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Abstract. We prove a homogenization theorem for a class of quadratic convolution energies with
random coefficients. Under suitably stated hypotheses of ergodicity and stationarity we prove
that the I'-limit of such energy is almost surely a deterministic quadratic Dirichlet-type integral
functional, whose integrand can be characterized through an asymptotic formula. The proof of this
characterization relies on results on the asymptotic behaviour of subadditive processes. The proof
of the limit theorem uses a blow-up technique common for local energies, that can be extended to
this ‘asymptotically-local’ case. As a particular application we derive a homogenization theorem
on random perforated domains.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we consider random energies of convolution type. Such energies may be interpreted
for example in the context of mathematical models in population dynamics where macroscopic
properties can be reduced to studying the evolution of the first-correlation functions describing the
population density u in the system [22, 16]. Our model energies are defined on L?-functions in a
reference domain D and are of the form
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Here a : R — R is a convolution kernel which describes the strength of the interaction at a given
distance and ¢ is a scaling parameter. In order that the limit of energies above be well-defined on
H(Q) we require that

[ a1+ i) do < +ox. )

In (1) the strictly positive coefficient B“ represents the features of the environment, while in (2) E“
is a random perforated domain giving the regions where interaction actually occurs, both depending
on the realization of a random variable. Note that functionals (2) can be also written as (1) with
the degenerate coefficient B“(z,y) = x g« ()X g« (y), where xg denotes the characteristic function
of E. Note that more in general we may consider oscillations on a different scale than €; e.g. taking
coefficients B (x/d,y/d) with § = ., but the case when these two scales differ can be treated more
easily by a separation-of-scale argument.

The effect of the scaling parameter ¢ as € — 0 is twofold, on one hand producing a local limit
model as the convolution kernel concentrates, and on the other hand ensuring a homogenization
effect through the oscillations provided by B“. To illustrate the first issue, we may consider the
underlying energies (those with the perturbation B“ set to 1)

€d1+2 /DXDa(y_x>(u(y) —u(z))?dy du. (4)
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We note that if u € C1(D) then u(y) — u(z) =~ (Vu(z),y — z) and, using the change of variables
y=x+ ¢,

iz [ (P (ute)y—a)Pyde = [ [ a@(9u@).0Pdsdn, )

€

so that the quadratic functional
[avavads,  with (aes = [ a@e 0P (©)
D Rd

gives an approximation of (4). Conversely, we may think of (4) as giving a more general form of
quadratic energies allowing for interactions between points at scale €. In terms of I'-convergence
this computation can be extended to a I'-limit result and obtain the corresponding convergence of
minimum problems. To that end we will suppose that a : R — R satisfies
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Oﬁa(f)ﬁcm- (7)

for some C, k > 0 (which is a quantified version of (3)), and
a(§) = c>0 if ¢ <ro (8)

for some g > 0 and ¢ > 0.

In a I'-convergence context energies (4) have been considered as an approximation of a Dirichlet-
type integral in phase-transition problems (see e.g. [1]) and more recently in connection with
minimal-cut problems in Data Science [19]. Limits of energies similar to (4), of the form

L] a(esm)=vry,, o




have also been studied by Bourgain et al. [5] as an alternative definition of the LP-norm of the
gradient of a Sobolev function, while, in the context of Free-Discontinuity Problems, functionals of

the form
1 _ —
7/ a(y z>min{’uw) u(x)
€ JpxD € y—=

have been proved to provide an approximation of the Mumford-Shah functionals by Gobbino [20]
after a conjecture by De Giorgi. Furthermore, discrete counterparts of functionals (4); i.e., energies
of the form
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where L is a d-dimensional lattice have been widely investigated (see e.g. [18, 2, 9, 13]) as a discrete
approximation of quadratic integral functionals. Such type of functionals or the corresponding
operators have been analyzed in different ways under various inhomogeneity and randomness as-
sumptions (see e.g. [21, 18, 4, 12, 3, 4, 19, 10)).

In our case, we will prove a general homogenization result, which, under proper stationarity and
ergodicity assumptions, will comprise both random coefficients and random perforated domains
as in (1), assuming that B“ satisfies 0 < A1 < B¥(z,y) < A2 < 400, and (2) where E¥ is a
random perforated domain consisting of a unique connected component. The limit behaviour of
these energies is described by their I-limit in the L?(D) topology as a standard elliptic integral, of
the form

Fhom(u):/D<Ah0mVu,Vu) dx. (12)

The matrix Ayoy is characterized by an asymptotic formula obtained using a limit theorem for
subadditive processes. The choice of the L?(D) topology is justified by the coerciveness of the
convolution energies, which ensures the convergence of minimum problems.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we define the general form of the random
functionals that we are going to consider. Section 3 is devoted to the statement and proof of a
compactness theorem. The proof of this result follows closely that of the compactness result for non-
linear convolution energies used to approximate Free-Discontinuity Problems obtained by Gobbino
[20, 6]; thanks to the quadratic growth conditions on the energies we can improve that result from
L' to L? compactness. In Section 4 we prove Poincaré and Poincaré-Wirtinger inequalities, which,
together with the compactness result, justify the application of the direct method of the Calculus of
Variations to minimum problems, and hence the asymptotic study of convolution energies in terms
of I'-convergence. In Section 5 we use the stationarity and ergodicity properties of the energies to
prove the existence of an asymptotic homogenization formula giving a deterministic homogeneous
integrand using results on the asymptotic behaviour of almost-subadditive processes in [23]. The
formula is used in Section 6 to prove the homogenization theorem using an adaptation to (non-
local) homogenization problems of the blow-up technique of Fonseca and Miiller [17, 14]. Finally,
in Section 7 we remark that the result can be applied to the homogenization of random perforated
domains.



