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Abstract. We develop a unified method to obtain the quantitative homogenization of Stokes
systems in periodically perforated domains with no-slip boundary conditions on the perforating
holes. The main novelty of our paper is a quantitative analysis of the asymptotic behavior of the
two-scale cell correctors via periodic Stokes layer potentials. The two-scale cell correctors were
introduced and analyzed qualitatively by Allaire in the early 90’s [3]. Thanks to our layer potential
approach, we also provide a novel explanation of the conductivity matrix in Darcy’s model, of the
Brinkman term in Brinkman’s model, and explain the special behavior for d = 2. Finally, we also
prove quantitative homogenization error estimates in various regimes of ratios between the size of
the perforating holes and the typical distance between holes. In particular we handle a subtle issue
in the dilute Darcy regime related to the non-vanishing of the Darcy velocity on the boundary.
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1. Introduction

This paper is devoted to a classical problem in the homogenization of fluids, namely the Stokes
problem in a perforated structure Ωε,η with ε-periodic distributed holes of size εη, where η measures
the ratio between the size of the holes and the mutual distance between the holes:

−∆uε,η +∇pε,η = f, x ∈ Ωε,η,

∇ · uε,η = 0, x ∈ Ωε,η,

uε,η = 0, x ∈ ∂Ωε,η,

(1.1)

where as usual uε,η is the velocity field and pε,η the pressure. Here we stress that the domain, the
velocity and the pressure all depend on ε and η. This dependence on two parameters is at the
heart of this work and our goal is to provide a unified construction and analysis of the two-scale
correctors that depend on both ε and η. Later on, in order to alleviate the notations, we will
remove the explicit dependence on η.

The homogenization theory concerns the asymptotic behavior of (1.1) in the limit ε→ 0. Note
that ηd is essentially the volume fraction of the holes and the parameter η plays an important role
in the homogenization of (1.1). We say the geometric configuration of the holes is in the dilute
setting if η → 0 as ε→ 0 (e.g., if η = εα for some α > 0) and is in the classical setting if otherwise,
i.e., if η is of order one. See Figure 1 for an illustration of dilute holes.

Although this problem has a long history, dating back to the first derivation of Darcy’s law by
Tartar [34], there is a recent surge of research activity around system (1.1) that mainly focuses on
two issues: (i) optimal quantitative estimates, (ii) the large-scale/uniform regularity theory. Our
work focuses on the first question. We develop a method based on the quantitative analysis of
two-scale cell correctors via layer potentials that enables to treat in a unified way all dilute and
non-dilute regimes for the parameters ε and η. This line of research was pioneered by Allaire in [3]
for the Stokes system, but it was not until recently that a systematic quantitative study involving
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Figure 1. The periodically perforated domain

layer potentials was carried out by the first author of this paper, first for the Laplace equation [16]
and then for the Lamé system [17]; for a qualitative study in the context of the Stokes equations,
see [20].

For the non-dilute classical case, the first quantitative result for the homogenization of (1.1)

was given by Marušić-Paloka and Mikelić in [22], where O(ε
1
6 ) convergence rates were shown in

dimension two (d = 2), and the proof there applies to the stationary Navier-Stokes equations also.
This result was improved recently by Shen in [29] where sharp convergence rate of order O(

√
ε)

was achieved for all d ≥ 2. Shen also studied the uniform regularity problem for (1.1) in [28],
and established large-scale interior C1,α and interior Lipschitz estimates for the velocity as well
as the corresponding estimates for the pressure field. Moreover, uniform W k,p estimates for any
k ≥ 1, 1 < p <∞ was also established in [28] for the smooth setting, which offered a rigorous proof
for the main results claimed by Masmoudi in [23]. Recently in [5], Balazi et. al. considered perforated
domain with possibly connected solid structure, which is more physical relevant compared with
isolated solid obstacles and they obtained sharp O(

√
ε) convergence rate.

Quantitative homogenization of elliptic equations with high contrast coefficients has been studied
intensively as well. In [30] and furthermore in [33], quantitative convergence rates, together with
the uniform weighted Lipschitz and W 1,p estimates were given for scalar equations. See [27, 10] for
convergence rates and uniform Lipschitz regularity in elliptic systems with high contrast coefficients,
and see [36] for almost-sharp error estimates for linear elasticity systems in periodically perforated

2



domains. In those works, the geometric configuration of the perforating holes or the high contrast
inclusions is the non-dilute classical one.

For the dilute case with multi-scale period structure, in a series of papers, Shen et. al. studied the
uniform regularity theory for the scalar Poisson equation in perforated domains with zero Dirichlet
boundary there. In [31], nearly optimal W 1,p, 1 < p < ∞ estimates with bounding constants
depending explicitly on the small parameters ε and η were established; the results were further
improved in [32, 24].

A further direction for the homogenization of Stokes equations is to consider more general distri-
butions of holes instead of periodic distributions, see for example in [13] where Hillairet considered
the Stokes problem under the assumption that the minimal distance between the holes is much
larger than the size of the holes. Recently in [6, 11, 12], the homogenization of the Poisson equa-
tion and the Stokes equations with randomly distributed holes is studied. So far, most of the results
are obtained for bounded domains. Let us also mention [14, 21], where the homogenization of the
Poisson and the Stokes equations in the whole space is considered.

Our goal in this paper is to present a unified proof of convergence rates of the Stokes system
for three different regimes of dilute perforated domain where the limit systems are Darcy’s law for
the case of relatively large holes, Brinkman’s law for the case of critical size holes, and the full
domain Stokes equations for relatively small holes. Our proof relies on layer potential analysis of
the periodic two-scale cell problem.

1.1. Criticality: a short state of the art. The homogenized equation for (1.1) in the classical
setting, i.e., η is a fixed number, is Darcy’s law. It can be derived using the two-scale expansion
method; see e.g., [18, 25]. The formal arguments were first made rigorous by Tartar [34], where
a cell problem plays a key role: it is the building block for the construction of oscillating test
functions.

The asymptotic behavior of (1.1) in the dilute setting, i.e. η = η(ε) tending to zero as ε → 0,
was systematically studied by Allaire [1, 2]. These two works were significant generalizations of an
earlier work by Cioranescu and Murat [7] for the homogenization of Poisson equations in dilutely
perforated domains. Allaire introduced the scaling factor

σε := εκ−1
η =

{
ε| log η|

1
2 , d = 2,

εη−
d−2
2 , d ≥ 3,

and κη :=

{
| log η|−

1
2 , d = 2,

η
d−2
2 , d ≥ 3.

(1.2)

and according to the asymptotic behavior of σε as ε → 0, he identified three different regimes for
the homogenization of (1.1) in the dilute setting:

• If σε → σ0 as ε → 0 and σ0 is a positive number comparable to 1, i.e., η = O(ε2/(d−2)) for
d ≥ 3 or | log η| ∼ 1

ε2
for d = 2, we say the configuration is in the critical setting.

• If σε → 0 as ε → 0, i.e., η � ε2/(d−2) for d ≥ 3 or | log η| � 1
ε2

for d = 2, we say the
configuration is in the dilute super-critical setting.

• If σε → ∞ as ε → 0, i.e., η � ε2/(d−2) for d ≥ 3 or | log η| � 1
ε2

for d = 2, we say the
configuration is in the sub-critical setting.

Note that the classical setting, where η ∼ 1 and σε ∼ ε, is a super-critical one.

The qualitative homogenization theory in those dilute settings is as follows: (i) For the critical
setting, the homogenized system for (1.1) is Brinkman’s law where an extra zero-order term appears
compared with the Stokes operator. (ii) For the dilute super-critical setting, the homogenized
system is the Darcy’s law but there are two main differences compared with the non-dilute setting.
First, σ2

ε varies with η and determines the L2-scale under which the velocity field converges to the
limit; secondly, the permeability matrix in the Darcy’s law remains the same, i.e., does not vary
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with η, for all dilute super-critical settings and is different from the non-dilute super-critical one.
(iii) For the sub-critical setting, the homogenized system is the unperturbed Stokes system in the
whole domain without perforation.

