (D). This Gaussian distribution is determined
by G(x, y), which is the Green’s function associated to the homogenized problem (1-2), u(y), which is

distribution U/DG(X,Y)”(y)dW(y)'

the homogenized solution, and o, which is some statistical parameter of the random potential g(x, w).
We also consider the case when g (x, w) = ®(g(x, w)) is constructed as a function of a Gaussian random
field g(x, w), and g has long-range correlations that decay like |x|™%, with 0 < a < d. Then the random
fluctuation scales like £€%/222 in the L!(2, L%(D))-norm, and scales like £%/2 when integrated against a
test function. Moreover, the law of the scaled random fluctuation e~%/2(u® —Eu®) in L2(D) ford =2,3
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and in H (D) for d =4, 5 converges to a Gaussian distribution that can be written as a stochastic integral
as above, but with d W replaced by W¢ dy, where W is a centered Gaussian random field with correlation
function |x — y|™%, and o is replaced by some other statistical parameter; see Theorem 6.2 for details.

The study of the limiting distribution of the homogenization error goes back to [Figari et al. 1982],
where the Laplace operator with a random potential formed by Poisson bumps was considered. General
random potential with short-range correlations was considered recently in [Bal 2008], and in [Bal and Jing
2010; 2011] for other nonoscillatory differential operators with random potential. Long-range correlated
random potential was considered in [Bal et al. 2012]. When oscillatory differential operators were
considered, the limiting distribution of homogenization error was obtained in [Bourgeat and Piatnitski
1999] for short-range correlated elliptic coefficients, and in [Bal et al. 2008] for the long-range correlated
case, all in the one-dimensional setting. The main results of this paper show that the general framework
developed in [Bal 2008; Bal and Jing 2011; Bal et al. 2012], in order to characterize the random fluctuation
caused by the random potential, applies even when there are oscillations in the differential operators, as
long as these oscillations are not statistically related to those of the random potential.

Our approach is as follows: we introduce an auxiliary problem with periodic diffusion coefficients
and homogenized potential; let v® be the solution. Then the deterministic homogenization error Eu® —u
is essentially characterized by v® — u, which amounts to classical periodic homogenization theory. The
random fluctuation u® — Fu? is then the same as (u® — v®) — E(u® — v?), which can be represented as
a truncated Neumann series. The first term X? in this series contributes to the limiting distribution.
By Prohorov’s theorem, we need to show that the probability measures of {X ¢} are tight in the proper
Hilbert space, and that their characteristic functions converge. The latter is essentially the convergence
in distribution of the integration of X ¢ against test functions; in view of the uniform-in-¢ estimates of
the Green’s functions associated to the oscillatory diffusion, this step is the same as the earlier setting
with nonoscillatory diffusion. The role of oscillations in the diffusion, however, becomes prominent
in the step of proving tightness of the measures of {X¢}. The simple and natural method used in [Bal

et al. 2012] fails completely; see Section 7 for details. New ideas are needed: we obtain tightness of the
1.
5’
similarly, we get tightness in H ~1(D) by controlling the mean square of the H ~*-norm with % <s<l1.

measures of {X¢} in L?(D) by controlling the mean square of the H-norm of {X*} for some 0 < s <

The constraints on the spatial dimension d arise naturally in the proof of such controls.

Our analysis relies on uniform estimates of the Green’s function associated to the periodic homoge-
nization problem; we refer to [Avellaneda and Lin 1987; 1991] for the classical results, and to [Kenig
et al. 2012; 2014] for recent development in this direction. We refer to [Armstrong and Smart 2014;
Armstrong et al. 2015; Marahrens and Otto 2015; Gloria and Otto 2014] for recent results on uniform
estimates of the Green’s function for equations with highly oscillatory random diffusion coefficients in
spatial dimension higher than one. We remark also that in the random setting, the limiting distribution of
the corrector function and that of the full random fluctuation u® — Eu?, in negative Holder space, were
obtained in [Mourrat and Nolen 2015] and [Gu and Mourrat 2015] respectively, in the discrete setting;
see also [Mourrat and Otto 2014]. Such results are apparently more challenging to obtain, and the proofs
require delicate calculus in the (infinite-dimensional) probability space.
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The rest of this paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we make precise the main assumptions on
the parameters of the homogenization problem, in particular on the properties of the random potential,
and state the main results in the short-range correlation setting. Homogenization of (1-1) and some useful
results on periodic homogenization theory are recalled in Section 3. Sections 4 and 5 are devoted to
the proofs of the main results, where we characterize how the random fluctuation scales in the energy
norm and in the weak topology, and determine the limiting distribution of the scaled fluctuation. We
present new methods to prove the tightness of the probability measures of the random fluctuations. In
Section 6, we state and prove the corresponding results in the long-range correlation setting. We make
some comments and further discussions in Section 7 and prove some technical results, such as tightness
criteria for probability measures, in the Appendix.

2. Assumptions, preliminaries and main results

2A. Assumptions on the coefficients. Throughout this paper, we assume that the domain D in (1-1) is
an open bounded set of R? with C!-!-boundary. The coefficients a;; (%) and ¢(%, ) are the scaled
versions of a;;(x) and ¢(x, w). We make the following main assumptions on a;; and q.

Periodic diffusion coefficients. For the functions (a;;), we assume:

(A1) (periodicity) The function 4 := (a;;) : RY — R9*4 ig periodic. That is, for all x € R4, k € 74 and
i,j=12,...,d, we have
a,-j(x-l—k):aij(x). 2-1)

(A2) (uniform ellipticity) For all y € T¢, the matrix A(y) = (a; 7(y)) is uniformly elliptic in the sense
that, for all £ € R4, one has

d
MEPP <ETA(E= D Eay(0E < AE[ (2-2)
i,j=1
(A3) (smoothness) For some y, M with y € (0, 1] and M > 0, one has
[Allcy(ray = M. (2-3)
We henceforth refer to the above assumptions together as (A).
Random potential. For the random field ¢(x, w) on the probability space (€2, F, ?), we assume:

(P) (stationarity and ergodicity) There exists an ergodic group of P-preserving transformations (7x ), epe
on €2, where ergodicity means that £ € F and

wE=E forallx e R?

imply that P(E) € {0, 1}. The random potential ¢(y, w) is given by g(tyw), where g : 2 — Ris a
random variable satisfying

0<jw)<M forallweQ. (2-4)



LIMITING DISTRIBUTION OF ELLIPTIC HOMOGENIZATION ERROR 197

Further assumptions on q. The above assumptions are sufficient for proving the homogenization result.
However, to estimate the size of the homogenization error and to characterize the limiting distribution of
the random fluctuation, more assumptions on the random field ¢( -, w) are necessary.

To simplify notations, we write in the sequel

q(x,0) =g +v(x, ),

where g is the mean of g and v is the fluctuation. Note that g is a deterministic constant and v is a mean zero
stationary ergodic random field. The autocorrelation function R(x) of ¢ (and hence v) is defined as

R(x) = [E(v(x —i—y,a))v(y,a))), o?:= /[Rd R(x)dx. (2-5)

By Bochner’s theorem, R(x) is a positive definite function and 62 > 0. We assume that o > 0. When R

is integrable on Rd, ie., 02

< 00, we say that g has short-range correlations; we say ¢ has long-range
correlations if otherwise. We state and prove the main results in the setting where g has short-range

correlations, and mention the corresponding results for the long-range correlation setting in Section 6.

Short-range correlated random fields. In this case, we make an assumption on the rate of decay of the
correlation function. We denote by C the set of compact sets in [Rd, and for two sets K1, K5 in C, the
distance d (K1, K>3) is defined to be

d(Ki,Kz)= min |x—y]|

xeK1,yeK>

Given any compact set K C C, we denote by Fx the o-algebra generated by the random variables
{g(x) : x € K}. We define the “maximal correlation coefficient” g of ¢ as follows: for each r > 0, o(r) is
the smallest value such that the bound

E(¢1(@)p2(q)) < o(r) \/ E(p? (@) E(@3(9)) (2-6)

holds for any two compact sets K, K, € C such that d(Ky, K») > r and for any two random variables

of the form ¢; (¢), with i = 1,2, such that ¢; (¢) is Fk,-measurable and Eg; (g) = 0. We assume that

(S) The maximal correlation function satisfies 01/2 € LY (R, r~1dr); that is,

oo 1
/ 02(Nrildr < .
0

Assumptions on the mixing coefficient ¢ of random media have been used in [Bal 2008; Bal and Jing
2011; Hairer et al. 2013]; we refer to these papers for explicit examples of random fields satisfying the
assumptions. We note that the autocorrelation function R(x) can be bounded by g. For any x € R4,

|R(x)| = |E(q(x) —Eq)(¢(0) —Eq)| < o(|x|) Var(g).

By (2-4), ¢, and hence its variance, is bounded. In view of (S) and the fact that one can assume o € [0, 1]
(hence ¢ < ,/0), we find that R is integrable. Therefore, (S) implies that ¢(x,w) has short-range
correlations. In fact, (S) is a much stronger assumption, and not necessary for the main results of this
paper to hold. In Section 7, we will provide alternative and less restrictive assumptions that are sufficient.
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However, using the assumption (S) and Lemma 4.3 below, we can simplify significantly certain fourth-
order moment estimates of the random potential v(x, ®); such estimates appear often in the study of the
limiting distribution of the homogenization error.

Notations. Throughout the paper, by universal parameters we refer to A, A,y and M in the assump-
tions (A), the autocorrelation function R, 02, and the mixing coefficients o, the domain D and its
boundary dD, and the dimension d. If a constant C depends only on these parameters, we say either C
depends on universal parameters or C is a universal constant. For the random potential v(x, w) and the
functions o(x), R(x), etc. which are related to v, we use V%, o, R, etc. to denote the scaled versions.
For instance, v¥(x, w) is shorthand notation for v(%) We use the notation H¥(K), with s > 0, for the
Sobolev or the fractional Sobolev space W*2(K) on some domain K C R?; when K is bounded, we use
H{ (K) for the subspace that consists of functions having trace zero at dK’; note that H ] (R9) = HS(RY).
We denote by H ~*(K), with s > 0, the dual space (H§(K))’. For any Hilbert space #, we denote the
inner product in by (-, - )3; when H# = L2(D), we very often omit the subscript and write (-, -) instead.
We use ( f, g) whenever the formal integral [, fg makes sense. We typically use 14 for the indication
function of a set A C R¥, or if A is a statement, the indication function of A being true. Finally, for two
real numbers a and b, we use a A b as a shorthand notation for min{a, b}, and a v b means max{a, b}.