2 Setting of the problem

Let D be an open subset of RY. For all ¢ > 0 and u € L?(D) we will consider convolution-type
energies of the form

Fe) = 5z [ (2 o) u(w)? dy . (13)

where b“ are stationary ergodic integrands satisfying

1
(1 + |z — y|)d+2+r’

0<bv”(x,y) <C (14)

More precisely, given a probability space (Q, F, P) with an ergodic dynamical system 7., we assume
that

bw(xa y) = b(Tzwa Tywa T — y)v (15)
where b(wy,ws, &) is a function define on  x Q x RY such that
1
0 <b(wy,we, &) < O (16)

- (1+ ‘§|)d+2+n'

In order to make the definition of a function b in (15) well defined we need additional assumptions on
b. One option is to assume that b(wy,ws, &) = by (w1 )ba(wa)a(§), where by and by are nonnegative
bounded random variables, and a(¢) is a measurable function in R? that satisfies estimate (7).
Another option is to assume that € is a topological space, the group 7,w is continuous in z, and
the function b = b(w1, we, §) is continuous in w; and we and measurable in £ and b(wy, ws, &) < a(§)
with a as above. In both cases the definition of ¥ in (15) makes sense.

In order to obtain coerciveness properties which allow to include in our results both types of
models (1) and (2); i.e., with integrands

o 0¥ (z,y) = BY(z,y)a(x — y) with 0 < Ay < B¥(z,y) < A2 < +00, or

o b(2,y) = Xp. ()X g (Y)alz — y),
we will make the following abstract assumption.

Definition 2.1. We say that b is a coercive energy function if there exist constants C and Eg
such that for all U open subsets of R%, z € R4, E > =y and u € L*(U) satisfying the boundary
condition

u(z) = (z,z) if dist(x,0U) < E

there exists a function v € L*(U) satisfying the boundary condition

v(x) = (z,x2) if dist(z,0U) < Z/2

such that
| Bepew - @Pddes [ B - u@)? dyds, (a7
UxU UxU
and
/ (v(y) — v(2))* dy da < C/ b (z,y)(v(y) — v())? dy da. (18)
{z,yeU:|z—y|<1} UxU



Remark 2.2. Note that if b“(z,y) > C > 0 when |z — y| < 1 and we take u = v in the definition
above, or if b*(x,y) = xg(z)xe(y)a(x —y) with E a deterministic periodic perforated domain with
v a suitable extension of u in the perforation constructed in [15] then b* is coercive.

Remark 2.3 (coerciveness). The terminology in Definition 2.1 is justified by the Compactness
Theorem in Section 3, which ensures that if b* is a coercive energy function, then sequences bounded
in L?(D) and for which the energy on the left-hand side of (18) is equibounded admit L (D)
converging subsequences and their limit is in H!(D).

2.1 Notation

Unless otherwise stated C' denotes a generic strictly positive constant independent of the parameters
of the problem taken into account.

Qr = [-T/2,T/2]¢ denotes the d-dimensional coordinate cube centered in 0 and with side-
length T'. If T = 1 then we write Q) = Q.

If 7,y € R? then |y — 2|y = Z?:l ly; — ;.

|t] denotes the integer part of ¢ € R.

x4 denotes the characteristic function of the set A.

For all t > 0 and D open subset of R? we denote D(t) = {x € D : dist(z,dD) > t}.

As a shorthand, the notation {P(¢)} will stand for {¢ € R? : P(£) holds} if no confusion may
arise.

3 A compactness theorem

Let D be an open set with Lipschitz boundary. We show that families of functions that have
bounded energies of the type (4) is compact in L (D). To this end, for 0 < r < o, we define the
functional

) = /D(U) /{|§|<r} (w(x e w(m))Qdf dz, weL*(D).

€

In the case when D = R¢ the Llloc—compactness can be directly obtained by comparison with finite-
difference energies approximating the Mumford-Shah functional studied by Gobbino [20]. Here we

follow his proof, to deduce the L% -compactness.

Theorem 3.1 (compactness theorem). Let D be an open set with Lipschitz boundary, and assume
that for a family {we}eso, we € L2(D), the estimate

FFr(w.) = welw £28) = wel@))ge g < ¢ 19
) /17<ks>/{|s|§r}( ) G 1

3

is satisfied with some k > 0 and r > 0. Assume moreover that the family {w.} is bounded in L*(D).
Then for any sequence €; such thate; >0 and e; — 0, as j — oo, and for any open subset D' € D
the set {w., }jen is relatively compact in L*(D") and every its limit point is in H' (D).