For quantitative convergence rate of periodic homogenization of (1.1) in bounded perforated
domain, the critical and sub-critical settings are simpler because the boundary condition on ∂Ω for
the velocity field in the limit system agrees with (1.1). This is not the case for the super-critical
case, in either the classical or the dilute settings; indeed, the velocity field u in Darcy’s law only
satisfies u · ν = 0 on ∂Ω and its tangential component can be of order one. It is known that the
standard cut-off useful for convergence rate in the homogenization of elliptic equations does not work
well for the super-critical settings also because of the incompressibility condition. Construction of
boundary layer correctors for d = 2 was given by Marušić-Paloka and Mikelić [22] and they proved

O(ε
1
6 ) convergence rate. Their method worked for certain stationary Navier-Stokes equations but

is restricted to d = 2 because the tangential velocity corrector is constructed via stream functions.
Recently, in [29] and dealing with the more general case of d ≥ 2 and non-zero Dirichlet data of
order O(ε2) on the outer boundary ∂Ω, She proved the sharp O(

√
ε) homogenization rate for (1.1)

by introducing two boundary layer correctors, with properly chosen data on ∂Ω, one tangential and
the other normal to ∂Ω. It was observed in [35] that the so-called radial test functions (see section
5.3 below) can be constructed so that a boundary cut-off argument goes through for the convergence
rate to Darcy’s law. In section 5.3 of this paper, we use this observation for the convergence rate
proof for the dilute Darcy’s law, using only a cut-off argument.

Very recently after the completion of our work, we noticed that, in [5], Balazi, Allaire and Omnes
studied the homogenization (1.1) for d ≥ 2 in the more physical relevant case of connected solid
structures and obtained O(

√
ε) convergence rate. Their method utilizes a cut-off argument only

because they managed to construct a velocity field supported near ∂Ω which plays the role of a cut-
off of the limit velocity field u but remains incompressible. Their construction generalizes an earlier
construction in [15] for d = 2. In some sense, the construction is achieved by a remarkable and
simple observation that one can insert the usual cut-off inside the curl operator to simultaneously
achieve cut-off and preserve incompressibility. Clearly, we can use this construction in section 5.3
alternatively.

1.2. Allaire’s two-scale cell correctors: a unified approach to homogenization in perfo-
rated domains. As in the case of Poisson equations [16] and of Lamé systems [17], our strategy
to establish quantitative homogenization in periodically dilute perforated domains, with Dirichlet
type boundary conditions in the holes, is to build two-scale cell correctors.

In this paper, η depends in general on ε, and we hence need to study the limit of (χk, ωk) as η
converges to zero with ε. We find it more convenient to work with a rescaled cell problem, defining
χηk(x) = ηd−2χk(ηx) and ωηk(x) = ηd−1ωk(ηx). These satisfy the following Stokes system in the

rescaled torus 1
ηT

d, with a hole T of unit size removed:
−∆χηk +∇ωηk = ηdek, x ∈ η−1Td \ T ,

∇ · χηk = 0, x ∈ η−1Td \ T ,
χηk = 0, x ∈ ∂T.

(1.3)

For each fixed η ∈ (0, 1), the classical theory for Stokes system applies to (1.3), which asserts that a
weak solution χηk is uniquely determined in η−1Td \ T and ωηk is unique up to an additive constant.
The correctors χηk and ωηk are extended by zero in T so that they are functions on the torus. The
precise choice of ωηk (outside the hole) is made clear in (4.3).

4



Finally, the building blocks for oscillating test functions are given by the further rescaled functions

vεk(x) :=

χ
η
k

(
x
εη

)
if d ≥ 3

1
| log η|χ

η
k

(
x
εη

)
if d = 2,

and qεk(x) :=


1
εηω

η
k

(
x
εη

)
if d ≥ 3

1
εη| log η|ω

η
k

(
x
εη

)
if d = 2.

(1.4)

Clearly, the pair (vεk, q
ε
k) is εTd-periodic and satisfies

−∆vεk +∇qεk =
1

σ2
ε

ek, x ∈ εRdf ,

∇ · vεk = 0, x ∈ εRdf ,

vεk = 0, x ∈ Rd \ εRdf .

(1.5)

Note that the holes in Ωε coincide with (part of) those in εRdf . Hence, given any scalar valued test

function ϕ ∈ C∞c (Ω), vεkϕ is easily checked to be an oscillatory function in H1
0 (Ωε) and we will use

it as the test function for (1.1). Our method for unified quantitative homogenization results relies
on the asymptotic analysis for (vεk, q

ε
k), in the limit when ε→ 0, see Theorem 1.4.

Let us mention that although Allaire did not use the two-scale cell problems (1.3) and (1.5) to
prove homogenization results in [1, 2], but he studied those problems in [3] to establish a continuity
of the effective conductivity matrix M = Mη in Darcy’s law, in the limit when the hole-cell ratio η
vanishes to zero. In fact, he showed that (χηk, ω

η
k) converge in some proper sense to solutions of a

problem which he named the local problem: for d ≥ 3 and for every k ∈ {1, . . . d},
−∆wk +∇qk = 0, in Rd \ T ,

∇ · wk = 0, in Rd \ T ,
wk = 0, in ∂T,

wk →M−1ek, as |x| → ∞.

(1.6)

Here, M is a symmetric matrix defined by the components (mik) in (1.18) below. The behavior at
infinity of wk, the well-posedness of (1.6) and the positivity of the matrix M are all established in
[3], as parts of the proof of the convergence of (χηk, ω

η
k). Using those results, one can devise a unified

proof based on the classical oscillating test function argument for qualitative homogenization that
works for all regimes of vanishing η; see [20].

1.3. Outline of the main results of the paper. In this paper, we provide a unified quantita-
tive homogenization method for all values of the dilution parameter η. Our method grounds on
quantitative estimates of two-scale correctors via layer potential techniques. Indeed, we quantify
the convergence results for the unified correctors (vηk , q

η
k), see the definition (1.5), first obtained

qualitatively by Allaire [3]. The advantages of our method are the following. Firstly, the method
provides natural correctors (vηk , q

η
k) that enable us to treat all asymptotic regimes, determined by

the relative smallness of η compared with ε, in a unified manner. Secondly, we obtain explicit
representation formulas which lead to quantitative convergence rates for the correctors (vηk , q

η
k).

Thirdly, by exploring the properties of layer potentials, we provide a novel explanation of the con-
ductivity matrix in Darcy’s model, of the Brinkman term in Brinkman’s model, and explain the
special behavior for d = 2.

We start with the limit and estimates for the velocity field vεk. Let M be the symmetric positive
definite matrix defined by

M :=

{
(AT )−1 for d ≥ 3,

4πI for d = 2.
(1.7)
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Here, for d ≥ 3, AT is the matrix defined by in Lemma 3.1 using layer potentials. In fact, M = A−1
T

is the analog of Newtonian capacitance associated to T in the setting of homogeneous Stokes system.

Theorem 1.1 (quantitative analysis of two-scale cell correctors). We assume that Assumption 1
holds. Let vεk, k = 1, . . . d, be the velocity field defined by (1.4) and solving (1.5). There exists a
universal constant C > 0 so that the following results hold.

(1) For each k and for all regimes,

‖∇vεk‖L2(Ω) ≤ Cσ−1
ε . (1.8)

(2) In the critical setting and for all k,

∇vεk ⇀ 0, in L2(Ω). (1.9)

(3) In all dilute regimes and for all k ∈ {1, . . . d}, with p = 2d
d−2 for d ≥ 3 and p = 2 for d = 2,

we have

‖vεk −M−1ek‖Lp(Ω) ≤ Cκη. (1.10)

Note that σε and κη = ε/σε are defined by (1.2).

In particular, the result in item (3) above shows, vεk converges in Lploc(R
d) to the constant vector

field M−1ek. A qualitative strong convergence result itself can be proved by weak compactness
arguments as done in [3]. Notice that the rate given here is new and is a byproduct of the layer
potential method developed in our paper.