2B. Probability distribution on functional spaces. We view the random fluctuation u® — Eu® in the
homogenization error as random elements in certain functional spaces, and aim to find the limit of its law
in that space. It turns out that the choice of functional spaces depends on the spatial dimension d.
When d = 1, one can choose the space C(D) of continuous functions. In fact, convergence in
distribution in C(D) was proved in [Bal 2008] for random diffusion coefficient a(x, w) with random
potential ¢ (x, w), both having short-range correlations. In this paper, we prove that for d = 2, 3, the
space can be chosen as L2(D) and for d = 4, 5, the space can be chosen as H~!(D). Note that both
choices are Hilbert spaces. We recall some facts concerning weak convergence of probability measures
on Hilbert spaces. We refer to the books of Billingsley [1999] and Parthasarathy [1967] for more details.

Probability distributions on a Hilbert space. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, and let X(w) be

an 7-valued random element on the probability space (2, F,[P). Then X determines a probability

measure PX on (H, B(H)), where B(H) denotes the Borel o-algebra generated by open sets in H, by
PX(S)=P(X €8) forany S € B(H). (2-7)

We say a family {X®}.¢(9,1) of random elements in #H converges in probability distribution (or in law),
as ¢ — 0, to another random element X on 7, if the probability measures PX° converge weakly to PX;
i.e., for any real bounded continuous functional f : H — R,

/ F(g)dP¥" (g) - / £(g) dPX(g).
H H

In particular, any probability measure P on a separable Hilbert space H is determined by its characteristic
function ¢© : H — C,

6P (h) = /H 9% 4p(g). 2-8)
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Moreover, the following result holds:

Theorem 2.1 [Parthasarathy 1967, Chapter VI, Lemma 2.1]. Let {X®},¢(0,1) and X be random elements
in H, possibly defined on different probability spaces. Then X¢ converges to X in law in H, as ¢ — 0, if
the family of probability measures { PX* Yee(0,1) IS tight and for any h € H,

lim ¢ () = 67 (). 2-9)

Remark 2.2. Let H = L2(D), which is a separable Hilbert space, and let X be a random element in
L?(D) defined on the probability space (2, F, P). The characteristic function of PX can be calculated
as follows: for any & € L?(D),

¢PX(h)=/eiZ dPX({(h,g) > 2}) =/ei2dP({(h,X(a)))>z}) = Ee! X, (2-10)
R R

Therefore, to prove that X converges in distribution to X as L2-paths, it suffices to show that { P X} is
tight and that for any & € L?(D),

(h, XS) distribution (h, X); (2-11)
that is, the random variables (&, X¥) converge in distribution to the random variable (%, X).

In Theorem A.1 in the Appendix, we provide a tightness criterion for {PX°} on L2(D), with the
assumption that {X*(-, )} is in Hg(D) for certain s > 0. The criterion is sufficient but by no means
necessary. Nevertheless, it is very handy for our analysis since the random fields X ¢ that we are dealing
with come from solutions of (1-1), and hence are naturally in H3 (D).

2C. Main results. We now state the main results of the paper under the assumption that g (x, @) has short-
range correlations. Analogous results for the long-range correlation setting will be presented in Section 6.
The first main theorem concerns how the homogenization error scales.

Theorem 2.3. Let D C R? be an open bounded CV' domain, u® and u be the solutions to (1-1) and
(1-2) respectively. Suppose that (A), (P) and (S) hold, f € L>(D) and 2 < d < 7. Then, there exists
positive constant C, depending only on the universal parameters, such that

Eu®—ull> = Cell fllL. (2-12)
Moreover,
Ce2MS if d #4,
E uf —Fufl|2 < e 047 (213)
Ce?|loge|> || fllL> if d = 4.
Furthermore, for any ¢ € L?(D),
d
E|@®—Eu®,9)2| < Ce2 @l [ f L2 (2-14)

This theorem provides L!(2, L?(D))-estimates of u® —u and its random part, and its proof is detailed
in Section 4. We note that the size of the full homogenization error is much larger than that of its random
part. This is because the oscillations in the diffusion coefficients cause some deterministic fluctuation in
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the solution of size O(g), as in standard periodic homogenization. The additional random fluctuation

caused by the short-range correlated random potential scales like gldrd)/2

dj2

in the energy norm, and scales
like £/~ in the weak topology. These results agree with the case of nonoscillatory diffusion coefficients;
see [Bal 2008; Bal and Jing 2011]. The next result exhibits the limiting law of the rescaled random
fluctuation e~%/2(uf — Eu®).

Theorem 2.4. Suppose the assumptions in Theorem 2.3 hold. Let o be defined as in (2-5) and G(x, y) be
the Green’s function of (1-2). Let W(y) denote the standard d-parameter Wiener process. Then

(1) Ford =2,3,as & — 0,
ué —tu®
*/Sd

(ii) Ford = 4,5, as ¢ — 0, the above holds as convergence in law in H~1(D).

distribution o/ G(x, y)u(y)dW(y) in L*(D). (2-15)
D

The proof of item (i) above can be found on page 217 and that of item (ii) is on page 220.

Remark 2.5. The integral on the right-hand side of (2-15) is understood, for each fixed x, as a Wiener
integral in y with respect to the multiparameter Wiener process W(y). Let X denote the result. Ford =2, 3,
because the Green’s function G(x, y) is square integrable, X is a random element in L2(D). Ford =4, 5,
X is understood through the Fourier transform of its distribution: given #* € H~1(D), ¢© X (h*) is defined
tobe E exp(io [ (G(-,y).h*(-))u(y) dW(y)), where E is the expectation with respect to the law of W

Remark 2.6. We expect that the scaling factor for the random fluctuation, with respect to the weak
topology, should be ¢~4/2 in all dimensions. More precisely, for any ¢ € L?(D), we expect that
e4/2(uf —Eu®, ¢) should converge in distribution for all dimensions. However, in this paper we control
this term only for d < 7. This constraint is not intrinsic, and is mainly due to the fact that we stopped at
second order iteration in the series expansion (4-11). In fact, if higher- (than six or more) order moments
of the random field are under control, we can iterate as many times as we need in (4-11) until the last
term is small, and use higher-order moments to estimate the terms in between; see Remark 4.6 below.
The spatial dimension plays an intrinsic role on the choice of topology that one should use for the
limiting distribution of the random fluctuations. Indeed, for the term X¢ = —e74/2G,vEp% to converge in
law in L2(D), it is necessary that [ || X ¢ ||i2 is controlled uniformly in &. In view of the singularity of the

Green’s function, namely, of order |x — y| =912

near the diagonal, we expect to control [ || X || iz only
for d < 3, and similarly, we expect to have convergence in law in H~! only for d < 6. Nevertheless,
we expect that convergence in law in H ~¥(D), for certain k > 0 increasing with respect to d, could be
proved, provided more controls on the random field are available.

Finally, we remark that other topologies, e.g., those in [Bal et al. 2012; Gu and Mourrat 2015], can be
considered for the law of the random fluctuation as well. In particular, tightness criteria in the Holder
space C%, with o possibly negative, were established in [Mourrat 2015]. By a formal scaling argument,
the short-range noise v belongs to the Holder class C%~ and the Green’s function is in C2~¢. The
convergence of X ¢, which is essentially a convolution of the Green’s function with the noise and then

divided by ¢4/2 should take place in C%, for o < —% + 2. In fact, this agrees with the constraint that
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convergence in L? can be expected only for d < 4, and convergence in H~! for d < 6. It would be
interesting to pursue this direction of studies further.

3. Homogenization and periodic error estimates

The following homogenization result for (1-1), without the random potential ¢°(x, w), is well known.
The effect of the presence of ¢° turns out to be minor for homogenization; nevertheless, we include a
proof here for the sake of completeness.

Theorem 3.1. Assume (A1), (A2) and (P) hold. Then there exists Q1 € F such that P(21) = 1, and for
all w € Q1, the solution u® of (1-1) converges to the solution u of (1-2) weakly in H'(D) and strongly in
L?(D) forany f € H1 (D).

Let £, denote the differential operator

—(%i(aij (%)%) +q, (3-1)

and let £%® be the differential operator L, + v(%, ). We remark that £, has highly oscillatory but
deterministic coefficients while £5® has, in addition, a highly oscillatory and random potential. Let G&®
and G, be the solution operator of the Dirichlet boundary problems associated to £® and L. Owing
to the conditions (2-2) and (2-4), G®® is well-defined for any w € Q. Moreover, we have the standard
estimate, for any w € €2 and ¢ > 0,

1G%° fla oy = CILf la-1(D)- (3-2)

with some constant C that depends on the universal parameters, and neither on @ nor €. By the same
token, G, is well-defined and shares the same estimate above.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Step 1: For each w € €2, the solution u® of (1-1) is given by G=® f, which satisfies
the standard estimates
1w g oy + 1A° VUl L2y + 1165 (x, @)u® | L2(py < C,

where C depends the universal parameters and f and is uniform in € and w. As a result, due to the
compact embeddings H!(D) < L?(D) < H~!(D), through a subsequence ¢; (@) — 0, which by an
abuse of notation is still denoted by &, we have
Vil (-, ) L Vo (-, o), A(Z) V(- o) Lt ),
e—0 e e—>0
L2 . et (3-3)
W 0) Zpv(ie) q(20)ut (o) o p(-.0)

for some function v(-, ) € H'(D) and some vector-valued function £(-,w) € [L%(D)]4.

Step 2: Recall that { )(k }g _, are the correctors defined in (1-4), and we can extend them periodically to
functions defined on R?. Since A(y)(ex + V¥ (»)) is periodic, we have that

A (e T(E) 2 [ A0 e + Vo ) dy = e, 64)
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For the same reason and the fact fw V¥ dy =0, we have

e+ (TA(2) L [ et ity = e (3-5)

Now fix an arbitrary function ¢ € C§°(D). For each fixed w € 2, let (w) — 0 be the subsequence in
Step 1. Consider the integral

/;)A( )Vue(x ) - V{xk +eyx ( )}(p(x)dx

On one hand, in view of the third item in (3-3), (3-5), and the facts that div(A*Vu®) = — f + ¢°u®
converges in H™! (to — f + p(-, ), where p is defined in (3-3)) and that e + (V x¥)(x/¢) is curl-free,
by the div—curl lemma [Jikov et al. 1994, Lemma 1.1], the above integral satisfies

lim DA( )Vua(x w)- V{xk+e)( ( )}go(x)dx—/ E(x,w)-erp(x)dx.

e—>0

On the other hand, in view of the first item in (3-3), (3-4), and the facts that div(4%(ex + V y* (x/¢)))
converges in H ™! (they are all equal to zero) and that Vu?® is curl-free, by the div—curl lemma, we have

lim A A(%)Vua(x,a)}V{xk +8)(k<§>}go(x) dx = L VvA-epp(x)dx.

e—0
The two limits above must be equal, and it follows that £(-, ) = AVv(-,®) in distribution.