Before proving the theorem we prove some auxiliary results. We first introduce the local average
of a function u € L?(D) by

s = / u( + 66)p(€) de,
{1¢]<1}



where ¢ is a symmetric non-negative C§° function in R? supported in the unit ball centered at the

origin, [ ¢(£)d¢ = 1. In our framework the function us is well defined in D(8). The properties of
the local average operator are described in the following statement.

Proposition 3.2. Let § and o be positive numbers with § < o. Then we have
l[ds — ull2(p(oy) < Cy0Fy (u). (20)
For any 6 > 0 such that D' C D(6) the function s is smooth in D' and satisfies the inequalities
sl ey < Cob 2 llullzapy, I Viisllze (o) < Cod™ = [lull2o)- (21)

Proof. For any u € L?(D) by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we have

fis = wlisoiy = [ [ e 0 ) (st o) ute) 9(€) o) dd e

52 u(x + 68) — u(z)\2 ) > 1
: (/D(o> /{£<1} /{|,7|<1} ( 5 ) (0(€))2dxdedn | x
x+0n) —u(z)\2 , 1
</{|§”|<1} /{|n|<1} 5 ) (¢(n)) dxdfdn)
< Cpd?FY (u).
The estimates in (21) are standard. .

Proposition 3.3. For any j € N such that je < dist(D’,0D) — ke the following inequality holds:

FUTMEY () < FF= (u) (22)
for all u € L*(D).

Proof. Representing u(x + je&) —u(x) as (u(z + je&) —u(x+ (j — 1)) + (u(x + (§ — 1)e€) —u(x +
(1 —2)e8)) + ... + (u(z + £€) — u(x)) we obtain

2
plitk)el u(r +mef) — u(x + (m 1)55)) dud
7 ) < /D«m 9 /{s<1}m " (Je)? e

z+e8) —u())” ke
dxdfé = F&%
/D(ks) /{|§|<1} (je)? wde = 1= (w)

as desired. .

Proof of Theorem 3.1. One may assume without loss of generality that » = 1. In order to prove
the compactness result, it suffices to show that, fixed D’, for each § > 0 there exists a relatively
compact set K5 in L?(D’) such that for any j € N we have

||U)Ej — h]||L2(D') S (S (23)



for some h; € Ks.
We define K5 as follows. If €; > §, we set h; = w,,; otherwise,

hy = e 5 = / we, (& + 6,€)8(6) de,
{lgl<1}

where §; = [%J ej. Note that 26 < §; < ¢ for any j such that £; < 6. We finally set K5 = U {h;}-
j=1
It is convenient to represent K5 as a union K5 = K51 U K52 with
Ksi = U hj, Kso = U h;
{j:e; 26} {j:ej<d}

Since €; tends to zero as j — oo, the first set consists of a finite number of elements and thus is
compact. By (21) for any h; € K52 we obtain

Ih;(z)| < C(8), |Vhj(x)| < C(5) forallze D'

Therefore, by the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, the set K52 is relatively compact in C(D’). Consequently,
this set is also relatively compact in L?(D’). This yields the desired relative compactness of Ks.
If ¢; > 6 then hj = w,,, and (23) holds. If £; < 0, then by (20) we get

bj+ke;
lwe, — hll < Codi FT (we).

Combining this inequality with (22) and recalling that §; = |2 | ¢;, we obtain

we. — hi|| < Cyd: FF (w..) < C§; < C;
J J $9%54e; 1 J J

here we have also used (19). The last inequality implies (23).

It remains to show that each limit point w is in H'(D). To that end we may use the ‘slicing
technique’ (see e.g. [6] Section 4.1, [7] Chapter 15 or [8] Section 3.4). This general method allows to
reduce the analysis to that of one-dimensional sections, and recover a lower bound by integrating
over all sections. It has already been applied in [20] to sequences of nonlinear functionals of the

form
Ed{rl/D/Da(yEx>f((U(y)EU(I))z)dyd‘r (24)

in order to obtain compactness in spaces of functions with bounded variation. In our case we are
in a simplified situation with f equal the identity and we can improve the result to compactness in
HY(D).

In the one-dimensional case it is not restrictive to study functionals of the form

Gelw) = /(0 1) /(1 1) (U(x . 5? o )2d€ d, (25)

and regard all functions as defined on R. With Fatou’s lemma in mind, in order to have a lower
bound it suffices to examine separately the functionals

GE(u) = /(071) (u(m +e) — u(x)>2 i (26)
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for fixed £ € (—1,1).
For simplicity, we treat the case ¢ € (0,1). We may suppose that u. — u in L?(R). Note that
for almost all ¢ € (0, 1) the piecewise-constant functions w, ¢, defined by

Ue et (n) = uc(e€t +etk)  ifelk <a<ef(k+1)

converge to u in L?(R), and we have

[1/e€]=1  (k+1)ee
¢ ue(x + €€) — uc(x) 2d
) =3 /W (g =y
[1/e€]-1
B ((k 4 1)e€ + te€) — uc(ke€ + tef)
- [ : )
[1/e£)—
o 2 ue&t k+1)€§)7u575,t(k€§) 2d o
B 5/01 ; ( 23 ) =

v

% /01/51 e de (27)

eventually for all ¢ > 0 fixed, where we have identified the discrete function ke — wu. ¢ ((kef)
defined on €£Z with its piecewise-affine interpolation. Note that for almost all ¢ this functions still
converge to u. From (27) we deduce that u € H'(§,1 — ). By the arbitrariness of § and the
uniformity of the bound on the L?mnorm of v’ we deduce that u € H*(0,1). For more details on
this proof we refer to [6], where the nonlinear case is treated.