Theorem 1.2 (quantitative homogenization). We assume that Assumption 1 holds. Assume fur-
ther that, in each regime, the homogenized problem has a solution u ∈ W 2,∞(Ω) deleted ∩H1

0 (Ω)
and p ∈ L2

0(Ω). We can find constants C that depends only on d, Ω and T , such that

(1) In the dilute super-critical setting,∥∥uε
σ2
ε

− u
∥∥
L2(Ω)

+ ‖pε − p‖L2(Ω) ≤ C(κη + σε)‖u‖W 2,∞ . (1.11)

The limit (u, p) is the unique solution to the following Darcy’s law:

u = M−1(f −∇p) and ∇ · u = 0 in Ω, and u · n = 0 in ∂Ω. (1.12)

(2) In the critical setting, with σε → σ0 ∈ (0,∞), we have∥∥uε − σ2
ε

σ2
0
vεk(Mu)k

∥∥
H1(Ω)

+
∥∥pε − p− σ2

ε

σ2
0
qεk(Mu)k

∥∥
L2 ≤ C

(
κη +

∣∣1− σ2
ε/σ

2
0

∣∣) ‖u‖W 2,∞ . (1.13)

The limit (u, p) is the unique solution to the following Brinkman’s law

−∆u+∇p+
M

σ2
0

u = f and ∇ · u = 0 in Ω, and u = 0 in ∂Ω. (1.14)

(3) In the sub-critical setting, we have

‖uε − vεk(Mu)k‖H1(Ω) + ‖pε − p‖L2 ≤ C
(
κη + σ−2

ε

)
‖u‖W 2,∞ . (1.15)

The limit (u, p) is the unique solution to the unperturbed Stokes problem

−∆u+∇p = f and ∇ · u = 0 in Ω, and u = 0 in ∂Ω. (1.16)

Note that σε and κη = ε/σε are defined by (1.2).
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The convergence rates in Theorem 1.2 were given by Allaire in [1, 2] in all three cases, except
that in the dilute super-critical setting, the trace of u on the outer boundary ∂Ω was implicitly
assumed to be zero. In Section 5 we establish the convergence rate for the homogenization of (1.1)
in the dilute super-critical case in the general setting, i.e. without assuming u = 0 on ∂Ω. This
turns out to be a very non-trivial task, as is already the case in the classical setting with η = 1;
see [29] for the discussion of the problem and for the proof in the classical setting.

In the dilute super-critical setting, the additional small parameter η only makes the problem
even more technical; see in particular the comment below (5.2). Thanks to the estimates of (vεk, q

ε
k)

achieved in our paper, and in particular the L∞ estimate (4.17) for the stress, it is possible to
follow and generalize the argument of Shen [29] to the dilute setting. It turns out, however, an
easier approach can be followed using the so-called radial cut-off function proposed by Wang, Xu
and Zhang [35]. We follow this second approach.

Remark 1.3 (an explicit representation of Darcy’s conductivity matrix and Brinkman’s term).
As a byproduct of the analysis of the layer potentials developed in this paper, we obtain explicit
formulas for the conductivity matrix in Darcy’s regime. The basis {φ∗j}j=1,...,d, found in (3.3),

is closely related to the so-called local problems introduced by Allaire in [1]. Indeed, for each
k = 1, . . . , d, let (uk, pk) be (ST [φ∗k] + a∗k,QT [φ∗k]) in T+ = Rd \ T , then they satisfy (for d ≥ 3)

∆uk −∇pk = 0, in Rd \ T ,

∇ · uk = 0, in Rd \ T ,
uk = 0, in ∂T,

uk → a∗k, as |x| → ∞.

(1.17)

For d = 2, the last line should be changed to

uk ∼ Γk(x) + a∗k, as |x| → ∞.

Compare the equations above with those in the local problem of [3, Eqn. (2.4)], or (1.6) above. We
can check that, for d ≥ 3, the solutions to the local problem are given by the functions wk := mkiui
and qk := mkipi, where the numbers mij are the components of M . Notice that M = A−1

T , where
AT is defined by (3.2). We check thatˆ

Rd\T
∇wi : ∇wk = mismk`

ˆ
Rd\T

∇us : ∇u`

= mismk`

ˆ
Rd\T

∇ST [φ∗s] : ∇ST [φ∗` ]

= −mismk`

ˆ
∂T
ST [φ∗s] ·

∂ST [φ∗` ]

∂ν

∣∣∣
+

= mismk`a
∗
s · e` = mik.

(1.18)

where ST is the single-layer potential defined by (2.5). This shows that the definition M := A−1
T ,

defined by quantities coming from layer potential theory, agrees with that of Allaire [3], defined
using the above ‘local problems’.

1.4. Outline of the paper. In section 2, we review the layer potentials for the Stokes system.
Section 3 focuses on the mapping properties of the layer potentials. In section 4 we introduce and
estimate the two-scale cell correctors. Theorem 1.1 is proved here. Section 5 addresses the error
estimates for the homogenization in the dilute super-critical regime, which proves part of Theorem
1.2. Finally there are four appendices. In appendix A we review some standard analysis tools, such
as the extension and restriction operators. In appendix B, we carry out basic energy estimates. In
appendix C, we review the use of the unified two-cell correctors for the qualitative convergence. In
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appendix D, we prove the error estimates in the dilute critical and sub-critical cases, which proves
the other cases of Theorem 1.2.

1.5. Geometric setup and main assumptions. We first describe the geometric setup of the
perforated domain Ωε; see Figure 1. Let T ⊂ Q1 be a set satisfying the following conditions.

(A1) T is an open set and satisfies B1/16 ⊂ T ⊂ B3/8. Roughly speaking, T is relatively centered
at the origin and is well separated from ∂Q1.

(A2) T+ := Rd \ T is connected; ∂T is of class C1,α for some α ∈ (0, 1) and, for simplicity, T is
simply connected.

Assumption (A2) simplifies the analysis of single- and double-layer potential operators. The fact
that ∂T is of class C1,α for some α ∈ (0, 1) implies that KT −K∗T is a compact operator; see Section
3. The fact that T is simply connected implies in particular that that there is just one hole and
that ∂T is connected; see Remark 3.6.

Fix a parameter η ∈ (0, 1], we define the perforated unit cell to be Yf = Q1 \ (ηT ); this set is the
building block for Ωε. The subscript f denotes the fluid part of the domain. By the assumptions
above, both Yf and the removed set ηT are connected. In general, we can allow T to have multiple
connected components as long as Yf remains connected. For simplicity of the presentation, however,
we impose (A2) above. We then take copies of Yf , distribute them periodically and glue them
together; the resulting set is ∪z∈Zd(z + Yf) and is denoted by Rdf . Clearly,

Rdf = Rd \ ∪z∈Zd
(
z + ηT

)
.

We emphasize that Yf and Rdf depend on η, as ηT is the model hole removed in those sets. Given

ε ∈ (0, 1), we rescale Rdf to εRdf defined by

εRdf := Rd \ ∪z∈Zd ε
(
z + ηT

)
which is an ε-periodic perforated domain; the array of holes ∪z∈Zdε(z+ηT ) is denoted by εRds . Fix

an open set Ω in Rd. We assume that Ω satisfies the following assumptions.

(A3) Ω is bounded open and simply connected, and the boundary ∂Ω is of class C2.

It would be natural to define the perforated domain Ωε by εRdf ∩ Ω. However, the small holes in

εRdf may cut ∂Ω in very irregular ways (possible cusps. . . ). To avoid such situations, we modify
the definition by removing (i.e., filling) the holes near ∂Ω. More precisely, for any small number
t > 0, let Ω(t) denote the set {x ∈ Ω : d(x, ∂Ω) > t}. We define

Ωε := Ωε,η := Ω \ ∪z∈Iε ε(z + ηT ), (1.19)

where Iε is an index set defined by Iε := {z ∈ Zd : ε(z + Q1) ⊂ Ω(ε)}. By this construction, the
holes in Ωε never cut ∂Ω; in fact, there is no hole in the layer Ωε ∩Ω(ε) which has a width of order

O(ε). We define Kε := Ω \ ∪z∈Iε ε
(
z +Q1

)
; this set contains the layer and serves as a buffer area

between ∂Ω and the ε-cells containing holes.

To summarize the geometric setup of the perforated domain, we group the assumptions above
and invoke throughout the paper the following assumption:

Assumption 1. For each ε ∈ (0, 1) and η ∈ (0, 1], let T and Ω satisfy the assump-
tions (A1), (A2) and (A3), and let Ωε := Ωε,η be constructed by (1.19).