Step 3: Recall that the stationary random potential ¢(x, @) can be written as ¢ (txw), where § is an essen-
tially bounded random variable on 2. By the Birkhoff ergodic theorem [Jikov et al. 1994, Theorem 7.2],
there exists 21 € F with P(21) = 1, and for each w € 21,

~ L RY) _

4(3-0) = a0 B2 =Eg0.0) (3-6)
for any a € (1, 00). From the weak formulation of u®, for any w € Q21 and for any ¢ € C5°(D), we have
/ A(ﬁ)Vug(x, w)-Vo(x)dx +/ q(ﬁ, a))us(x)cp(x) dx = / f(x)p(x)dx.

D ¢ D & D

Passing to the limit along the subsequence ¢(w) found in Step 1, we have

/ AVv- Vgo—l—/ gu(x)e(x) dx—f f(x)go(x)dx—llm[ (u® —v)p(x)dx.

The first term on the left follows from (3-3) and the fact that £ = AVv; the second term on the left is
due to (3-6). Finally, the last term on the right-hand side is zero since ¢ is uniformly bounded and u® — v
converges to zero strongly in L2(D). Consequently, the above limit shows that v solves the homogenized
equation (1-2). By uniqueness of the homogenized problem, we must have that v =u and v is deterministic.

Finally, for each w € Q1, by the weak compactness in H (D) and the uniqueness of the possible limit,
the whole sequence u® converges to u. This proves the homogenization theorem. O

Remark 3.2. We remark that the same proof works in the case when (a;;) is not symmetric; indeed, it suf-
fices to replace )(k above by the solution of the adjoint corrector equation. The same idea of proof can also
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be carried out in the case when (a;; ) are stationary ergodic random fields; indeed, the corrector equation in
that case is much more involved but, by now, its solution and analogs of (3-4) and (3-5), are well known.

3A. Decomposition of the homogenization error. To separate the fluctuations in the homogenization
error u° — u that are due to the periodic oscillations in the diffusion coefficients from those due to the
random potential, we introduce the function v® which solves the following deterministic problem:
0 x\ 0 ¢ ) - &

_ v A A = eD

o7 ("”(g)axj” o))+ quilx.e)=7(x). xeD. (3-7)
ve¥(x) =0, x € dD.

Here, the potential field is already homogenized, and we expect that v — u filters out the effect of the

random potential. The problem above is well-posed and its solution v¢ is given by G, f.
The standard periodic homogenization theory yields that v converges weakly in H (D) and strongly in
L%(D)tou forany f € H~!(D). Using this function, we can write the homogenization error for (1-1) as

u® —u =W —v°)+ (v° —u). (3-8)
The deterministic part of the homogenization error is
Eu® —u =Ew®—v®) + (v¥—u), (3-9)
and the random fluctuation part of the homogenization error is
u® —Eu® = (u® —v®) —E@u® —v%). (3-10)

The deterministic part of the homogenization error hence contains two parts, the mean of u® —v? and the
periodic homogenization error v® —u. Estimates for the second part amount to the convergence rate of peri-
odic homogenization, and we recall some of the well-known results below, together with uniform-in-¢ esti-
mates of the Green’s function associated to G.. We postpone the estimates for E(u#° —v?) to the next section.

Theorem 3.3 (estimates in periodic homogenization). Ler D C R be an open bounded C'-'-domain,
and v& and u be the solutions to (3-7) and (1-2) respectively. Let G¢(x, y), with x,y € D, be the Green’s
function associated to the Dirichlet problem of (3-7). Assume (A) holds. Then there exists positive
constant C, depending only on the universal parameters, such that

() forany f € L?>(D), we have |[v¢ —u|;2 < Cel| f|| 2.
(i) ford = 2 and for any x,y € D, x # y, we have that G¢(x, y) satisfies

Clx—y>4 if d #2,

G D= 14 floglx—yll) =2

(3-11)
and
IVGe(x.y)| < Clx—y|' 2. (3-12)

The O(g)-error estimates in L2 were proved in [Moskow and Vogelius 1997] for d = 2, and in [Griso
2006] for general C L1_domains; see also [Kenig et al. 2012]. The uniform-in-¢ estimates on the Green’s
function and its gradient can be found, e.g., in [Avellaneda and Lin 1987; 1991; 2015]. In particular,
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(3-11) was proved in [Avellaneda and Lin 1987, Theorem 13]; the estimate (3-12) follows from an interior
Lipschitz estimate, e.g., [Avellaneda and Lin 1987, Lemma 16], if the distance between x and y is smaller
compared with their distance from the boundary, and it follows from a boundary Lipschitz estimate, e.g.,
[Avellaneda and Lin 1987, Lemma 20], if otherwise; see also the proof of [Armstrong and Shen 2015,
Theorem 1.1].

The homogeneities in these bounds are the same as those for the Green’s function associated to
constant coefficient equations, namely the Laplace equations. The striking fact that these bounds still
hold for oscillatory equations is due to the fact that the problem (3-7) homogenizes to constant (smooth)
coefficient equations. Periodicity or other structural assumptions on the coefficients are crucial. We
remark also that it is to obtain such pointwise estimates that the Holder regularity of the diffusion matrix,
1.e., assumption (A3), is needed.

4. Estimates for the homogenization error

In this section, we estimate the size of the homogenization error #® —u. In view of the decomposition (3-8),
(3-9), (3-10) and the error estimates in Theorem 3.3, it suffices to focus on the intermediate homogenization
error u® — v¥, with v& = G, f defined in (3-7).

We introduce the function w® which solves

Lew® = —vgvf, (4-1)
with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition. With the notations G, and G®? introduced earlier, w? is
given by —G.v.v®. It follows that

Ea,a)(us vt — w&‘) — _vswa’

and u® — v® — w? vanishes at the boundary. Hence we have u® — v® — w® = —G%“v,w?. Due to the
assumptions (A), G&® is uniformly (in & and ) bounded as a linear operator L? — L?; we have

u® —v¥|L2 < Cllw®||L2. (4-2)
An estimate of u® — v¥ thus follows from this result:

Lemma 4.1. Let v8 = G, f and w?® be as above. Under the same conditions of Theorem 2.3, there exists
a universal constant C and

. Ced™| £1I2, if d #4,
[EHU) ||L2(D) = 4 2 . (4'3)
Celloge||| fll;. if d =4.
Proof. Using the Green’s function G, we write
w0 = [ Gutrom(L ). (44

The L2-energy of w? is then

ool = [ GutronGatr2w(2)o(2 ) o0t @y dz .



LIMITING DISTRIBUTION OF ELLIPTIC HOMOGENIZATION ERROR 205

Taking the expectation and using the definition of the autocorrelation function R of ¢, we have

y—z

ol = [ GG ar(2E Jront @ dydzax. @)

Integrate over x first. Apply the uniform estimates (3-11) and the fact (see, e.g., Lemma A.1 of [Bal
and Jing 2011]): forany y #z,0<a, B <d,

J C ifao+p>d,

'x .

/D|x—y|d—a|x—z|d—ﬂf C(1+[logly —zl)) ifa+p=d (4-6)
Cly —z|*tP—d ifa+pB<d.

We get
Cly —z|7(@=Dr0) i g £ 4,

. 47
C(l+logly—z|) ifd=4.

f 1Go(x, )G (x, )] dx <
D

Hence, if d > 2 and d # 4,

o e (0)* ()]
Ellws (-, @)]12 SC/DZ ot

R(y_z)’dydzdx.
€

When d = 4, the term (|y — z|@~V09)~1 should be replaced by 1 + ‘log |y —z| | In any case, the above
yields a bound of the form

Ellw®(-,0)ll7. <C /Rd D WI(K® *0°)(y) dy. (4-8)

Here, #° = v®1p and 1p denotes the indicator function of the set D, K*(y) = R(2)[y|4~D"01p (y)
if d #4and K°(y) = R(2)(1+ 1B, (y)|log|y||) if d = 4. Here, B, is the ball centered at zero with
radius p and p is the diameter of D. We check that, when d # 4,

d
: N RO oa
K5 ler = /Rd'R(&‘)' y@=ave Y = a=ave /Rd y@—avo = e @49

where in the last inequality we used R € L% N L'(R%). Similarly, when d = 4,

KO = /B

R(%)‘(l—i—]logw”)dy:g“/l? |R(y)|(1+|10g|8y|\)§Cs4|logg|, (4-10)

0 o/e

To get the last inequality, we evaluate the integral on By and B/, \ By, and bound ‘log ley |‘ by ‘log |8p|‘
for the second part. Applying Holder’s and then Young’s inequalities to (4-8), we get

2 2 2
Ellwillz. = CIK I 0°ll72 = CHK N I 1 2

Combining this with the estimates in (4-9) and (4-10), we complete the proof of the lemma. O
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4A. Scaling of the energy in the random fluctuation. Now we estimate the L?(D)-norm (the energy) of

the random fluctuation u® —Fu?® which, in view of (3-10), is the same as the fluctuation u® —v®—E(u®—v?).
Using the first-order corrector w? defined by (4-1), and following the approach of [Bal 2008; Bal and Jing

2011], we can derive an expansion formula for u® —v? as follows. Rewrite the equations (1-1) and (3-7) as

Leu® = f —veub, L = .

Then it follows that u® — v® = —Gv,u® = —Gv,v® — GV (u® — v?). Iterate this relation another time;
we get the truncated Neumann series

ut —vf = —nggvs + ngggsvgvg + gsvsgsvs(ue - Us)- (4-11)
In particular, the fluctuations in u® — v® can be written as
u® —Eu® = —Govgv® + (GeveGevev® — EGeveGevev®) + (GeveGeve(u® — v°) — EGeveGeve (u® — v°)).

The first term above is exactly w®, which has mean zero and its energy was estimated in Lemma 4.1. The
next lemma provides an estimate for the energy of the second term in the above expansion.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 2.3 are satisfied. Then there exists a constant
C > 0, depending only on the universal parameters and f, such that

Ce2d if d =2,3,
[EHggvegsvsva — [Egs‘)eggvevauiz(D) < C88| 10g8|2 lf d = 4, (4-12)
Ce8 if5<d<7.