The deduction of the d-dimensional lower bound from the 1-dimensional one can be obtained by
repeating word for word the proof of [6] Theorem 5.19 with G¢ in the place of F! in the notation
therein. This completes the proof of the compactness. |

4 Poincaré inequalities

We first prove a Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality as follows.

Theorem 4.1 (Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality). Let D be a Lipschitz bounded domain. For each
fived mo > 0 there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any v € L*(D) we have

/D(v(:c) —wvp)?dr < C/D /{MSWHE&D} (”(”3 + E? - U(x))ng dz, (28)

and vp s the average of v over D. The constant C does not depend on €.

Corollary 4.2. Let rg > 0 be defined in (8). Let k > 0 and r > 0 be the same as in Theorem 7.2.
Then for any u € L?(D) the following inequality holds:

2
/ (u(a:) - u{D(kE)msE}) dx < CF_(u); (29)
(ke)NeE
here

1
U{D(ke)NeE} |D(ke) NeE)| /{D(ks)msE} ule)dr



Proof of Theorem 4.1. We set

_ (x +¢e8) —v(x)\?
Ff(r,v)—]j//{&fgnﬁaéem (Um Es vx*) de da

Gl,GQ, / / ) dl‘dy
G1 J G2

In what follows the notation D¢ is used for ED'

and

We first consider the case when D is a cube, D = (—%, %)‘ﬂ and r is a sufficiently large number,
say 7 > 3v/d. We also assume that L/s is an integer number.

Denote 8¢ = {j € Z : j+[-3,4]7} N D® # (. For any i € 8¢ and j € S° construct a path
~(i,j) = {jk }2_, in Z¢ such that j; =i, jy = j, |jk — jr+1| = 1. The path is constructed in such a
way that it starts along the first coordinate direction until the first coordinate of jj coincides with

the first coordinate of j, then it follows the second coordinate direction and so on. We then have
i. the length of each path is not greater than d%,

ii. For each j € 8¢ the total number of paths {v(i,1) : i, € S§°} that pass through j is not
L\d+1
greater than (;) :

I d+1
S{y(i0) i 1€ ST, jeq(D) < (g) . (30)
For any j € 8¢ denote Q; = £j +¢[—1,1]%. For i and j in S° the “interaction energy of the cubes

Qi and @Q;” can be estimated as follows. We consider a path ~(¢, j), denote the length of this path
by N and its elements by 71, ¥2,...,7n, and introduce the variables 7, ...,nn_1, Mk € Qo. Then

we have
[, (2 s

= E‘H/ / (u(ev1 +em) — u(eyn +enn))? dpdny
0 0

— sdiz/ / (u(emr +em) —u(evs + ena) + uleys +ena) —
0 0

—u(eyn 4+ enn)) dnudns . . . dny

= ’ Z / / (u(eys +emi) = w(eYirs + enivr) *dindnir
< (Ld)&? / / u(ey; + €€) — u(eyi1 +en)’dédn
0 0
< (Ld)e™? Z / / (u(ey; + o) — u(ey; + o + e€)*dade.
Qo J{&:az+eteD,|¢|<r}



Considering (30) we deduce from the last inequality that

// )2dx dy
d+2/Qb/Ql )) dédz

i,leSe
L d+1
< (Ld)ed! (—) / / (u(ej + x) — u(ej + x + £€))*dad¢
€ jese /7€eQo J{&ategED, [€]<r}
< Ld+2d/ / (w) dade.
- z€D J{&ax+efeD,|E|<r} €

Since

[ [ @)= utwdzdy =2 [ (wio) —up)iis

this yields the desires inequality in the case of a cubic domain.

The case of an arbitrary r > 0 and L > 0 can be reduced to the one just studied by standard
scaling arguments.

If D is a strongly star-shaped domain, then there exists a cube B and a Lipschitz isomorphism

J : D~ B such that |J(z) — J(y)| <z —y|, %] <<, ’( ) ‘<£forsome€>0 For an

arbitrary u € L*(D) denote uy(x) = u(J ' (z)) and up ; = [gus(x)dz. Also, we set ry = r/L.
Since the desired inequality has been proved for cubic domains, we have

// )2 dx dy
//(UJ(SC)—UJ ‘8J : H@J : ’dxdy
B /B

< [ [ (@) - usw)Pdedy
BJ/B
— 2
S O€7d€2// (uJ(I) UJ(ZJ)) dydI
{yeB:|ly—z|<er:} €
SO [ ] (Y] 8
{&:z+eceD,|e|<r} €

< d€4// ( (x)—u(y)) dy du,
{&:x+eteD,|¢|<r} €

where the constant C' depends only on the size of B, r; and d.