This is the standing assumption in the paper and, unless explicitly stated otherwise, we always
assume Assumption 1.
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1.6. Notations. The unit vectors in the Euclidean coordinate system for Rd are denoted by
e1, . . . , ed. A vector ξ in Rd is then written as ξ = (ξj)j , or (ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξd), with ξj being the
j-th coordinate component. For two matrices A = (aij) and B = (bij) of the same size, their
Frobenius inner product is denoted by A : B and defined as A : B = aijbij . In this definition
and in the rest of the paper, the summation convention for repeated indices is assumed unless
otherwise stated. The ball in Rd with center x ∈ Rd and radius r > 0 is denoted by Br(x), and
by Br if x = 0. The unit open cube of Rd is denoted by Q1 and is the set (−1

2 ,
1
2)d. The unit flat

torus is denoted by Td and defined by Rd/Zd; it can be represented by Q1 with each pair of its
opposite faces identified as one. Given a set E ⊂ Rd and a positive number s > 0, the scaled set
sE is defined by {sx : x ∈ E}. The scaled flat torus sTd is defined similarly. For a vector field
ξ = (ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) = (ξj), its derivative ∇ξ is denoted by the matrix (∂iξ

j). The multiplication (∇ξ)b,
where b is a vector, is computed as (∂iξ

j)bj .

For a general Hilbert space H, the bracket 〈·, ·〉H denotes the inner product on this space, and
the subscript H is often omitted if it is clear from the context. Let H ′ be the dual space of H, the
bracket 〈·, ·〉H′,H denotes the standard dual pairing. For a function f defined in a domain E, the
notation 〈f〉E stands for the averaged value |E|−1

´
E f .

We mainly work with the standard Lp(E) space and Sobolev spaces W k,p(E) where E ⊂ Rd is
an open set, namely, Ω or Ωε. Note, however, we do not distinguish vector fields from scalar ones
in the notation for functional spaces. This information should be read from the context. W 1,p(E)
is simply written as H1(E), and H1

0 (E) denotes the subspace in which functions have vanishing
trace at ∂E.

2. Layer potentials for the Stokes system

Here, we state some results on layer potentials associated to the Stokes system. In particular, we
choose to study the double-layer potential proposed in [9], which is defined by a particular choice of
conormal derivative that is different from the physical one used in Ladyzhenskaya [19]. The main
advantage of our choice is the eigenspace of the so-called Neumann-Poincaré operator associated to
the layer potential operators has a simpler structure. We also introduce the corresponding periodic
layer potentials, and study their mapping properties. Those results on layer potentials will be the
main tool for the asymptotic analysis of rescaled problems.

2.1. Layer potential operators. The fundamental solution pair for the Stokes system in the

free-space Rd is given by (Γ,Θ), where Γ = (Γjk)kj is the Kelvin matrix function, Θ = (θk)k is the
pressure field vector. They are defined by the formulas:

Γjk(x) =


− 1

2d(d− 2)$d

[
δjk
|x|d−2

+ (d− 2)
xjxk

|x|d

]
d ≥ 3,

1

4π
δjk log |x| − 1

4π

xjxk

|x|2
d = 2,

(2.1)

and

θk(x) = − xk

d$d|x|d
, d ≥ 2. (2.2)

Here, δij is the Kronecker’s δ-symbol, and $d is the volume of the unit ball in Rd. For each

k = 1, 2, . . . , d, the velocity field Γk = (Γ1
k,Γ

2
k, . . . ,Γ

d
k) formed by the kth row of Γ, together with

the pressure field θk formed by the kth component of Θ, solve the system

∆Γk(x)−∇θk(x) = δ0(x)ek and ∇ · Γk(x) = 0, in Rd. (2.3)
9



Here, δ0(x) denotes the Dirac distribution with mass at 0. Let Γ∆ be the fundamental solution to
the scalar Laplace equation, i.e., solving −∆Γ∆ = δ0 with proper decay condition at infinity. In
fact, Γ∆ is given by − 1

2π log |x| for d = 2 and by 1
d(d−2)$d

|x|2−d for d ≥ 3. By direct computations

we check that θk = ∂kΓ∆.

Define Γk(x, y) := Γk(x − y) and θk(x, y) := θk(x − y), for x, y ∈ Rd and x 6= y. It is easy to
check that

∆xΓk(x, y)−∇xθk(x, y) = δy(x)ek and ∇x · Γk(x, y) = 0, in Rd. (2.4)

In other words, the family (Γk(x, y), θk(x, y)), k = 1, . . . , d, is the family of fundamental solutions
to the Stokes problem with a singularity at y.

Let φ ∈ L2(∂T ). The velocity field of the single-layer potential with momentum φ, associated to
∂T , is defined by

ST [φ](x) =

ˆ
∂T

Γk(x− y)φk(y) dσy, x ∈ Rd \ ∂T. (2.5)

Recall that summation over k is assumed here and the right hand sides defines a vector. We
comment on the notation. We may think of Γ as vector field valued tensor, and the operator
between Γ and φ yields a vector, i.e., Γ(φ) =

∑
k Γkφ

k. We may think Θ as a scalar valued tensor,

and Θ(φ) is computed as
∑

k θkφ
k. The pressure field of the single-layer potential is defined by

QT [φ](x) =

ˆ
∂T
θk(x− y)φk(y) dσy, x ∈ Rd \ ∂T. (2.6)

Note that the definition of ST [φ](x) makes sense also for x ∈ ∂T ; in contrast, QT [φ](x) is not defined
for x ∈ ∂T unless we use take the principal value of the integral in (2.6). Direct computation shows
that (ST [φ],QT [φ]) satisfies the homogeneous Stokes system in T and in T+.

To define the double-layer potential, we need to choose a conormal derivative, associated to a
pair (u, p) of velocity field u and pressure field p, on any surface contained in the domain of fluid
flow. In this paper, we find it is most convenient to use the one proposed in [9], defined by

∂[u, p]

∂ν
:= −pN + (∇u(x))N = (−pN i +N j∂ju

i). (2.7)

Here, N is the unit outer normal field along a chosen surface in the region of fluid flow. We
emphasize that this choice of conormal derivative is different from the physical one, which reads

∂[u, q]

∂ρ
:= −pN + 2D(u)N, D(u) =

1

2
(∇u+ (∇u)T). (2.8)

In fluid mechanics, ∂[u,p]
∂ρ is the stress tensor imposed by the fluid flow on the surface. In comparison,

∂[u,p]
∂ν is an artificial modification of the physically meaningful conormal derivative. The reason for

our choice is the following: it yields a Neumann-Poincaré operator whose eigenspace associated to
the eigenvalue 1

2 is simpler. Using integration by parts, we verify that, for any pair (u, p) of velocity
and pressure field, and for any velocity field v, with sufficient regularity, the following Green’s
identity holds: ˆ

∂T

∂[u, q]

∂νy
· v =

ˆ
T

(∆u−∇q) · v − q(∇ · v) +

ˆ
T
∇u : ∇v. (2.9)

Applying this identity to two pairs (u, q) and (v, p), with u and v being solenoidal, we also obtain
the second Green’s identity:ˆ

T
(∆u−∇q) · v − (∆v −∇p) · u =

ˆ
∂T

[
∂[u, q]

∂ν
· v − ∂[v, p]

∂ν
· u
]
. (2.10)
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In view of those Green identities and in view of (2.4), we define the velocity field of the double-
layer potential, associated to the momentum φ ∈ L2(∂T ) on ∂T , by

DT [φ](x) =

ˆ
∂T

∂[Γk, θk](y − x)

∂νy
φk(y) dy, x ∈ Rd \ ∂T. (2.11)

Note that, (Γk(y − x), θk(y − x)) satisfies (2.4) which has a singularity at the point x. In the
computation of ∂/∂νy, derivatives are taken with respect to the y-variable. For the associated

pressure field, define, x ∈ Rd \ ∂T ,

PT [φ](x) =

ˆ
∂T
N `
y

∂θk(x− y)

∂y`
φk(y) dy

=
1

d$d

ˆ
∂T
N `
y

(
−δk`
|x− y|d

+
d(x− y)k(x− y)`

|x− y|d+2

)
φk(y) dy.

(2.12)

We verify that (DT [φ],PT [φ]) solves the homogeneous Stokes system in T and in T+, i.e.,

(∆xDT [φ]−∇xPT [φ]) (x) = 0, x ∈ Rd \ ∂T.
If we try to extend the definitions of ST , QT , DT and PT to x ∈ ∂T , we can check that ST [φ] is
well defined, but not the other operators. In fact, QT involves an integral kernel of order −(d− 1),
PT has an integral kernel of order −d, even on smooth domains. For DT [φ], the integral kernel is:

Kjk(x, y) =− θk(y − x)N j
y +N `

y∂y`(Γ
j
k(y − x))

=
Nk
y (x− y)j − (x− y)kN j

y

2d$d|x− y|d
− 1

2$d

〈Ny, x− y〉(x− y)j(x− y)k

|x− y|d+2

− 1

2d$d

〈Ny, x− y〉δjk
|x− y|d

.