Let 15 denote the left-hand side of (4-12); it has the expression
2
I5=FE / ( / Ge(x. 9)Ge(y. 2) (v° ()v(2) — Eve(y)v(2))v°(2) dz dy) dx
D\JD2
= / Gelx,y)Gil(x, YNGe(y,2)Ge(y'. 2 )0 ()08 (2)
D
/ / _ I
(PP C) )+ (o)) oo asaran
e € e € e €
It is then evident that we need to estimate certain fourth-order moments of v(x, @), namely, the function

W, (x, y,1,8) == Ev(x)v(n)v(0)v(s) — (Ev(x)v(y)) (Ev(t)v(s)). (4-13)

Were v a Gaussian random field, its fourth-order moments would decompose as a sum of products of

pairs of R. This nice property does not hold for general random fields; however, the following estimate
for p-mixing random fields provides almost the same convenience.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose v(x, w) is a random field with maximal correlation function o defined as in (2-6).
Then
Wy (x. 2, y.8) = O (lx =2 (|y — s + D (Ix —sDD(|y —1]). (4-14)

where 9(r) = (Ko(r/3))"/2, with K = 4||v|| Lo (@xD)-
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We refer to [Hairer et al. 2013] for the proof of this lemma. Estimates of this type based on mixing prop-
erties already appeared in [Bal 2008]. We refer to [Bal and Jing 2011] for an alternative way to control terms
like W,,, and to Section 7 for some comments on the connection of condition (S) with the lemma above.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Integrate over x in the expression of /5, and apply the estimates (3-11), (4-7) and
(4-14). We find, for d > 3,

1 1 _ 1 ! & E(~/ o/ _ -/
D &

4 |y_y/l(d—4)v0|y_Z|d—2|y/_Z/|d—2 P

1+ Lg—aflog |y — /|| v (2)ve 2/ —\o (7Y
+/ (14 1g=4]log|y — y'l|)[v*(2)v /(ZN ﬁ(y Z)ﬁ(z y)dz/dy'dzdy).
b | -2 e &

aly—y'|@=HVO|y —z|d=2|y/ — 7

For d = 2, the terms |y —z|~@=2 and |y’ — z/|~@=2) above should be replaced by 1 + |log |y —z||
and 1 + ‘log |y —z' |‘ respectively. Let I3, and I3, denote the two terms on the right-hand side of the
estimate above. In the following, we set p to be the diameter of D.

Estimate of 15,. We use the change of variables

/ /
y=>y Z—z / ’ / / /
Y, >z, V-Z'ey, ez
& &

Then the integral in /5, becomes, for d > 3,

Ce2d 1+ 14=4|log|ey||)[v®(z")v®(z" + &z)|
(d—4)v0/ dy dZ/ dy// dz/( (d—4)vL / ) =2 1od— Y@
e B2 B, ~Jo |yl [y +e(y =221yl

We integrate over y’ first and apply (4-6), then integrate over z’ and obtain

15 < C ot 2y e2d-2—ovo [ (15 Lazallogley {1+ Lamaflog sy 2O I,
21 — L2 B2 |y|(d 4)v0|y_Z|(d 4)v0

p/e

ydz.

When d = 3, the integral above is bounded because 9 € L!(R¢) thanks to assumption (S), and we
have I, < C ¢24 When d = 2, the situation is similar; after the integral over y’, there is again no
singularity in the denominator. Hence, 15, < C g4,

When d > 5, by the Hardy-Littlewood—Sobolev inequality [Lieb and Loss 2001, Theorem 4.3], we
have, for p,r € (1, 00),

/ (z?(y)/|y|d—4>z9<z> H 3 ()
RZd

=z ¥4

1 d—4 1
191l Lr @y —+—d +-=2.
L7 [R4) p r

Take p =d /(4+8) and r = d/(d —§) for any (d —8) V0 < § < d —4. Then because ¥ € LN L1 (R%)
and |y|*~¢ € L?(B)), the above is finite and we have I35, < Ce8.
When d = 4, we need to control the integral

/1;2 (1+ |logley]])(1+ [log le(y — 2)I|) 9 (»)¥(2) dy dz,

/e
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where D* ={y—y ' —z+7z:y,y’,z,z/ € D} is some bounded region formed by certain combinations
of points in D. As a result, the logarithmic terms are bounded away from the poles. Hence, the above
integral is bounded by O(|loge|?), and 1§, < C&8|loge|?.

Estimate of 15,. We apply the change of variables

y—z' y -z

Y, =y, z—Z'—z, 7.

Then the integral in /5, becomes, for d = 2,

C82d
B2

o/e

dy dy//D dz’/B dz|v® (2 (2" + 2)| (1 + [log |z — ey [|) (1 +log |z — ey' NI (») P (¥").

Integrate over z’, z and then over y’ and y. We find that 15, < C ¢24_ For d > 3, the same change of
variables transforms /5, to

L+ Lg—g|log|z —e(y —y))I|) [v* (2o (2" +2)|
ngd[ dy dy// a’z/ a4 | a0 Dd_z ——= (D).
2 B, Jp  |z—e(y—y)@HVO0|z —ey|d72|z +ey|

/e

After an integration over z’, we only need to control

1+ 1g=4llog|z—e(y —y)l|)
et [ iy [, ar] IO,
Bj) g B, |z—e(y—y)|@=DVO|z—gy|d=2|z +y’|d72 Y

When d = 3, an integration over z removes the singularities in the denominator. Then integrating
over y and y’ yields that /5, < C g4

When d > 5, we need to control the integral; after another change of variables, e~ 1z — (y — ') > z
and —y — y, we have

C20(y)9(y)) Ce¥K(2)|?
dy dy' d = | d——"
Y P e P T R R Pl
with K(z) = (|y|~@=2 % 9)(z). Since ¥ € L' N L°(R?), we have
B(y)dy V(y)dy [ Loo dy
Kol=[ SO IO [ P smaysc
Bi(2) 12—l RI\B; (z) |2 — Y| Bi(2) |y — | R4\ B (2)

Moreover, by the Hardy—Littlewood—Sobolev inequality, we have that
i—2 S o
1K llz2ay = [1Y1792 %900 2y < CI9 p2ariasorguay < CIP 1L 191,57

Now we show that K € L*° N Lz(Rd). It follows that the integral to be controlled is finite and we have
15, <C &8.
When d = 4, after the same change of variables as in the case of d > 5, we are left to control

1 1 ]9 19 / d d /d
88/ dydy’/ dz( + [log |ez]|) 2(y) (y/)2 ydy'd:z
B2 B |Z—y| |Z_y|

= 88/ (1 + [loglez||)(K(2))? dz.
B3p/£

/e 3p/e
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where K(z) = (1p,,, (y)|y]|72 % 9)(z). We verify again that K € L N L2785 (R9) for any § € (0, 1).
Estimate the integral again by breaking it into pieces inside and outside B1; we find 15, < C e8| log g|.

Combining these estimates above, we have proved (4-12). O

Moving on to the last term in the series (4-11), we observe that it cannot be controlled in the same
manner as above. Indeed, the term u® — v® is random and depends on v(x, @) in a nonlinear way. As a
result, when we move the expectation into the integral representation, like in step (4-5), we cannot get a
simple closed form in terms of R.

We hence choose not to address the interaction between u® — v® and the random fluctuation v® in the
potential directly. Instead, by an application of Minkowski’s inequality, we have

|EGeveGeve (u® =) 12y < E[[Gev®Gev® (u® —1) | 1 py).
Thus, we use the trivial bound on the L (2, L?(D))-norm of the fluctuations in GgvG, v (uf —u):
ry = [EHgsvsgsve(ug —u)— ([E Gev®Geve(u® — u)) HLZ(D) <2 [EHggvsggvs(ua —u) HL2(D)’
and only control the energy of the last term in (4-11) itself, as contrast to its variance.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 2.3 are satisfied. Then there exists some con-
stant C, depending only on the universal parameters and f, such that

Cef ifd =2,3,
E|Gev®Gev® (u” = v°) | 2y = | Ce*llogel? if d = 4. (4-15)
Ceo% if d > 5.

To prove this result, we estimate the operator norm of Gzv¥G,, which is random since v¢ depends on w,
and combine it with the control of u¢ — vé, which was obtained earlier.

Lemma 4.5 (mean value of the operator norm |Gev®Ge||;2_,12). Under the same assumptions of
Theorem 2.3, there exists some universal constant C such that

Cef ifd =2,3,
ElGeveGellZ>_, ;> < Ce*llogsl® if d = 4, (4-16)
Ced34 if d >5.

Proof. For any h € L?(D), we have
2
160Gt = [ ([ Guteo Gty b dzay ) .
Note that for almost every fixed x € D,

[ Gex 1G5, 2y <

[J Ge(x, ) (3)Ge(, ) dy

L2
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It then follows that
2
60 Gelon @ = [ ([ Getxmntoo06er 21y ) dzax
Taking the expectation, we find
160Gl = [ Gxon)Gate 0 R(2 ") 6o, 20601, 2) dy dndz d.

Integrate over z- and x-variables first. Using (3-11) and (4-6), we find that the integrals over x- and
z-variables are estimated as in (4-7). Then we have

(1 + 14-4logly — nl})2

y—n
|y —n|@=4HVvo R( € )‘dy 4.

Change variables in the above integral and carry out the analysis as before. We find that (4-16) holds.

2
E10:v°Gelf 2 = C [

Note that the estimates become useless for d > 8. O

Proof of Lemma 4.4. For each o € 2, we have
ngvsge‘)a(us —°) ”Lz <M||Gev¥Gellp2sp2 U —v°| 2,

where M is the uniform bound on the random potential in (2-4). Take the expectation and then the desired
estimate follows from (4-16), (4-2) and (4-3). O

4B. Scaling factor of the random fluctuations in the weak topology. In this section we aim to find the
correct scaling factor such that the random fluctuation u® — E u®, normalized properly according to this
factor, converges with respect to the weak topology. For that purpose, we fix an arbitrary ¢ € L?(D)
with unit norm, and estimate E(u® — E u®, ¢)2.

Using the series expansion formula (4-11), we have

u® —Eu®, @) = —(Gevev®, @) + (g8v8g8v8v8 —E(Gev¥Gevo0%), (p)
+ (ngeggvg(ug —0°) —E(Gev°Gev® (u® — %)), 9).