It remains to consider an arbitrary bounded Lipschitz set D. Such a set can be represented as
a union of a finite number of strongly star shaped domains, we denote these domains Dy, .. DN
We first consider the case N = 2, we denote by B a cube such that B C D, |B U Dy > 5 L B|,

|BU Dy| > 2\B|. Notice that [B U D;| = [B U Dy| = 2|B| if the interiors of Dy and Dy do not
intersect. In the rest of the proof the symbols By and Bs stand for BUD; and BU D5, respectively.

10



If we denote

_ 1 / _ 1 _ 1
up = — [ u(x)dx, k=1,2; u,k:T/uxdx, k=1,2; u:T/uxdm
D,/ 1) Ry ) T
Dy B B
then
1 1 2
(@ —oq)? = ~7/~ / u(a:)dxdy—~7/~ / u(y) de dy
|B HD1| B, /Dy |B1||D1| B, /D, )
< / / y))? dx dy
B, ||D1| B. /D
y))? dx dy
B4 |D1| /171 /D1
e[ | ( <x>—u<y>> i
D, J{yeD::|ly—z|<er} €
= (M=)
{yeD:|y— m|<sr} €

here we have used inequality (28) in D; that holds because D, is a strongly star shaped domain.
In the same way we prove that

_ 2
(EO,l —ﬂ0’2)2 é CEid/ / (M) dy dIC,
D J{yeD:|y—z|<er} €
(To,2 — u2) 2<Cem / / (x) — u(y)) dy dzx.
{yeD:|y— a:|<er} €

(U —Up)? < C's*d/ / (1:) — u(y)) dy dx.
{yeD:[y— x|<sr} €

Since up € (ﬂl,ﬂg), the last inequality yields

IN

IN

and

Therefore,

2
/ (u(z) —up)?de < Z (2/ (u(z) — Ty)? d + 2| Dy| (T, — uD)Q)
D k=1 Dy,
2
< 2 Z/ (u(x) — Tg)* dz + 2| D|(@ — T2)?
Dy,
<o | (M) =802
{yeD:|y— w\<6T} €
The case N > 2 can be achieved by induction. |

We next consider functions with given boundary data.

11



Lemma 4.3 (Poincaré inequality). Let D be a bounded set and let u € L?(D) be such thatuw =0 on
a 2e-neighbourhood of D (and extended to 0 outside D). Then there exists a constant C' depending
only on the diameter of D such that

2 1 2
/D|u(33)| deCEdH/D/{Ifgg}(u(m—&-f)—u(x)) dedz . (31)

Proof. 1t suffices to treat the case d = 1 and D = (0, 1), the general case being recovered from this
one by considering one-dimensional stripes. For notational convenience we replace € by 2¢, so that
our claim becomes that

/|u P <O /MO/IME — (@) 2dydz, (32)

keeping in mind that the first integral in the right-hand side is indeed restricted to (0,1).
For all k£ € N we note that, since

(x —2e,242¢) D (ke —e, ke +¢) if v € (ke —e, ke +¢),

we have

ke+e x+2s

[ ) @y
ke+e ks+s

> / (z))%dy dx
ke ke—e
k6+5

> / o (x))*dy da

ke ke

- /| (v >2dz2/k’::u< >dz/m <>dy+s/]:5+€|u<y>|2dy
([ wwra x2\/ [ w# [ e [ wra)
<\//k 2)[2 da \//:E+E |2dy> . (33)

Note that for k = 0 this gives

5 ) 1 x+2s )
/ )P dy < 1 / / ~ u(z))?dy dy
0 3 —e Jx—2¢

By a recursive argument from k& = 0 we deduce that

iy T ) — o))y do 2
/]CE J
/:j /:,;mzzg(u(y) —u(z))*dy dx

+oo T+2¢e
) )P

12
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where the factor 2 takes into account that the intervals (je — €, je + €) overlap for consecutive values
of j. Noting that indeed the term with & = 0 is 0 by our assumptions on the values of u close to

the boundary, it suffices now to sum up the contribution over all k € {1,...,|1/¢]} to obtain
1 +oo  prt+2e
1/e
[ utray < 2B [ [ ) - aw)Pa
0 —oo Jz—2¢

which gives (32) with C' = 2. Note that if the interval (0, 1) is substituted by any interval then we
can take C' as twice the length of the interval. O

5 Definition of the homogenized energy density
Let b be as in Section 2. For all K € N we set

by ifle—yl < K

. (34)
0 otherwise,

b (w,y) = {
and, for z € R%, U open subset of R?, and K € N we define
MG (2,U0) = inf{/U /Rd be-(z,y) (v(z) — v(y))2de dy : v(z) = (z,x) if dist(z,0U) < K}. (35)
Note that, using v(z) = (z,z) as a test function, we get
M4 (z,2+ Qr) < OR%|2? (36)
for all z and R.

Lemma 5.1. For all K and z the limit

() = tim MEECQr)

R—+oc0 R4 (37)

exists almost surely, it is independent of w, and K — vk (2) is an increasing function. Moreover,
there exists an increasing function fx with

lim fg(R) =400

R—+o00
such that M ( On)
L %(z,2r+ QR
’YK(Z) B R1—1>I£oo R4 (38)

for all {xg} such that |xr| < Rfx(R).