(2.13)

For x, y ∈ ∂T with x 6= y, the function Kjk can be viewed as an integral kernel of order −(d− 1).
In fact, for ∂T of class C1,α, using

|〈Ny, x− y〉| ≤ C|x− y|1+α, |Nx −Ny| ≤ C|x− y|α, (2.14)

we see that the last two terms in the expression of Kjk contributes to a weakly singular integral
operator. The first term, however, results in a singular integral operator. By the standard but deep
theory of Coifman, McIntosh and Meyer [8],

(KT [φ])k(x) := p.v.

ˆ
∂T
Kjk(x, y)φj(y)dy, x ∈ ∂T (2.15)

defines a bounded linear operator from L2(∂T ) to L2(∂T ), and KT (and, equally often, its adjoint
operator) is referred to as the Neumann-Poincaré operator.

2.2. Jump relations. The layer-potentials are very useful in solving boundary value problems for
the homogeneous Stokes system, because one can derive trace formulas for them. For a function
(vector-valued or scalar-valued) F that is defined in T− := T and/or in T+, we denote its trace
from T− on ∂T by F |−, and denote its trace from T+ on ∂T by F |+:

F |±(x) = lim
t→0+

F (x± tNx), x ∈ ∂T. (2.16)

Here, Nx is the unit outer normal vector at x.

For the double-layer velocity field DT [φ], we have

DT [φ]
∣∣
±(x) = lim

t→0+
DT [φ](x± tNx) =

(
∓1

2
I +KT

)
[φ](x), x ∈ ∂T. (2.17)
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For the derivatives of the single-layer velocity field, i.e. ∇ST [φ], and for the single-layer pressure
field QT [φ], we have

∂j(ST [φ])i
∣∣
±(x) = ±1

2

{
N j
xφ

i(x)−N j
xN

i
x〈Nx, φ(x)〉

}
+ p.v.

ˆ
∂T
∂jΓ

i
k(x− y)φ,

QT [φ]
∣∣
±(x) = ∓1

2
〈Nx, φ(x)〉+ p.v.

ˆ
∂T
θk(x− y)φk(y).

(2.18)

Combining the terms above according to our choice (2.7) of conormal derivative, we check that

∂[ST [φ],QT [φ]]

∂ν

∣∣∣
±

(x) =

(
±1

2
I +K∗T

)
[φ](x). (2.19)

Here K∗T is defined by

(K∗T [φ])i(x) = p.v.

ˆ
∂T
K∗ik(x, y)φk(y)dy, (2.20)

and the integration kernel K∗ik is given by

K∗ik(x, y) = −θk(x− y)N i
x +N j

x∂jΓ
i
k(x− y).

We refer to [9] for those formulas.

Direct computation shows that K∗ik(x, y) = Kki(y, x), so K∗T is the adjoint operator of KT , and
K∗T is a non-compact bounded linear operator on L2(∂T ). We then compute that

(K∗ik −Kik)(x, y) =
1

2$d

〈Nx +Ny, x− y〉(x− y)i(x− y)k

|x− y|d+2
+

1

2d$d

〈Nx +Ny, x− y〉δik
|x− y|d

+
(Nx −Ny)

k(x− y)i − (Nx −Ny)
i(x− y)k

2d$d|x− y|d
.

(2.21)

In view of (2.14), the integral operator K∗T−KT is compact on L2(∂T ). This fact plays an important
role in the study of those layer potential operators in [9].

3. Mapping properties of the layer potentials

In this section, we study the mapping properties of some operators related to the single- and
double-layer potentials, and establish layer potential representation formulas for the cell problem
(1.3) that play an essential role in the homogenization of (1.1). Since the cell problem is a Dirichlet
boundary value problem, we focus on the double-layer potential representation of the solution, in
particular, on the mapping properties of the corresponding Neumann-Poincaré operator KT and
its adjoint K∗T .

3.1. Free-space Stokes potentials. In the sequel, L2
0(∂T ) denotes the subspace of L2(∂T ) con-

sisting of mean-zero functions on ∂T . We have the following important results:

Lemma 3.1. Let d ≥ 2. Then the following results hold.

(1) The operator −1
2I + K∗T has range in L2

0(∂T ), and the restricted operator −1
2I + K∗T :

L2
0(∂T )→ L2

0(∂T ) is a bijection.
(2) The operators −1

2I +K∗T and −1
2I +KT both have closed ranges in L2(∂T ), and both have

kernels of dimension d.
(3) The space ker(−1

2I + KT ) has basis {e` : 1 ≤ ` ≤ d}. There is a basis φ1, . . . , φd for the

space ker(−1
2I +K∗T ) and there are d vectors a1, . . . , ad in Rd, such that

− ST [φj ](x) = aj in T ,

ˆ
∂T
φj = ej . (3.1)
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Moreover, the matrix AT defined by

AT =
[
a1 a2 · · · ad

]
, (3.2)

where the aj’s are written as column vectors, is symmetric for d ≥ 2; for d ≥ 3, AT is also
positive-definite.

(4) The following direct-sum decompositions hold:

L2(∂T ) = ran(−1
2I +K∗T )⊕ ker(−1

2I +K∗T ),

L2(∂T ) = ran(−1
2I +KT )⊕ ker(−1

2I +KT ).
(3.3)

We emphasize that identities in (3.3) are, in general, not orthogonal decompositions, and that
AT defined by (3.2) can be degenerate for d = 2 (see Remark 3.3 below). The first two items of
the lemma above are proved by Fabes, Kenig and Verchota [9] in the setting that ∂T is Lipschitz.
Because the non-physical conormal derivative (2.7) is used in the double-layer potential (2.11),
the resulted Neumann-Poincaré operators KT and its adjoint K∗T are not compact even when ∂T is
smooth. Hence, one cannot use the usual Fredholm theory directly for KT andK∗T . Nevertheless, the
Fredholm property stated in the first two items above were proved in [9], in fact even for Lipschitz
∂T . The authors there established the closedness of the ranges of −1

2I +K∗T and −1
2I +KT using

Rellich formulas associated to the Stokes system with conormal derivative (2.7), and utilized the
fact that KT −K∗T is compact. We refer to [9, Lemmas 2.1, 2.2, 2.4 and 2.5] for the details.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. It remains to prove the last two items.

Proof of item (3). Characterization of ker(−1
2I +KT ): Consider the unit constant vector fields e`,

` ∈ {1, · · · , d}. In view of Green’s identity (2.9), they satisfy

DT [e`](x) =

{
0, x ∈ T c,
e`, x ∈ T.

Using Green’s identity (2.9) again with (u, p) = (Γk, θk) and v = e` in the domain T \ Bδ(x), and
by explicit computations of the resulting boundary integral over T ∩ ∂Bδ(x) and sending δ → 0,
we also have

KT [e`](x) =
1

2
e`, x ∈ ∂T, ∀` = 1, . . . , d. (3.4)

Hence, span{e` : 1 ≤ ` ≤ d} is a subspace of ker(−1
2I + KT ) with dimension d. As a result, the

latter must be spanned by e`, ` = 1, . . . , d.

Characterization of ker(−1
2I + K∗T ): we use an argument in [4, Theorem 2.26]. Let ker(−1

2I +

K∗T )⊗ Rd denote the product Hilbert space equipped with the standard inner product

〈(ϕ, a), (ψ, b)〉 = 〈ϕ,ψ〉L2(∂T ) + a · b, for ϕ,ψ ∈ ker(−1
2I +K∗T ), a, b ∈ Rd.

This is a Hilbert space with dimension 2d. The product space ker(−1
2I + KT )⊗ Rd and the inner

product on it are defined in the same way. Consider the following mapping:

AT : ker(−1
2I +K∗T )⊗ Rd → ker(−1

2I +KT )⊗ Rd

(φ, a) 7→ (ST [φ] + a,

ˆ
∂T
φ).

(3.5)

Here, ST [φ] is understood as the trace of the single-layer velocity field on ∂T . The mapping is
well defined because φ being in ker(−1

2I + K∗T ) implies that ST [φ] is a constant in T . Indeed, let
13



(u, p) := (ST [φ],QT [φ]) in T and in T+. Then, due to the jump relation (2.19) and to the fact that
(−1

2I +K∗T )[φ] = 0,

∂[u, p]

∂ν

∣∣∣
−

= 0,
∂[u, p]

∂ν

∣∣∣
+

= φ.