Since the operators G, and Gz1G, are self-adjoint on L2(D), we can move them to ¢. Set ¥ = Gz¢.
The above expression becomes

W — Eu®, ) = (00, ¥°) + (1 Gevv°, YF) — B Gev®o?, ¥©)
+ (0 ® = v®), Gev®y®) — (W (u® —v°), Gevy©))
= I 4 (If —EIf) + (I§ —EI5). 4-17)

The aim now is to control the variances of [ jg ,with j =1,2,3.
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Estimate for I{. For I], which is mean-zero, we have

2 f—
[E([f)zz[E( | vg(x)vg(st(x)dx) -/ ZR(xgy )vs(x)v*?(y)w(x)wy)dxdy

:/Rd[Rs*(vs(Y)l/fs(J’)lD()’))](x) v¥(x)yY¥(x)1p(x) dx

< ClIR® |1 ey VY 112 -

Here, R®(y) = R(%) is a shorthand notation. To obtain the last inequality, we applied Holder’s and
Young’s inequalities. Note that || R®|1gay = Ed”R”Ll(Rd). Note also that f,¢ € L?(D) implies
that v®, ¢ € H?(D), which is embedded in L*(D) for all 2 < d < 7. As a result, we conclude that
E|If] < Ced/2,

Estimate for Var(I5). Before calculating the variance of 15, we first check that ||/5]|12(q) can have size
larger than £4/2 for d > 4. By direct computation, for d > 3,

(092 = [ R(F22)R(FE )66ty W o 6 g ) e dy

&
xX—y x' =y \ [P DvEY) Y ()P (x)]
5/1)4R( : )R( : ) x Y2y a2

For d = 2, the last integral above should be replaced by

Jo

After the change of variables

dy' dx"dy dx.

(4-18)

&

R(x_y)R(x ;y )Us()’)vs(y/)ws(x)‘/’s(x/)(l+‘log|x—y|‘)(1+‘log|x/_y/|‘) dy'dx'dy dx.

X—y|_) X =y
& &

—x, y—=y, VvV =y,

the integral to be controlled, for d > 3, becomes

84/ / |R(x)R(x/)|{vs(y)wg(y+8x)v8(y,)wg(y,+8x/)| dy' dy dx’ dx.
sz)/a D2

|x|d—2 |x’|d_2

Integrating over y and y’ and then over x and x’, we find that the integral above is finite. Hence, E(/ 2'9)2

is of order ¢* when d > 3. When d = 2, the change of variables in the logarithmic functions yields

&

the term | log £|%, and we have [E(12)2 is of order £*|log &|2. This shows that the second term in (4-11),

i.e., 15, is larger than or comparable to /2 for d > 4.
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We show next that the variance of 128 , however, is smaller than £4/2 in all dimensions. Using the
definition of W), in (4-13) and the estimate in Lemma 4.3, we bound E(/§ — [Elz‘a)2 = Var(I5), ford >3, by

e e g ¢

SC/ ﬁ(x—x/)ﬁ(y—y’) [v* () )Y ) Yo ()] dx' dy' dx dy
D4

P |x—y|d_2|x/—y/|d_2

+C/m7}(x—€y')ﬁ(y—x')!v@(y)v*’?(y/)w‘f(x)wx/)\ dx' dy' dx d.

P |x—y|d_2|x’—y’|d_2

Var(1§)=/l;4 L —)Ga(x,y)Gs(X’,y’)vg(y)vs(y’)ws(X)wg(X') dx'dy"dx dy

The second integral above is essentially the same with the first one if we interchange x” and y’. Hence,
we focus only on the first one. After the change of variables

’ /
X—X —
X, y—Jy
&

=y, y—x'=>x, Yy,
the first integral becomes

8 +en)v° (PO =X +ex+e) Y (v —x'+ey)|
|x’—ex|4=2|x"—gy|9—2 '

ce? dx dy f dx’ f dy' 9 (x)d(»)
B, D

R2d

Integrate over y’ first and use the fact that ||[v®|| 4+ < C and [|[¥®||L4(p) < C. Then the above integral is
bounded by

Ce24 dy' _ / Ce2d=@=DVO0y ()9 (y)dx' dx dy
ey|4-2 R3d

dx dy /Bp F(x)P(y) X y| @O

R2d |x/—8x|d_2|x’—

for d # 4, where we integrated over x’ and used (4-6) to have the inequality. The resulting integral is
clearly finite. Hence we conclude that Var(/5) < C €24 for d = 3 and that it is of order ¢4 for d > 5.
When d = 2, there is only logarithmic singularity to start with in the expression of Var(/5), and we

find Var(/5) < Ce2d.
When d = 4, the integral that remains after we integrate over x” has a term of the form
(log |8()C - y) |) 18(x—y)€B2p .

It follows then that Var(/$) < C&8|loge|.
To summarize, for d > 2, we have E|1§ —E I5| < E|I]|. That is, when the series expansion is integrated
against test functions and the mean is removed, the second term is much smaller than the leading term.

Estimate for I5. For the last term, we control it by the crude estimate E(/§ —E §)2 <2E( §)2. From
the expression 15 = (v&¥(u® —v®), G.v®¥®), we have

1
EIZ5] < E(Iv¥llzoe llu® = v® )2 [1Gev® ¥ L2) < C (Ellu® —v® |- ElGevy®l7,)?

since G.v¥? is exactly of the form of w? defined in (4-1). Owing to (4-2) and Lemma 4.1, we conclude
that E|/5] is of order ¥ for d = 2,3, of order £*|log ¢| for d = 4, and of order * for d > 5. Hence, for
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all 2 < d <7, the truncation term in the Neumann series, with respect to the weak topology, has a scaling
factor that is smaller than that of the leading term (which is of order g4/ 2).

Remark 4.6. We find that for 2 < d < 7, the random fluctuation u€ —F u¢ scales like £€2/2 when integrated
against test functions, and the leading term is the dominating one. We do not expect the dimension
constraint d <7 to be intrinsic. Firstly, it is related to the fact that we stopped at the second-order iteration
in the Neumann series, and had to control the last term by the crude estimate given by the Minkowski
inequality (not taking advantage of removing the mean). Secondly, it is also needed when we claim that
V& = G is in L*(D). In general, if we assume a stronger condition, namely f € C(D), then v® is
always bounded, and we only need ¢ € L?(D), which holds in all dimensions if ¢ € L2(D).

We conclude this section by collecting the facts obtained above to give a proof of Theorem 2.3.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Let v be as defined in (3-7). In view of (3-10) and the Minkowski inequality, we
have
Ellu® —Eu®l|7, < EQ2u® —v®|7, + 2 [E@® —v®)[72) < 4E|u® —v°)7..

Owing to (4-2) and Lemma 4.1, we have (2-13).
In view of (3-8), (4-2), Lemma 4.1 and Theorem 3.3, we have

Ellu® —ullp2 <Eflu® —v®[p2 + lv° —ullp2 < Cell fllL2.

This proves (2-12).

Finally, to estimate E|(u® — Eu®, ¢); 2| for an arbitrary field ¢ € L?(D), without loss of generality we
can assume ||¢| ;2 = 1. Then this term is precisely what was studied immediately above. With /¥, where
j =1,2,3, defined earlier, we have showed that for 2 < d <7, we have [ | 2/3':1([; —E If)| <(Cgd/2,
which is precisely (2-14). O

S. Limiting distribution of the random fluctuation

In this section, we study the limiting distribution of the scaled random fluctuation, g4/ 2(148 — Eu?®),
in functional spaces. As mentioned earlier, the choice of space depends on dimension. When d = 1,
convergence in law in C(D) of the random fluctuation was proved in [Bourgeat and Piatnitski 1999; Bal
2008]. We prove Theorem 2.4 below, which establishes convergence in law of the random fluctuation in
L?(D) ford =2,3 and in H~Y(D) ford = 4,5.

—d/2

Multiplying & to the series expansion (4-11), we obtain the following expression for the scaled

random fluctuation:

_ GeveV® | GeveQevsv® —EGeveGevsv® | Geveleve(u® —v°) — EGeveGeve(u® —v°)
Our strategy, as in [Bal 2008; Bal and Jing 2011], is to prove that the leading term X & = —s~4/2G,vev®
contributes and converges in law to the right distribution depicted by Theorem 2.4, and show that the other

(5-1)

terms converge in stronger mode to the zero function and hence have no contribution to the limiting law.
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At the purely formal level, all these steps are the same as in the setting of nonoscillatory diffusion
coefficients. Indeed, we already established controls for the second and last terms above in the previous
section. Moreover, the e-dependence in G, and v? is not a problem, as we will see later, for the convergence
of the characteristic functions of X ¢, thanks to the fact that G.¢ — G in L? for any ¢ € H~'(D). This
dependence, however, does impose difficulty on showing the tightness of the measures of {X¢}.. As
discussed in Section 7, the old approach for tightness in [Bal et al. 2012] fails and new ideas are needed.

Our new approach is to use some nonoptimal but convenient tightness criteria, described in Theorems A.1
and A.2, for probability measures on H* (D) that are induced by processes in HX+5(D), with k = —1,0
and s > 0. Since we do need s to be fractional in (0, 1), we recall some definitions regarding fractional
Sobolev spaces; see [Di Nezza et al. 2012] for reference. Given an open set K C [Rd, the fractional
Sobolev space Hj(K), for s € (0, 1), is the closure of C§°(K) in the norm

2 (12 |u(x) —u(y)[?
”uHHS(K) = ||u||L2(K) +/](2 mdx dy.

When K = R?, an equivalent norm for u € H*(R%) is

sy = [ 1+ 1620 [Bul©) . 52)

Moreover, for s € (0, 1), the space H~*(K) is defined to be the dual space (H{(K))’, and in particular
when K = R?, the above norm for H 5 (R?) is still valid.

5A. Limiting distribution in L?(D) for dimensions two and three. For d = 2,3, we prove that the
leading term X in (4-11) converges in law in L?(D) and show that the other terms vanish in the limit.
The next lemma, together with Theorem A.1, yields tightness of X ¢, which is the key step.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2.3 are satisfied. Assume further that d =2, 3. Then
for any se(O, %) there exists a constant C, depending only on the universal parameters and s, such that

Elle™%Gev®v® |3, < C. (5-3)

Proof. For each fixed w € 2 and ¢ > 0, we know that e=4/2G pEyE belongs to HOl (D) and hence also to
H§(D) for any s € (0, 1). In particular, its H*-seminorm has the expression

£,,& _ £,,8 2
1 / |(Gev®v®)(x) — (Gev®v®) ()| dy dx.
D2

d
s_fg Uavs 2 ‘ -
[ € ]H?(D) od |x—y|d+25

Taking the expectation and using the L*-bounds of v®, we have

C (Ge(x,2) = Gs(1.2)) (Gs(x.§) = Ge(v. §))| ‘R(Z;S) ' dEdz dy dx.

d
-5 £,,612 -
Ele™2Gev v ]HS(D)_gd D4 |x — y|d+2s

We claim: there exists C, depending only on the universal parameters and s, such that for all £,z € D,

/ [(Ge(x,2) = Ge(1,2)) (Ge(x, §) = Ge (1, §)) |
D2

|x_y|d+2s

dydx <C. (5-4)
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Figure 1. Decomposition criteria of the domain of integration based on the relative
position between four points. Left: (x, y) € D?; middle: (x, y) € D%; right: (x,y) € D%.