Proof. Our arguments rely on a uniform version of the sub-additive ergodic theorem, see [23, The-

orem 1]. For any j € Z%* = {0, 1, 2,...} we define Q7 = j + § + Q, where 1 is the vector

(3,1,...,3). For any finite subset A of Z%" denote Q4 = Ujea @7, and Ok (2, A) = M%(z,Q4).
From definition (35) for any non-intersecting finite sets A and B we have

@K(Z,AU B) S @K(Z,A) + ‘I)K(Z,B).
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Since b (z,y) is statistically homogeneous, the family {®x(z,.A)} is stationary; that is, for any
j € Z*T and any finite collection Ay, ..., Ax the joint law of {®x (2, A1 +j),..., Px(z, An +J)}
is the same as the joint law of {®x(z,A1),...,Px(z, Ax)}. Then according to Theorem 1 in [23]
there exists vi (z) such that for any N > 0 we have

{‘ MY (z, Rz + Q))
R

lim sup — vk (2)| :]z| < N} =0 (39)

R—o0

almost surely. This implies (37); moreover, since b* > 0, K — yx(z) is an increasing function.
Note that we can choose a (slowly growing) sequence N = N“(R) such that (39) still holds,
which yields (38). 0

Definition 5.2 (homogenized energy function). We define

v(z) = lim ~yg(z) = sup vk (2).
K—+oco K>0

For z € R?, U open subset of R%, and K € N we set
./Wf((z, U) = inf{/ / b (z,y) (v(z) — v(y))?dedy : v(x) = (2, ) if dist(z, dU) < K} (40)
vJu

Note that MV“I’( (2,U) cannot be directly compared with M4, (z,U) as defined in (35) since on
one side b4 < b* while the second integral is performed on U and not R?. However, still using
v(z) = (z,x) as a test function, we get

M4 (2,2 + Qr) < CRY|z[? (41)
for all x and R.

Lemma 5.3. Let b¥ be coercive. For all K and z we have

()= i Bmenp SEL0 — g S0 (52
almost surely.
The proof of this lemma is based on the following proposition.
Proposition 5.4. If U is a cube in R? and v € L%(U) then we have
/{w’yeU:wbe} b (a,y) (v(x) — v(y))*dedy < CK™" {x)yeU:‘ziyld}(v(x) —u(y))’dedy, (43)

with C depending only on the bounds on b and the dimension d.
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Proof of Proposition 5.4. Without loss of generality we may assume that the cube U is centered at
the origin; i.e., U = Q7 for some T > 0. Furthermore, we may suppose that T is integer, and cover
Qr with the set of unit cubes Q(j) = Q +j, j € Z4NU. If K > T, the statement trivially holds.
Otherwise, for any ;' and j” such that |’ — j”|; = n with n > K we consider a path (i.e., an array
of points in Z%), 5" = jo,j1,. -, jn = 3", with |j; — ji11]1 = 1, that has the following properties: in
the starting segment of this path jo, j1, ..., jn, only the first coordinate is changed until it is equal
to the first coordinate of j” (i.e., ny = ji —j1, and j;1 = j; + (1,0,...,0)). Then we proceed with
the second coordinate, and so on.

In order to estimate the contribution to the energy of the interaction between the cubes Q(j')
and Q(j"), with fixed n we first estimate the integral

/ (050 + Jo) — 0(yn + ju)) dyodyn
{(y0,yn)EQXQ}

/Q /Q (”Z_:l (v(yi + Ji) — v(yisa +ji+1)))2dy0dyl o dyn
=0

n//z (v(z + i) —v(y+ji+1))2d:rdy.
Q@ =

IN

Note that each pair of neighbouring points in U N Z¢ belongs to not more than n? paths as
described above for some pair j’, 7 in U such that |j/ — j”|; = n. Taking this into account and
summing up over all j/, 5 in U N Z¢ with |j' — j”|; = n we obtain

S [ ety i)Pedy <t [ (v(2) — ofy))Pda dy
j/ j”EUﬂZd @xQ (UXU)O{‘x_thQ}

i =35"1,=n
Taking (16) into account, we have

/ b (2, y)(0(x) — v(y))?de dy
{(z,y)eUXU:|z—y|>K}

T nd+1
C’ -
7;( (1 + n)d+2+n

< CK* / (v(x) — v(y))?dz dy.
{(z,y)eUxU:|z—y|1<2}

(v(z) = v(y))*de dy

IN

/{(z,y)GUXU:|my1§2}

The desired statement follows from the last inequality by a scaling argument. O
Proof of Lemma 5.3. Denote
My (2,U) = inf{/ / be-(x, y) (v(z) — v(y))2de dy : v(z) = (z,z) if dist(x, OU) < K}. (44)
vJu

Then

o
IN

Mice0) =T ) = [ [ bt oy

ClzP K+ H 1 (oU). (45)

IN
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Let u be a minimizer for Mgy (2, U) (which we may assume exists). Let v be given by Definition
2.1 with 2 = 2K. We then have