By applying Green’s identity in T , we conclude that u is a constant in T .

We show next that AT is a bijection. Since AT is a linear mapping between two Hilbert spaces
of the same finite dimension, it suffices to check the injectivity of AT . To this end, suppose
φ ∈ ker(−1

2I +K∗T ) and a ∈ Rd satisfy

ST [φ] + a = 0, and

ˆ
∂T
φ = 0.

Let (u, p) = (ST [φ],QT [φ]) in T and in T+. Then in addition to u being a constant in T , we also
have sufficient decay of u in T+ at infinity (for d = 2 we use the fact φ ∈ L2

0). This allows us to
apply Green’s identity in T+ for all d ≥ 2; it follows that u is a constant in Rd and, by the jump
relation, φ = 0. By the formula above, a = 0 as well. This verifies the bijectivity of AT .

As an application, for each j = 1, . . . , d, there is a unique pair (φj , aj) so thatAT (φj , aj) = (0, ej).
This is precisely the solution pair to (3.1). Moreover, φj ’s are clearly independent and form a basis
for ker(−1

2I +K∗T ), via (2.19). This provides a basis for ker(−1
2I +K∗T ).

Symmetry and positivity of the matrix AT : we first check that the (i, j)-element of the matrix
AT defined by (3.2) is given by

(aj)
i = −ei · ST [φj ] = −

(ˆ
∂T
φi

)
· ST [φj ] = −〈φi,ST [φj ]〉L2(∂T ).

Since the restriction of ST on ∂T is clearly a self-adjoint operator in L2(∂T ), we get (aj)
i = (ai)

j .

That is, AT is symmetric. For the positivity of AT , let d ≥ 3. Fix any c ∈ Rd and compute

〈c, AT c〉 = −ci〈φi,ST [φj ]〉L2(∂T )c
j = −〈φ,ST [φ]〉L2(∂T ), with φ = cjφj .

Clearly, φ ∈ ker(−1
2I + K∗T ), and

´
∂T φ = c. Let (u, p) be (ST [φ],QT [φ]) in T and in T+. We

deduce, as before, u is a constant in T and φ = ∂[u,p]
∂ν |+ on ∂T . Since d ≥ 3, u has sufficient decay

at infinity and we check that

−〈φ,ST [φ]〉L2(∂T ) = −
ˆ
∂T

∂[u, p]

∂ν

∣∣∣
+
· u =

ˆ
T+

|∇u|2.

The quantity above is non-negative, and it equals zero if and only if u is a constant in Rd, which
would imply φ = 0 and c = 0. As a result, AT is positive definite for d ≥ 3.

Proof of item (4). We have seen that ran(−1
2I + K∗T ) is L2

0(∂T ), whose codimension agrees with

dim ker(−1
2I + K∗T ). For the first identity in (3.3), it suffices to show the right hand side is a

direct sum. Suppose φ = (−1
2I+K∗T )[g] and (−1

2I+K∗T )[φ] = 0, then as an element in the range of

−1
2I+K∗T , we have φ ∈ L2

0. Now we can argue as before for the pair (u, p) = (ST [φ],QT [φ]), defined
in T and in T+. In particular, we can apply Green’s identity in T+ for all d ≥ 2 and eventually
deduce φ = 0. This establishes the first identity in (3.3). The second identity then follows from
the orthogonal decompositions

L2(∂T ) = ran(−1
2I +KT )⊕ ker(−1

2I +K∗T ) = ran(−1
2I +K∗T )⊕ ker(−1

2I +KT ).

The proof of the lemma is hence complete. �
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Remark 3.2. The argument at the end of the proof of item three cannot go through for d = 2
because, if c 6= 0 there is not enough decay for u and p defined in the process, and we cannot apply
the Green’s identity in T+. When d ≥ 3, the argument in the proof can be used to show that, the
operator ST [φ] : ker(−1

2I +K∗T )→ ker(−1
2I +KT ) is a bijection. This, again, is not true for d = 2.

Remark 3.3. For d = 2, the logarithmic term in the fundamental solution (2.1) yields a particular
rescaling property for ST . As a result, AT can be degenerate as we show below.

Let r > 0; we note that, for all j, k = 1, 2, . . . , d,

Γjk
(x
r

)
= Γjk(x)− 1

4π
(log r)δjk.

By the definition of single-layer potentials, we get

ST [ψ](x) =

ˆ
∂T

Γk
(x− y

r

)
ψk(y)dy +

1

4π
(log r)

ˆ
∂T
ψ(y)

= r

ˆ
∂( 1
r
T )

Γk
(x
r
− y′

)
ψk(ry′)dy′ +

1

4π
(log r)

ˆ
∂T
ψ(y)

= rS 1
r
T [ψ(r·)]

(x
r

)
+

1

4π
(log r)

ˆ
∂T
ψ(y)dy.

We also check, using the homogeneity (of degree −1) of the integration kernel of K∗T , that

K∗1
r
T

[ψ(r·)]
(x
r

)
= K∗T [ψ](x).

Now consider the basis {φj} for ker(−1
2I + K∗T ), let φj,r(z) := rφj(rz), for z ∈ ∂(1

rT ). We check

that φj,r ∈ L2(1
r∂T ) and thatˆ

1
r
∂T
φj,r =

ˆ
∂T
φj = ej ,

(−1
2I +K∗1

r
T

)[φj,r](z) = r(−1
2I +K∗T )[φj ](rz) = 0, z ∈ ∂(

1

r
T ).

As a result, {φj,r} are the basis of ker(−1
2I + K∗1

r
T

) determined by (3.1). In view of the definition

(3.2), we check that AT has the following rescaling property:

ArT = AT +
1

4π
(log r)I. (3.6)

We see that given T , there always exist one or two r > 0 such that ArT is degenerate, and there
are at most two such r. As long as the homogenization of (1.1) in the dilute setting is considered,
we can always assume detAT 6= 0 because, if this condition fails, we can choose r0 slightly less
than one so that Ar0T is invertible. Then replace T by r0T , and replace η by η/r0, the asymptotic
analysis problem for (1.1) as ε→ 0 is unchanged.

The decomposition of L2(∂T ) established in (3.3) can be carried out explicitly, following the
construction of the basis {φj} of ker(−1

2I +K∗T ).

Proposition 3.4. Let Π0 be the projection operator from L2(∂T ) on ker(−1
2I + KT ) and Π1 be

the projection operator from L2(∂T ) on ran(−1
2I +KT ) defined according to (3.3). More precisely,

given ψ ∈ L2(∂T ), (Π0[ψ],Π1[ψ]) is the unique pair such that

ψ = Π0[ψ] + Π1[ψ], Π0[ψ] ∈ ker(−1
2I +KT ) and Π1[ψ] ∈ ran(−1

2I +KT ).

Then, Π0 is given by the following formula:

(Π0[ψ])k = 〈φk, ψ〉L2(∂T ), k = 1, . . . , d. (3.7)
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Remark 3.5. Consider the fundamental solutions Γ`(x)|∂T , ` = 1, . . . , d, defined by (2.1) and
apply the decomposition formula to them. We find, for d ≥ 3,

(Π0[−Γ`])
k = −

ˆ
∂T

Γ`(y) · φk(y) = −(ST [φk])
`(0) = (ak)

`. (3.8)

In other words, the columns of the matrix AT are precisely the projections Π0[−Γ`], ` = 1, . . . , d.

Remark 3.6. In this paper we assumed that T is connected, i.e., there is only one hole inside the
unit cell. This simplifies matter for our approach that is based on layer potential theory. Namely,
it allows us to use results from [9] directly (where a single hole was assumed), and, moreover,
ker(−1

2I + KT ) and ker(−1
2I + K∗T ) have rather simple structure. Our approach, however, can

be generalized to treat multiple holes, e.g., T has N connected components and Td \ T is still
connected. Then the kernel of −1

2I +K and its adjoint will have dimension N × d, and the concept
of AT should be replaced by N ×N matrix with entries that are themselves d × d matrices. The
permeability matrix M should be defined by the inverse of a proper contraction of AT .