We decompose the integration region D? into three parts DJ?, with j = 1,2, 3, as follows: in D?, one of
the points in {z, £}, namely £ without loss of generality, lies outside B,(x) U B,(y), where p = |x — y|;
in D%, one of the points, namely z without loss of generality, lies in B,(x) and satisfies |z —x| < |z — y|
and at the same time £ € B,(y) and |§ —y| < | —x|; in D2, we have that £ and z cluster around one of the
points in {x, y}; without loss of generality, assume this pointis x, so z, & € B,(x) N{n: |n—x| < |n—y|}.
In Figure 1, the relative positions between {x, y, z, £} are illustrated for each case.

Let I; be the integral over DJ? of the integrand in (5-4). We estimate /;, with j = 1,2, 3, separately
and we focus on the case of d = 3. Tt is clear that when d = 2, the only change is that the Green’s
function has logarithmic bound, and the analysis below can be adapted.

On D%, without loss of generality, we assume that |z — x| < |z — y| (if otherwise, we would switch the
roles of x and y). Hence |G¢(x, z) — G¢(y, z)| < C|x —z|*~¢. By the mean value theorem,

|Ge(x,6)— G (¥,8)| <|VGe(n,&)||x —y| for some n between x and y.

By the gradient bound (3-12) and the fact that |[n —&| > |y —&|/2, we have

C Clx—y|
< , hence |G.(x,&)—Ge(y,8)| < .
—g[471 T |y —gla-! ) ’ |y — g9t

IVGe(n,8)| <
1

As a result, we have,

I </ C 1 1 dxd
1= d+2s— - a—1
D} [x—y|4H257h [x —z|472 |y — g4

Integrate over x first and then over y, using (4-6) in each step; we find that as long as 0 < s < &, we have

2 9
I < C for some C that only depends on the universal parameters and s.
On D%, we have |G¢(x,z) — G:(y,2)| < Clx —Z|2_d and |G.(x,&)—G.(y,&)| <Cly —§|2_d. At
the same time, |[x —z| < |x — y| and |y — &| < |x — y|, so we may split the singularity into the integrals
over x and y so that each of them is essentially not singular. That is,

I </ ! ! dxd
2= V.
D%|x—z|%+s|y—§|%+s |x Z|d 2y E|d 2
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We note that the integral above can be separated, and as long as 0 < s <2 — % = % each integral is finite
and hence I, < C.
On D%, we assume without loss of generality that z and £ cluster around x. Then we have

Ge(x, ) — Ge(y,m)| < Clx —n|*4

for n € {z, £}. At the same time, |x — y| > |y — z|. As a result, we have

C 1 1
I3 < dxdy.
3 —/Dg ly— 2[4 x — 2|57 [x—z]d2 |x—gd2 Y

We choose t > 0 so the integral over y is uniformly bounded. The integral over x is also bounded as
long as 2s +t < (4—d) A2 =1, and we have I3 < C. We note that for any s € (O, %), there exists
T € (0,1 —2s) satisfying the constraint 2s + v < 1.

The above bounds are uniform in §. Therefore, taking the limit § — 0, we prove (5-4). Integrate
over z and £ in the integral expression of E[¢~4/ 2gav€v8]§p; in particular, integrating R(- /&) yields a
factor of ¢ that cancels the one in the denominator. We conclude that E[s~%/2G,1® V€)%, < C for each
fixed s € (0, 3). Combining this with £ ||<9_“'/Zggu'9v8||i2 < C, which is due to (4-1) for d =2, 3, we
prove (5-3). O

Remark 5.2. The key step in the proof above is to derive (5-4), which concerns only the Green’s
function G, and hence is obtained from a purely deterministic argument. Indeed, the scaling factor g=d/2
plays a role only afterward when we integrate against R®, and it disappears in the final estimate because it
is the right scaling for integrals of R®. In Section 6, where we consider the case of long-range correlated
random potential ¢ (x, w), the scaling in X* will be different, but the tightness of (the measures of) X¢,

with the right scaling, is obtained in the same way as above.

Next we address the convergence of the characteristic function of the measure of X¢. In view of
Theorem 2.1, this amounts to proving this:

Lemma 5.3. Assume (S) holds. For any fixed ¢ € L?(D), we have

1
Ved

Proof. Moving the operator G, to ¢, we have

(GeVEV®, @) o ~distribution . Ar(q), 03), where 05 :=02/ u?(x)(Ge)?(x) dx. (5-5)
D

1 £ e _ 1 X\ & €
v /D o(Z )o@t dx,

where ¢ = Ge. Let I{[¢] denote the random variable above. Set ¥ = Gg and introduce

itpli= === [ o(E)ucov s, (5-6)
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Since v(x, ) is a stationary ergodic random field that has short-range correlation, uy € L2(D), we
apply the well-known functional central limit theorem (see, e.g., [Bal 2008, Theorem 3.8]) and obtain

s, gy i=o [ Gmmawone) ~x(0.07 [ woworta). ¢
L
The last relation ~ above means equal in law. We note that

2
E}Jf[sa]—lf[sol}2=gidrE(/Dv(g)(vswa—Mde) < Cl e —uy |2,

and from periodic homogenization theory, we have v¥ — u in L2, ¥* — v in L2, as ¢ — 0; moreover,
v® and ¢ are bounded in L™ since H?(D) is embedded in L>°(D) for d = 2,3. As a consequence,
the right-hand side above converges to zero as € — 0. As a result,

Ilpl = J{lel + U] — J{ 0]

is the sum of a term that converges in distribution to /1[¢] and a term that converges to zero in L?(2).
The desired result follows immediately. O

Finally, we collect the facts obtained above to give a proof of Theorem 2.4(i).

Proof of Theorem 2.4(i). Owing to Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.4, for d = 2, 3, we have
4 4 d

[EHS 2 (gsvsgeV8U8 - [Egsvsgsvevg) +e 2 (gsvsgeve(us —0°) —EGeveGeve (u® — Us)) HLz =e&2.
By Chebyshev’s inequality, these two terms, as random elements of L2 (D), converge in probability to the
zero function. It follows that the limiting distribution of £ ~%/2(u® — E u®) is given by that of the leading
term X (w) 1= —e~4/2G 1808,

Let X be the right-hand side of (2-15). It is a random element of L2(D) defined on some probability
space (Q, F, [IS) on which the Wiener process W(y, @) is defined. Let the distribution of X be PX and its
characteristic function be ¢* ¥ We note that, for any ¢ € L2(D), the inner product (X, ¢) has Gaussian
distribution A/ (0, (7(%), with a(g defined in (5-5). Indeed,

EP¥ (X.¢) = o EP” / ( / G(x,y)<p(x)dx)u(y)dW(y):0,
D D

and

2
[EPX(X,¢>2=02[EP"( / ( [ G(x,y)¢<x)dx)u(y)dW<y)) _ 2 / Go)2u? dy.
D D D

This shows (X, ¢) ~ N (0, 05) in law. By Lemma 5.3, for any fixed ¢ € L?(D), the random variable
(X%, @) converges in distribution to N (0, cr(%). This shows that, as mentioned in Remark 2.2, the char-
acteristic function of the law of X ¢ converges to that of X. In view of Lemma 5.1 and Theorem A.1,
the distribution of {X®},¢(o,1) in L?(D) is tight as well. Consequently, by applying Theorem 2.1, we
complete the proof of Theorem 2.4(i). O
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5B. Limiting distribution in H=1(D) for dimensions four and five. For dimension d > 4, we do not
expect € ~4/2(uf —E u?) to converge in distribution in L2(D), because as shown in (2-13), the fluctuations
scale like £2|log e|'/2 for d = 4, and scale like &2 for d > 5. In both cases, the scaling is much stronger

4/2 Nevertheless, we prove that convergence in law in H~1(D) holds.

than ¢
As before, the key step is to show that the probability measure in H~!(D) of the scaled leading term
(X%} := —~9/2G,v¥0¢ in the expansion (4-11) is tight, and to show that the characteristic function of
this measure converges.
Let us first address the characteristic function ¢X °. We note that L?(D) is naturally embedded to
H~Y(D). For any f € L2, the linear form Ly HO1 (D) — R given by L () = (f.¥) is clearly an
element of H~1(D), and

ILrll 1Dy = sup L) =<\ fllL2-
veH; (D), |1¥ly1<1
We henceforth identify Ly € H~1(D) with f when f € L?(D). For any { € H~!(D), let [ be the
element in H, 01 (D) that is related to £ by a Riesz representation. Then we have

(S Or-1(py=Lr() = (£ 1]).

That is, the H~1(D) inner product of f € L?(D) with £ is the same as the L? inner product of f
with /. As a result, Remark 2.2 applies for distribution on H~1(D): to show ¢* X converges to ¢ ¥ as
characteristic functions of distributions in H ~!(D), it suffices to prove (X¢, ) — (X, h) in distribution
as random variables for each fixed h € L?(D).

Now we address the tightness of the measures of {X¢}. Our strategy is to control the mean of
| X®||g—s(py for some s € (0, 1) and then apply Theorem A.2. To this purpose, we first observe that
X¢ e L?(D) and hence X¢ € H5(D) if we set

X®:Hy(D)—>R by X°h)= / X%(x)h(x)dx. (5-8)
D

For any h € Hy (D), the above clearly defines a continuous linear functional. Moreover, if we identify the
function X ¢ with its extension to R? by zero outside D, the above also defines an element in H~* ([F\Rd ).
Since dD is regular (as a matter of fact, a C %!-boundary is sufficient), any & € H{(D) can be extended
continuously to Eh € H*(R%), which satisfies | Ehll grsway < Thllgs(p)y; see [Di Nezza et al. 2012,
Theorem 5.4]; by duality, H 5 (R?) is continuously embedded in H ~5 (D). If fact, we have

X+ 0y = swp (X% w)p = swp  (X°Ew)pa
weH (D),llwlgspy<1 wEHS(D),IIwIIHg(D)EI
< sup (XS,U)L2 < T”XSHH—S(Rd). (5-9)

UGHS(R(I):"U"HS(Rd)ST

We note that || X®|| g—sgay can be calculated using the formula (5-2).
Consider, for each fixed y € D, the Green’s function G¢( -, y) for the Dirichlet problem (3-7). Extend
Ge(-,y)to R4 by zero outside D, and let G denote the extended function. Then G defines naturally a
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linear form on H*(R?) by
. d
G): H*(R?) - R,

h G} (h):= / G)Y (x)h(x)dx = / Ge(x, y)h(x)dx,
R4 D

provided the integral is finite. Since G is self-adjoint and by the Green’s function representation,
w(y) := G (h) is the solution to the Dirichlet problem L;w = & on D, with zero boundary condition.
Note that the restriction of # on D is in H*(D). Invoking elliptic regularity, we find that w is bounded
in H*12(D). Lets € (0,1)ifd =4 and s € (%, 1) if d = 5; then by the embedding theorem of fractional
Sobolev spaces, H¥T2(D) c C%¥(D) witha =5 +2—% € (0, 1); see [Grisvard 1985, Theorem 1.4.4.1].
As aresult, |GY (h)| < C||h||gs, where C only depends on the universal constants and the index s. We
hence proved the following fact:

Lemma 5.4. Assume (A) holds and g > 0. Identify G¢(-, y), for each fixed y € D, with the element in
H 5 (R%) defined above. Suppose s € (0, 1) ford = 4 and s € (% 1)f0r d = 5. Then there exists C > 0,
depending only on universal parameters and s, such that

1Ge(-. M -5 ®ay = C. (5-11)

Using this fact and the Fourier transform formula for the H ~* (R4)-norm, we can prove the following
control of || X®|| g—s(ga) which, together with Theorem A.2, yields the tightness of {X¢}.