M (5 0) < /U /U b (2, ) (0(x) — v(y))?dar dy
- / / B (2, 9) (0() — o(y))?de dy

UJU

+

/ b () (0() — v(y))?da dy
{z,yeU:|z—y|>2K}

< Mog(2,U) + CK ™" (v(2) = v(y)) du dy
{z,yeU:lz—y|<1}

< Myg(z,U)+CK™"® b(z,y)(v(z) — v(y))*dz dy
UxU

< Mok (2,U) + CK~"|2?|U]|

< MY (2,U) + CK 7|22 |U| + C|z)* K"K 1 (dU), (46)

Conversely, since My (z,U) < ./,\/lvﬁg(z, U) we have
M (,U) < Mii(2,U) + Cla K= 1 H(0U) (47)

Dividing by R?, taking the upper limit in (46) and the lower limit in (47) with U = Qg we
obtain

o MR (2,QR) . M3(2,Qr)

= _— < PR 3 S bt
WO =T R S BT

o M%(2,Qr)

< limsuyp —£ 2 ¥
- R*}*H)E R4

< limsup 7M2K(? @r) + CK ™ "|22

R—400 R

= ’VQK(Z)+CK7K|Z‘2

Taking the limit as K — 400 we obtain the claim. O

6 Homogenization

We now state and prove a homogenization result with respect to the strong L2-convergence.

Theorem 6.1. Let D be an open set with Lipschitz boundary, and let F¥ be given by (13) on
L?(Q). Then F¥ almost surely T'-converge with respect to the L?-convergence to the functional

From(u) = /D<Ahomvu,vu> dx (48)

on Hl(D), where Apom 18 a symmetric matriz which satisfies

{(Anom?z, 2) = 7(2)- (49)
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The proof of this theorem will make use of a ‘convolution version’ of a classical lemma by De
Giorgi that allow to match the boundary values of a target function (see [15])

Proposition 6.2 (treatment of boundary values). Let A be a bounded open set with Lipschitz
boundary, let v, — v in L*(A) with v € H*(A). For every § > 0 there exist vg converging to v in
L?(A) such that

vz =wvin A\ A(9), vg = v, in A(20)

and

ligljgp(Fi(vi) — Fy(vy)) < o(1)

as 6 — 0.

Proof of Theorem 6. By Remark 2.3 it suffices to describe the I'-limit in H!(D).
We note that F are quadratic functionals, so that also their I'-limit is a quadratic functional
(see [7]). Then, if we prove that the I'-limit exists and admits the representation

Fhom(u):/D’y(Vu) dz, (50)

then also v must be a quadratic form on R?, from which the existence of a matrix Apom satisfying
(49) follows.

We now prove (50), first showing a lower bound. We fix w, u € H'(D) and a sequence u. — u
with bounded F;(u.). As in [15], we use a variation of the Fonseca-Miiller blow-up technique [17].
We first define the measures on D given by

ne) = iz [ 3 (5 ) el) = o)

Since pe(D) = F.(ue), these measures are equibounded, and we may suppose that they converge
weakly* to some measure pu. We now fix an arbitrary Lebesgue point z( for v and Vu, and set
z = Vu(zg). The lower-bound inequality is proved if we show that

W 20) > (2). 61)

Upon a translation argument it is not restrictive to suppose that xy be a Lebesgue point of all
ue (upon passing to a subsequence), and that uc(z9) = u(xg) = 0. We note that for almost all
p > 0 we have . (zo 4+ Q,) = p(xo + Q). Since

M(xo + Qp)

d
o (0) = lim v )

dx p—0+ 0

and for almost all p > 0
m(Qp) = Eh_r)% pe(zo + Qp)

we may choose (upon passing to a subsequence) p = p. with 1 >> p >> ¢ such that

d
90t ) = yin He@0 ¥ Q)
dz e—07+ p
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Note that we may choose p. tending to zero “arbitrarily slow”; i.e., for all f with liH(l) f(e) =0 we
e—

may choose p. with
pe > f(e). (52)

Note moreover that

1
pe(zo +Q,) = —
: . ed z0+Q, /D

[ ()
> [ ()

We now change variables and set

bw@f (y);us(ﬂc))dedy
o

Ue (‘TO + Py)

ve(y) = fory € Q1.

Note that, since

“(Zy) converges to (z,y) as p — 0 as we have assumed that u(xg) = 0, and we also

have assumed that u.(xg) = 0, we may choose p = p. above so that

ve = (2,y) in L*(Q1).

By Proposition 6.2 above, applied with v = (z,2), A = Q1 and n = ¢/p, for all § > 0 there
exists a sequence v® such that v?(y) = (z,7) on Q1 \ Q;_s and

g [, f, D

d " r oz v (z) — v2(y)\ 2
2 G, [ (g e ) (PO oty

as 6 — 0 uniformly in €.
If we set R = R. = p/e and change variables, we get

1 1
—ghe(t0+ Qp) > 53 / / v (z,y)(vr(z) — vr(y))® dzdy + o(1)
P 24Qe J24Qe

as & — 0, where
vr(z) = ’ug(% - %)
For every fixed K > 0 we have that
vp(z) = (z,z) if dist(x,@(% + Qg)) <K
for € small engggh (and hence R large enough). Hence, we may use vg as a test function in the

definition on MY¥ (2, Qr). We also note that suitably choosing f in (52) we have that xg = x¢/p
satisfies |zr| < Rfk(R) in Lemma 5.1, so that we finally obtain

.1 . M (z,2r + QRr)
e+ 2y MR

+o(1) = 7k (2) + o(1)
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as 6 — 0. Hence we have
I-liminf F (u) > / vi (Vu) dz + o(1)
e—0 U

By taking the supremum in K, using the Monotone Convergence Theorem, and by the arbitrariness
of § we get the desired lower bound.