3.2. Periodic Stokes potentials. To find a representation formula for the solution of the cell
problem (1.3), we define periodic versions of the layer potential operators for the Stokes system.
The fundamental solutions of the Stokes system on the unit torus Td, denoted by (Gk, pk), for each
k = 1, . . . , d, satisfy the equation{

∆Gk(x)−∇Pk(x) = (δ0(x)− 1)ek,

∇ ·Gk(x) = 0,
in Td.

Here, Gk and Pk are understood as functions defined on the flat torus Td, or, equivalently, as
periodic functions over Rd. The existence and uniqueness (up to additive constants) for (Gk, Pk)
is a standard result, and explicit formulas can be obtained in terms of Fourier series. To fix the
constants, we assume that Gk and Pk are mean zero on Td. It is also clear that we can write

Gk(x) = Γk(x) +Rk(x), and Pk(x) = θk(x) + hk(x), (3.9)

whereRk is a vector field on the unit cubeQ1 and hk is a scalar field onQ1. Moreover, by subtracting
the equations satisfied by (Γk, θk) from those satisfied by (Gk, Pk), we can derive equations satisfied
by (Rk, hk), in Q1, and deduce that Rk and hk are smooth functions in the closed cube Q1, although
∇Rk and hk (if extended periodically) are not continuous across ∂Q1.

Taking divergence on the first equation for (Gk, Pk), we find that

−∆Pk = ∂k(δ0 − 1) in Td.
This implies that, up to an additive constant, Pk is given by

Pk = −∂kG∆, (3.10)

where G∆ is the fundamental solution to the Laplace equation on the unit flat torus. This can be
viewed as an analog of the formula (2.2).

On the rescaled torus η−1Td, the fundamental solutions (Gηk, P
η
k ) are given by

Gηk(x) = ηd−2Gk(ηx), P ηk (x) = ηd−1Pk(ηx), x ∈ η−1Td.
and they satisfy {

∆Gηk(x)−∇P ηk (x) = (δ0(x)− ηd)ek,
∇ ·Gηk(x) = 0,

in η−1Td. (3.11)

For η small, those functions are perturbations of the free-space fundamental solutions:

Gηk(x) = Γk(x) + ηd−2Rk(ηx), P ηk (x) = θk(x) + ηd−1hk(ηx). (3.12)
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Note also, slightly abusing the notation, the functions Gηk(x, y) := Gηk(x − y) and P ηk (x, y) :=

P ηk (x− y), for x, y ∈ η−1Td, satisfy

∆xG(x, y)−∇xP η(x, y) = (δy(x)− ηd)ek, in η−1Td.

Now we introduce the periodic layer potentials for Stokes systems on the torus η−1Td and asso-
ciated to the set T . We always assume that T satisfies the conditions in Assumption 1.

The periodic single-layer velocity field and pressure fields are defined by:

SηT [φ](x) :=

ˆ
∂T
Gηk(x− y)φk(y)dσy,

QηT [φ](x) :=

ˆ
∂T
P ηk (x− y)φk(y)dσy,

x ∈ η−1Td \ ∂T. (3.13)

It is straightforward to check that

∆SηT [φ]−∇QηT [φ] = −ηd
ˆ
∂T
φ, x ∈ η−1Td \ ∂T.

Hence, the pair (SηT [φ],QηT [φ]) solves the homogeneous Stokes system away from ∂T if and only if
φ is mean-zero on ∂T .

The periodic double-layer velocity and pressure fields are defined by:

DηT [φ](x) :=

ˆ
∂T

∂[Gηk, P
η
k ](y − x)

∂νy
φk(y)dσy,

PηT [φ](x) :=

ˆ
∂T
N i
y∂yi [P

η
k (y − x)]φk(y)dσy,

x ∈ η−1Td \ ∂T. (3.14)

It can be checked that the pair (Dη[φ],Pη[φ]) solve the homogeneous Stokes system away from ∂T
for all φ in L2(∂T ). In view of the perturbative formula (3.12), the operators DηT , SηT , PηT , QηT ,
etc., are perturbations of the corresponding operators defined in the free-space. In particular, we
can check from direct computations that

DηT [φ](x) = DT [φ](x) + ηd−1RηT [φ](x), ∀x ∈ η−1Td \ ∂T, (3.15)

where RηT [φ] is defined as

RηT [φ](x) :=

ˆ
∂T

[−hk(η(y − x))Ny +N `
y∂y`Rk(η(y − x))]φk(y) dσy.

Since h and ∇Rk are bounded functions over Q1, the integral operator RηT has an integration kernel
that can be uniformly bounded in η (in fact, smallness can be explored). It follows that the periodic
double-layer velocity field has the following jump condition across ∂T :

DηT [φ]
∣∣∣
±

(x) =

(
∓1

2
I +KηT

)
[φ](x), x ∈ ∂T. (3.16)

Here KηT is simply given by

KηT := KT + ηd−1RηT ,
and RηT is defined as before but with x ∈ ∂T . Because RηT has a uniformly bounded integration
kernel, RηT maps L2(∂T ) to L∞(∂T ), and RηT is compact as an operator on L2(∂T ).

In a similar way, the conormal derivative of the periodic single-layer potentials satisfies the
following jump formula:

∂(SηT ,Q
η
T )[φ]

∂ν

∣∣∣
±

(x) =

(
±1

2
I +Kη,∗T

)
[φ](x). (3.17)
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Here, Kη,∗T is the adjoint operator of KηT , and it can be written as K∗T + ηd−1(RηT )∗.

Because KηT (respectively, Kη,∗T ) is a small (for small η) and compact perturbation of KT (re-

spectively, K∗T ), many mapping properties of −1
2I + KηT (and −1

2I + Kη,∗T ) follow from those of

−1
2I +KT ; in particular, the following results are useful.

Lemma 3.7. Let d ≥ 2. The following statements hold.

(1) For each ek, k = 1, . . . , d, the identity (−1
2I +KηT )[ek] = −ηd|T |ek holds.

(2) The kernel of −1
2I +KηT is {0}.

(3) The operator −1
2I +KηT : L2(∂T )→ L2(∂T ) is invertible.

Proof.
First item.
We take x ∈ T and apply the Green’s identity in T , we obtain

DηT [ek](x) =

ˆ
∂T

∂[Gη` , P
η
` ](y − x)

∂νy
δk`dσy = δ`k

ˆ
T

(δ(y − x)− ηd)e`dy = (1− ηd|T |)ek.

Sending x to the boundary ∂T , we get the first result. As a consequence, for any φ ∈ ker(−1
2I+Kη,∗T ),

the following holds:ˆ
∂T
ek · φ = − 1

ηd|T |

ˆ
∂T

(−1
2I +KηT )[ek] · φ = − 1

ηd|T |

ˆ
∂T
ek · (−1

2I +Kη,∗T )[φ] = 0.

In other words, we have ker(−1
2I +Kη,∗T ) ⊆ L2

0(∂T ).

Second item.
Since KηT (respectively, Kη,∗T ) is a compact perturbation of KT (respectively, K∗T ) and −1

2I +KT is

Fredholm (as in Lemma 3.1), we conclude that the operator −1
2I +KηT and its adjoint operator are

Fredholm. It suffices to check that ker(−1
2I + Kη,∗T ) contains only 0. Take any element φ in this

kernel, we have seen that φ ∈ L2
0(∂T ). Let (u, p) be the pair (SηT [φ]|,QηT [φ]|), then they satisfy the

homogeneous Stokes system in T and in η−1Td \ T . By the trace formulas, we have

∂[u, p]

∂ν

∣∣∣
−

=

(
−1

2
I +Kη,∗T

)
[φ] = 0, φ =

∂[u, p]

∂ν

∣∣∣
+
, in ∂T.

Applying Green’s identity, first in T and then in η−1Td \ T , we conclude that u is a constant in
η−1Td, p = 0 in T , and p is a constant in η−1Td \T . Denote this constant by p+. Then φ = −p+N
on ∂T . We observe from the definition of the single-layer pressure thatˆ

η−1Td
QηT [φ](x)dx =

ˆ
∂T

ˆ
η−1Td

P ηk (x− y)dxφ(y)dy = 0.

In other words, p = QηT [φ] averages to zero in η−1Td. Since p|T = 0, it follows that p+ = 0 and,

hence, φ = 0. This verifies ker(−1
2I +Kη,∗T ) = {0} and proves item two.