(5-10)

Lemma 5.5. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2.3 are satisfied. Assume further that d = 4,5. Let
s€(0,1)ifd =4ands € (%, 1) if d = 5. Then there exists a constant C > 0, depending only on the
universal parameters and on s, such that

ENlX®F—s(py < C- (5-12)

Proof. We identify X¢ with the element in H (D) C H5(R?) defined earlier. In view of (5-9), we
have

1 -
XNy = CIX sy = =g [ 19X @R +16P)~ d.

where F X ¢ denotes the Fourier transform of the (extended) function X ¢. Using the integral representation
of X¢, we rewrite the above as

1X°0 s = / dE(1+]E11)™° / dxdy | dzdte’ O Gy(x,2)Ge(y. )V (2)0 (2)vE (1)v* (1),
& R4 R2d D2

where the Green’s functions are extended by zero to R¥ for their first variables. Take the expectation in
this formula; we have

1 e ECNGo(x,2)Ge(y, 1) z—t
en2 _ & 9’ & El & £
EI XN g—s = el /de (/RM a1 EP) dx dy dé)R(—g )v (z)ve(@)dtdz.

We claim that for any z and # in D,

[ el E N Gy(x,2)Ge (1, 1)
R3d (14 €17

dxdydé‘fC. (5-13)
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Indeed, we recognize the quantity inside the absolute value sign to be

FGZ () FGE(6) e 2 z_s)%( s 2_3)
/Rd (1+ ]2 d§ = (/Rd |FGg (§)7(1+[€]%) /Rd IFGLE))?(1 + |E]?)

The term on the right-hand side is precisely |G || g—s ga) |l G|l s (rd)- In view of Lemma 5.4, we can

1
2

apply (5-11) to get an upper bound for the quantity above and prove (5-11). Then (5-13) follows, which
in turn completes the proof. O

Finally, we conclude this section by collecting the facts above and proving Theorem 2.4(ii).

Proof of Theorem 2.4(ii). Step 1: Limiting distribution of the leading term. In view of Theorem A.1 and
Lemma 5.5, the probability measures on H ~!(D) induced by { X ¢} are tight. To check the limit of the char-
acteristic functions of {PX"}, it suffices to prove (2-11). This is done in Lemma 5.3. By Theorem 2.1, we
conclude that X¢ — X in distribution on H~1(D), where X is defined to be the right-hand side of (2-15).

Step 2: Convergence to zero of the higher-order terms. By Lemma 4.2, and d = 4,5, we see that the
second term in u® — Eu®, i.e., Gev®Gvev® — E G, vEG.v¥v?, converges in LZ(Q, L2(D)) and hence in
L?(2, H~(D)) to the zero function. Similarly, the remainder term Ggv®Go v (U —v¢)—EG, v GevE(Us—0?)
converges to the zero function in L1(2, H~1(D)). These convergence results are stronger than the mode
of convergence in distribution in H~!(D). The proof of Theorem 2.4(ii) is thus complete. O

6. The long-range correlated setting

In this section, we consider the setting where ¢ (x, ) has long-range correlations. In this setting, the
general central limit theorem (Lemma 5.3) does not hold, and we hence restrict to the special case where ¢
is constructed as a function of Gaussian random fields. Limiting theorems in the spirit of Lemma 5.3 are
then obtained from Gaussian computations; see, e.g., [Bal et al. 2008; 2012].

Long-range correlated potentials constructed from Gaussian fields. Let g(x,w) =g+ v(x,w) with g a
nonnegative constant; we assume:

(LD v(x,w) = ®(g(x)), and g(x, w) is a centered stationary Gaussian random field with unit variance.
Furthermore, the correlation function of g(x, ) has heavy tail. That is, for some positive constant kg
and some real number « € (0,d),

Rg(x):=E{g(y. 0)g(y +x,0)} ~kg|x|™* as|x] — oo. (6-1)
(L2) The function ® : R — R satisfies —q < ® < M — g, and has Hermite rank one, i.e.,
/RCID(s)e_S22 ds=0, Vi:= /[RSQD(s)e_SZ2 ds # 0. (6-2)
(L3) The Fourier transform ® of the function ® satisfies
/Rlé(s)l(HlsP) < o0, (6-3)

We henceforth refer to the above conditions together as (L).
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The assumption (L.2) makes v(x,®) = ®(g(x,w)) mean zero, and the bounds on ® ensure that
0<gq(x,w) <M, whichis (2-4). From the above construction, we check that v(x, w) is stationary ergodic
and has a long-range correlation function that decays like «|x|™%, where x = Vlzlcg; see Lemma A.3 for
the details. Assumption (L3) allows one to derive a (nonasymptotic) estimate (see Lemma A.4 in the
Appendix) for the fourth-order moments of v(x, ). Universal constants in the long-range correlation
setting may depend on o, Rg, kg, ® and k.

For the scaling of the homogenization error, we have the following analogue of Theorem 2.3. We focus
on the error ué — Eu® because, as seen earlier, the main contribution to the deterministic error Eué —u
comes from the periodic oscillation in the diffusion coefficients, and Theorem 3.3(i) holds independent of
the correlation length of v(x, w).

Theorem 6.1. Let D C R? be an open bounded C V' -domain, u® and u be the solutions to (1-1) and
(1-2) respectively. Suppose that (A), (P) and (L) hold and f € L*(D). Then, there exists positive
constant C, which depends only on the universal parameters, such thatif 2 <d <5and 0 <o <d or
6<d<T7and0<ua <6,

Ce3™2||fl2 ifd #4,

Eflu® —Eu®ll2 < o (6-4)
Ceflifl:  ifd=4.
Moreover, for any ¢ € L*>(D), with2 <d <7Tand0<a <d,
E|(u® —Eu®,¢)2] < Ce2lgl 2]l fllL2- (6-5)

This result shows that the random fluctuation u® — Fu? caused by the long-range correlated random

potential scales like £(@/4)/2 /2

in the energy norm, and scales like ¢*/~ with respect to the weak topology.
Since o < d, we note that the random fluctuation in this setting is larger than the case of short-range
correlated potential. We mention that if & < 2, then the random fluctuations dominate the deterministic
fluctuation caused by the periodic diffusion.

The next result exhibits the limiting law of the rescaled random fluctuation £~%/2(u® — Eu?). In the
presentation, we define formally W2 (dy) as W¥(y) dy; here W¥(y) is a centered stationary Gaussian
random field with covariance function E (W (x)We( ¥)) =k|x—y|™%, where E denotes the expectation

with respect to the distribution of W, Here, k = Kg V12 > 0, where kg and V7 are defined in (6-1) and (6-2).

Theorem 6.2. Suppose that the assumptions in Theorem 6.1 hold. Let k be defined as in (6-2) and G(x, y)
be the Green’s function of (1-2). Let W*(dy) be defined as above. Then

(i) Ford =2,3,as & — 0,

ug —E{ue} dise

(2) Ford = 4,5, as € — 0, the above holds as convergence in law in H~1(D).

o VK fDG(x,wu(y)W“(dy) in L*(D). 6-6)

Remark 6.3. The right-hand side of (6-6) is an integral with respect to the multiparameter Gaussian
random processes W¢; we refer to [Khoshnevisan 2002] for the theory. Let X denote the result of
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the integral. When d < 4, o < 4, the Green’s function G(x,-) is in L4/®@~2/2) and X is a random
element in L2(D). In general, X is understood through the Fourier transform of its distribution. Given
h* € H~1(D), the function ¢PX (h*) is defined to be E exp(i vk [ (G (-, y).h*(-))u(y)W(dy)). In
particular, for any fixed positive integer N and functions {¢; : 1 <i < N} in L?(D), the random variables
Ii = (X, 0;) = Vi [p{G(-.y), 0i (:))u(y)W*(dy), with i =1,..., N, are joint Gaussian, centered
and have covariance matrix X;; := E (/;I;) given by

WGe) WG o 4 (6-7)
D2 ly —z[* '

Eij =K

We will not present the proofs of the results above here, but they can be found in a longer version
of this paper [Jing 2015]. The proofs are again based on the expansion formulas (4-11) and (4-17):
the leading term has mean zero and contributes to the limiting law; the other terms have larger mean
but smaller variance and, after the mean is removed, do not contribute to the limiting law. The main
difference in the analysis of the long-range correlation setting is as follows. Firstly, to estimate integrals
of R¢(x), because R(x) is not integrable, we cannot expect to gain a factor of ¢ by scaling the variable
in R®. Instead, we gain a factor of £% by using the asymptotic of R outside a (T'¢)-ball; see Lemma A.3.
Secondly, to control fourth-order moments of v, Lemma 4.3 is no longer useful and we use the estimate in
Lemma A.4 instead. In fact, this estimate is less restrictive and, even in the short-range correlation setting,

1/2 in the stronger assumption (S) by o. Last but not least, as mentioned earlier,

it could be used to replace o
general central limit theorems, e.g., Lemma 5.3, are not available for the limiting law of the first term

in (4-17), and we need to appeal to limit theorems that are special for functions of Gaussian processes.

7. Further discussions

7A. An alternative condition for (S). In the short-range correlation setting for v(x, w), we assumed the
condition (S). Upon applying Lemma 4.3, we can bound the (partial) fourth-order moment ¥,, by the
sum of two terms, each consisting of the product of a pair of functions ¥ € L N L1 (R¢). However, as
remarked earlier, (S) essentially requires the mixing coefficient o(r), and hence R(|x|), to behave like
o(r~24) at infinity, which is much stronger than R(x) being integrable.