The proof of the upper bound is obtained by a standard density argument by piecewise-affine
functions (see also [15]) once it is shown for D a d-dimensional simplex S and u(z) = (z,x) a linear
function. We consider L large enough so that Q@ D D for some L > 0. We fix m € N and subdivide
Qr into m? cubes Q" = 2™ + Q, /m of side-length L/m and disjoint interiors. With fixed K € N
we choose ul € L*(1Q™) such that v(z) = (z, ) if dist(z, 10Q") < K and

IN

1
AM%A?f+QL)+1

Ld

/ b (o, ) (i () — () dy
Lopxiep

std(VK(Z) +0o(1)) +1 (53)

as € = 0 and K — +o0.
We then define u™ € L?(Q) by setting

ult(x) = 5u§<§) ifze@".

We set
"= {1:Q"nD #0},

and compute

P < 3 | (5 )@ - )y

/ 5 (L) 2P e — yf? i dy
it {zxeQ:dist(x,0QT)<eK} J{yeQm:dist(z,0Q7)<eK} € €

1 / Y 2
+ 73 b (2, ) (2 () - u () da dy
eM? Jayequilz—yi>exy V€ E/0T )

Se / B (o ) (o () — . (9) el dy + CKmelf? 4 O

Ze[wt Qm X< Qm

<|U| + O(%))W((z) +0(1) + CKmel|z|*> + CK .

IN

IN

Note that we have used assumption (14) to estimate the second term in the sum, and Proposition
5.4 with U = %Q and the coerciveness of b to estimate the third term in the sum.
We may now choose m = m. — 400 such that
limsup F¥ (u™) < Lk (2) + o(1)
e—0
as K — +oo. Note that, since u™(z) = (z,z) if dist(x, |J; 0(Q7")) < eK then u™ — (z,z) in L*(D)
and we obtain an upper bound with v (z) + o(1). Letting K — +o0o we finally have the desired
estimate. |

19



7 Random perforated domains

In this section we note that Theorem 6 can be applies to the homogenization on randomly perforated
domains.

First we define random sets in R?. Let (2, 7, P) be a standard probability set, and assume that
7, € R? is a measure-preserving dynamical system on this probability space; that is, {7, } cpq is
a group of measurable mappings 7, : Q — § such that

® T, 0Ty =Tyiy, To=I1d,
e P(1,A) =P(A) for all z € RY and A € F,

o 7.: R¥x Q> Qis a measurable map. We assume here that R? x 2 is equipped with a product
o-algebra B x F, where B is a Borel o-algebra in R<.

We also assume that {7, } is ergodic; that is, the measure of any set A € F which is invariant with
respect to 7, for all z € R? is equal to 0 or 1.

Definition 7.1 (random sets and random perforations). We say that E¥ = {x € R? : xq, (T,w) =
1} is a random set in R? if Q) € F is such that P(Q1)P(Q\ Q1) > 0.. A random set E¥ is called
a random perforated domain if it possesses the following properties:

1. Almost surely R4\ E“ is a union of bounded open sets in RY;
2. The diameters of these sets are uniformly bounded.
3. The distance between any two distinct sets is bounded from below by a positive constant.

4. The boundary of these sets are uniformly Lipschitz continuous; i.e., there exist constants L > 0
and p1, p2 > 0 such that for any point x € OE* there exists a set C which, up to translation
by = and rotation, is of the form (—p1,p1)?~1 x (—p2, p2) such that C N E¥ is the sub-graph
of a L-Lipschitz function defined on (—p1, p1)?~".

We now assume that E“ is a random perforated domain, and we set

b (2,y) = X o ()X go (V)a(z — y). (54)
The key observation is that such b* is coercive. This is implied by the following theorem in [15].

Theorem 7.2 (extension theorem). Let E be a random perforated domain that satisfies condition
(1)—(4) above. Let b be defined by (54). Then there exists k > 0 and r > 0 such that almost surely
for all uw € L?(D NeEY) there exists v € L*(D) such that

v=wu on DNeEY, (55)
_ 2
/ / (M) d¢ dw < CF® (u) (56)
D(ke) J{I¢|<r} €
and
/ W de < C 2 de. (57)
D(ke) DNeE
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Theorem 7.3 can be rephrased as follows.

Theorem 7.3. Let D be an open set with Lipschitz boundary, let E“ be a random perforated domain
as above, and let F be given by

1 T —y
F“u:—/ a u(y) — u(x))?dy dz, 58
F0 = 2 ooy A ) 00~ ula) (58)

Then F¥ almost surely T'-converge with respect to the L?-convergence to the functional (48) on
HY(D), where Ayom is a symmetric matriz which satisfies

(Ahomz,2) = lim lim % inf{/QRme /w a(z —y)(v(z) — v(y))?dzdy :

K—+o00 R—+400

v(z) = (z,z) if dist(z, 0QR) < K}. (59)
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