We remark that (S) is assumed mainly to simplify the presentation and the o(r_Zd) decay of o is not
necessary. In fact, an alternative assumption used in [Bal and Jing 2011] to control fourth-order moments
is: there exists ¥ : R? — Ryin LN L°°([R{d) such that (A-6) holds. This is clearly a much more general
assumption, and it is satisfied if v(x, w) = ®(g(x, w)), with ® satisfying (L2) and (L.3), and g(x,w) a
centered stationary Gaussian random field with correlation function Rg = o(|x|7?) as |x| — oo.

The conclusions of Theorem 2.4 still hold if (S) is replaced by the above alternative assumption. Indeed,
we only need to modify the control of W, in the proof of Lemma 4.2 and in Section 4B. For instance,
in the first inequality in the proof of Lemma 4.2, we have more but finitely many integrals instead of
two on the right-hand side. Nevertheless, in all of these integrals, at most one of the functions ¢ has the
same variable as one of the Green’s function, and all of them can be controlled. We refer to [Jing 2015,
Section 6] for the details.
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7B. Comparison with the case of nonoscillatory diffusion. The main results of this paper show that the
framework developed in [Bal 2008; Bal and Jing 2011; Bal et al. 2012], in the setting of a nonoscillatory
differential operator with oscillatory random potential, applies even when the differential operator is also
oscillatory, as long as we have uniform-in-¢ control of the Green’s functions and their gradients, i.e.,
(3-11) and (3-12), and provided that there is no random correlation between the diffusion coefficients
and the potential. At the formal level, there is no difference in the proof, and the usual strategy using
(truncated) series expansion applies. However, the role played by the oscillatory diffusion coefficients
becomes prominent in getting the tightness of the measures of {X?¢}.

Let us recall the previous method used for tightness in the setting of a nonoscillatory differential
operator. Set

- 02 _

L:i=— iJXZ:I ajj —3)61'8)(]' +q,
and consider the Dirichlet problem (£ + v®)u® = f in D with zero boundary condition. Then u®
homogenizes to u, the solution of (1-2). As in [Bal et al. 2012], the limiting distribution of g4/ 2(u"3 —Eu?®),
say, in the short-range correlation setting, is characterized by that of X¢ = —e~4/2GyEy. To prove tightness
of the measures {X?} in L?(D), the strategy of [Bal et al. 2012] is to use the spectral representation

of L?(D). Note that £ is formally self-adjoint and its inverse, i.e., G, is compact on L?(D). Hence, £
admits real eigenvalues {Ax}2 , such that,

0<g<Ai <A<+, Ap—00 as k— oo,

and eigenfunctions {¢z }p— |, with ||¢x || 2 = 1, such that

Lo =Agpx in D,
or =0 on aD.

Moreover, {¢y } form an orthonormal basis of L?(D) and we have the following representation of the space
H°(D) = L?(D) and the Sobolev space H!(D) = HO1 (D); see [Evans 1998, Section 6.5]: for s =0, 1,

o0 o0
WD) = | £ eCD) : S (fpofi <oof and Iolfi= Y (fdfade (oD
k=1 k=1
A natural criterion for tightness of (the measures of) {X?} is that their measures do not scatter to
higher and higher modes. More precisely, let Py denote the projection operator in L2(D) to the space
Wn :=span{¢q, ..., ¢n} spanned by the first N modes. Then {X*} is tight if E|| X?||;2 < C and

lim sup E||X®—PyX®|2=0. (7-2)
N—00¢¢(0,1)
Using the representation formula in (7-1), and the fact that G = (1)~ !¢y, we have

oo o0

1 1
BIX® =Py X*lfo=— D E@vu.g0)’=— 3

1

2

— E(vu, ¢p)”.
k=N+1 k=N+1"k
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As in Section 4B, we have sup,¢(g,1) Supx E(vu, ¢k )2 < C. In view of Weyl’s asymptotic formula for
the eigenvalues, A = k2/4 for k large, we conclude that

00 1 00
sup E|X°—PyX*IL.S D) 35S Z s
£€(0,1) k=N-+1 k k=N kd

Hence, for d = 2, 3, we obtain tightness of {X?°} for free, as byproduct of the analysis in Section 4B.

In the setting of this paper, £ above is replaced by L, defined in (3-1). The above approach for
tightness fails completely. On the one hand, if we replace the eigenpairs (A, ¢x)x by (AL, ¢7 )k, where
the latter solve the eigenvalue problems associated to L, then instead of (7-2), we obtain

lim sup E|X®—PyxX°®|;2=0,
N—00 ¢5¢(0,1)

where Py; is the projection to Wy, := span{¢7, ..., ¢} }. This is useless because, a priori, the basis (¢7 )k
changes with ¢, and it is not clear that the union (over ¢ € (0, 1)) of unit balls in Wy, is still compact for
all N. On the other hand, if we fix a spectral representation, say, using (A, ¢ ) defined before, then we
no longer have the relation Gepy = (Ax)~¢x. It is not difficult to check that || VGe¢y |12 ~ l/m and
this estimate is sharp. An application of the Poincaré inequality yields that ||Geg |12 < C//Ax ~ k=14,
with C uniform in € and k. It is not clear at all how to improve this estimate. Consequently, in view of
the estimate on / f in Section 4B, we have

wp E|X-PyXIf= D E0uG’s Y Cldly 3 Tx D
£€(0.1) k=N+1 k=N+1 k=N+1 k=N+1K7

This fails to show (7-2) or the tightness of {X ¢}, even for d = 2.

In view of the analysis above, we find that the above approach for tightness, which is natural for
nonoscillatory differential operators, fails completely in the presence of fast oscillations in the diffusion
coefficients. The new approach used in Section 5 is necessary and more stable.

Appendix: Some technical results

Tightness criteria for probability measures in functional spaces. We first present a tightness criterion
for the probability measures { P X ‘ Yee(0,1) ON L?(D) induced by {X?(-, )} that are random elements in
H§(D) C L*(D), with s € (0, 1].

Theorem A.1 (tightness in LZ(D)). Let {X*(-, w)}ee(0,1) be a family of random fields on the probability
space (2, F,P), with X*( -, w) € H3 (D) for some 0 <s < 1, for each fixed ¢ € (0, 1) and w € Q. Suppose
there exists C > 0, independent of ¢ and w, such that

ENlX*as = C. (A-1)

Then the family of probability measures {PXg Yee(0,1) ON L?(D) is tight.
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Proof. By assumption, PX ° concentrates on the subspace Hg (D). For any fixed § > 0, set Mg = C §1
and define

As ={f € HJ(D) : || flms < Ms}.

Clearly, Ay is closed and bounded in Hy (D). In light of the fact that the embedding H(D) — L?*(D)is
compact [Palatucci et al. 2013], we note that A; is a compact set of L?(D). Now for any fixed ¢ € (0, 1),
applying Chebyshev’s inequality, we find
PX"(A5) = P({X° € H3(D). | X® 1> < Ms}) = 1 =PI X°lirs > M5})
&
_ E[XE] A _— C

>1 > — =1-4.
M; M;
Since § and ¢ are arbitrary, the above shows that { PX* Yee(0,1) 18 tight. O

Next we give a similar tightness criterion for probability measures { PX"} ec(0,1) on H ~1(D) induced
by {X?(-, w)} which belong to a smoother space.

Theorem A.2 (tightness in H~1(D)). Let {X?(-, w)}ee(0,1) be a family of random fields on the proba-
bility space (2, F,P), with X8(-,w) € H™5(D) for some 0 < s < 1, for each fixed € € (0, 1) and w € Q.
Suppose there exists a constant C > 0, independent of ¢ and w, such that

E|Xé||g-s <C. (A-2)
Then the probability measures { PX* Yee(0,1) ON H~Y(D) are tight.

Proof. Since D is a bounded open set with regular boundary, the embedding HO1 (D) < Hy (D), for any
0 <s < 1, is compact [Grisvard 1985, Theorem 1.4.3.2]. By duality, the embedding H (D) < H (D)
is also compact. The rest of the proof is exactly the same as in the proof of the theorem above. O

Functions of long-range correlated Gaussian random fields. Here we record some results for the ran-
dom potential v(x, w) = ®(g(x, w)) that is constructed in (L). In particular, we express the asymptotic
behavior of its correlation function R(x), and derive a (partial) fourth-order moment for v.

Autocorrelation function of the long-range model.

Lemma A.3. Assume (1) and (L.2) hold and let v(x, w) be as constructed there. Set V1 = E{go®(go)},
where gx is the underlying Gaussian random field in (L). Then there exist constants T, C > 0, depending
only on the universal parameters, such that the autocorrelation function R(x) of q satisfies

|R(x) = VP Rg (x)| < CR(x) forall |x|>T, (A-3)
where Rg is the correlation function of g. Further,
[E{g(»)q(y +x)} = ViRg (x)| < CRZ(x) forall |x| > T. (A-4)

The proof of this result can be found in [Bal et al. 2008; 2012]. It says that v(x, @) inherits the heavy
tail from the underlying Gaussian random field. The next result describes estimates on the integrals of R,
possibly against some potential function that has singularity at the origin.
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Fourth-order moments of v(x, ). Finally, we present a nonasymptotic estimate for the four-moments of
v(x, w) constructed in (L1) and (L.2), with the additional assumption (L.3). In the following, we denote
by U the collections of two pairs of unordered numbers in the set {1, 2, 3, 4},

U:={p={(p1).p2).(p3). p(A)}: p(i) €{1,2,3,4}, p(1) # p(2). p3) # p(4)}.  (A-5)

As members in a set, the pairs (p(1), p(2)) and (p(3), p(4)) are required to be distinct; however, the two
pairs can have one common index. There are three elements in U/ that collect all four numbers. They
are precisely {(1,2), (3,4)}, {(1,3),(2,4)} and {(1,4), (2, 3)}. Let Uy denote the subset formed by these
three elements, and let /* be its complement.

Lemma A.4. Assume (L) holds and let v(x, w) be as constructed there. Then there exists U : RY — R4,
bounded and satisfying ¥(x) ~ |x|™% as |x| — 0o, and some C > 0, depending only on the universal
parameters, such that for any four points {x; € RE:1<i< 43,

<C Y ) —%p@)? (Xp(3) —Xp(a))- (A-6)
pEU*

4
‘[E [Tven— D" RO —xp@) R(p3)—Xp@)
i=1 DPEUx

We refer to [Bal and Jing 2011, Proposition 4.1] for the proof of this result. In particular, ¢ above can
be chosen as the autocorrelation function R(x) of v(x, w). As discussed earlier, (A-6) can be viewed as
an alternative for the estimates in Lemma 4.3.
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