Third item.
It follows immediately since we have shown that −1

2I+KηT is Fredholm and is injective on L2(∂T ).
The proof of the lemma is now complete. �

4. The two-scale cell problems

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.1. We first obtain a representation formula for
the two-scale correctors by inverting the periodic layer potentials defined in Section 3.2.
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4.1. Layer potential representation formulas. Our strategy for solving the two-scale corrector
problem (1.3) is based on the comparison with the system (3.11). Indeed, we seek for (Φη

k, ψ
η
k) so

that the following formulas hold:

χηk = Gηk + Φη
k, ωηk = P ηk + ψηk , in η−1Td \ T . (4.1)

The pair (Φη
k, ψ

η
k) then solves the problem

∆Φη
k −∇ψ

η
k = 0, x ∈ η−1Td \ T ,

∇ · Φη
k = 0, x ∈ η−1Td \ T ,

Φη
k = −Gηk(·, 0), x ∈ ∂T, ;

(4.2)

notice that we use assumption (A1), namely that 0 ∈ T . This is a Dirichlet boundary value problem
on the perforated torus η−1Td \ T , with smooth Dirichlet data −Gηk given on ∂T . The following
lemma provides explicit formulas for the solution.

Lemma 4.1. Let d ≥ 2 and suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then, for each k = 1, . . . , d, the unique
solution (χηk, ω

η
k) (for ωηk the uniqueness is up to an additive constant) to (1.3) is given by

χηk(x) = Gηk(x) +AT ek +DηT [g̃](x) + rηk ,

ωηk(x) = P ηk (x) + PηT [g̃](x),
(4.3)

for x ∈ η−1Td \ T . Here, rηk is a constant vector whose norm is of order O(ηd−2); tηk is a real

number of order ηd−1; g is a function in L2(∂T ) with mean value 〈g〉∂T on ∂T , and g̃ := g− 〈g〉∂T
is the mean-zero part of g. Moreover, there exists some universal constant C > 0 so that

|〈g〉∂T | ≤ Cη−1, ‖g − 〈g〉∂T ‖L2(∂T ) ≤ C. (4.4)

Proof.
Step 1: a decomposition of the boundary data.
In view of the jump condition (3.15) and the invertibility established in Lemma 3.7, the equations
(4.2) can be solved by periodic double-layer potentials. However, in order to prove the estimates,
we first decompose the boundary data −Gηk|∂T according to (3.3). Recall the projection operators
in Proposition 3.4; set

−Gηk = cηk + hηk, cηk = Π0[−Gηk|∂T ], hηk = Π1[−Gηk|∂T ]. (4.5)

Then according to (3.7) and the perturbative formula (3.12), we have

cηk = Π0[−Gηk|∂T ] = Π0[−Γk|∂T ] + r̃ ηk = AT ek + r̃ ηk ,

(r̃ ηk )` = −ηd−2〈φ`, Rk(ηx)〉L2(∂T ),

where Rk is defined by (3.9). In view of the uniform boundedness of Rk, we check that |r̃ ηk | ≤ Cη
d−2

for all k, for some universal constant C.

Step 2: layer-potential formulation for the two-scale cell problem.

The previous step suggests that the velocity field of (4.2) can be solved by Φη
k(y) = AT ek +

r̃ ηk + DηT [g](y) and ψηk(y) = PηT [g](y). Indeed, by the trace formula (3.15), we only need to find
g ∈ L2(∂T ) so that

(−1
2I +KηT )[g] = hηk, in L2(∂T ).

We further write g as the sum of its mean value 〈g〉∂T and its fluctuation part g̃ = g − 〈g〉, the
lattering being in L2

0(∂T ). In view of Lemma 3.7, we rewrite the equation above as

(−1
2I +KT + ηd−1RηT )[g̃]− ηd|T |〈g〉 = hηk, in L2(∂T ).
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Step 3: solution and estimates for g.
Let the projection operators Π1 and Π0 act on the equation above. We get

(−1
2I +KT + ηd−1Π1RηT )[g̃] = hηk,

ηd−1Π0RηT [g̃]− ηd|T |〈g〉 = 0.
(4.6)

Since the operator RηT is uniformly bounded independent of η, for η sufficiently small, the operator

on the left hand side in the first line is a small perturbation of −1
2I + KT , which is invertible on

L2
0. By the standard perturbation theory, we get

g̃ = (−1
2I +KT + ηd−1Π1RηT )−1[hηk], and ‖g̃‖L2(∂T ) ≤ C‖h

η
k‖L2(∂T ).

The estimate for 〈g〉 then follows from the second equation of (4.6). For x ∈ η−1Td \ T , the
contribution DηT [〈g〉] is the constant −ηd|T |〈g〉 which is of order O(ηd−1). Add this constant to r̃ηη
to define the constant rηk , which is still of order O(ηd−2).

For ωηk , we note that ψηk = PηT [g] = PηT [g̃] and (Φη
k, ψ

η
k) solves the problem (4.2). Hence, the

second line of (4.3) holds. The proof is now complete. �

The formulas (4.1) specify the values of (χηk, ω
η
k) in the perforated torus η−1Td\T , and we extend

their values by zero in T .

Corollary 4.2. Suppose that the assumptions of Lemma 4.1 hold. Let 〈χηk〉 and 〈ωηk〉 denote

the mean values of χηk and ωηk in 1
ηT

d. Then there exists a universal constant C, such that the

inequalities ∥∥∇χηk∥∥L2( 1
η
Td)

+
∣∣〈χηk〉∣∣ ≤

{
C if d ≥ 3

C| log η|
1
2 if d = 2,

∣∣〈ωηk〉∣∣ ≤ Cηd, (4.7)

and ‖ωηk − 〈ω
η
k〉‖L2(η−1Td) ≤

{
C, if d ≥ 3,

C| log η|
1
2 , if d = 2.

(4.8)

hold for all k = 1, . . . , d. Moreover, when d ≥ 3, we also have∣∣〈χηk〉 −AT ek∣∣ ≤ Cηd−2. (4.9)

Proof.
Step 1: the proofs for (4.7).

Integrate χηk against the first equation in (1.3) and apply the Poincaré inequality. This results in
the estimates for χηk in (4.7). To control the mean value of ωηk , in view of the formula (4.3), it

suffices to show the integrals of P ηk and of PηT [g̃] over the torous η−1Td are bounded uniform in η.

In view of the oddness of P ηk and the fact that T ⊂ B1,ˆ
η−1Td\T

P ηk (y)dy =

ˆ
B1\T

P ηk (y)dy ≤ C,

where C depends only on d. For the integral of PηT [g̃], we compute relying on (3.10)ˆ
η−1Td\T

PηT [g̃](x)dx =

ˆ
η−1Td\T

ˆ
∂T
N i
y∂yi

(
−(∂kG

η
∆)(y − x)

)
g̃k(y)dσydx.

In the integral on the right hand side above, we can rewrite ∂kG
η
∆(y − x) as −∂xk(Gη∆(y − x)) and

then take ∂x outside of the integral over ∂T . We get

−
ˆ
η−1Td\T

PηT [g̃](x)dx = −
ˆ
η−1Td\T

∂xkD
η
T,∆[g̃k](x)dx,
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where DηT,∆[g̃k] is the double-layer potential associated to the Lapace equation in η−1Td. Finally,
by the divergence theorem, the integral above becomesˆ

∂T
Nk
yD

η
T,∆[g̃k]

∣∣
+

(y)dσy =

ˆ
∂T
Nk
y

(
−1

2
I +KηT,∆

)
[g̃k](y) dσy.

Here, we used the trace formula for the double-layer potential DηT,∆. For η ∈ (0, 1), the operator

−1
2I + KηT,∆ is uniformly bounded in L(L2(∂T )) (more properties are established in [16]), and by

(4.4), the above is uniformly bounded in η. Hence, the second inequality of (4.7) holds.

Step 2: the proof of (4.9).

For the average of χηk, we compute from (4.3) and (3.12)

〈χηk〉 −AT ek =
1

|η−1Td|

ˆ
η−1Td

Γk(x) +DηT [g̃](x) dx+O(ηd−2).

Here g̃ ∈ L2
0(∂T ) and ‖g̃‖L2(∂T ) is bounded by a universal constant. For the integral of DηT [g̃], we

computeˆ
η−1Td\T

DηT [g̃](x)dx =

ˆ
η−1Td\T

ˆ
∂T

[−P ηk (y − x)N i
y +N `

y∂y`(G
η
k(y − x))i](g̃(y))idy

=

ˆ
η−1Td\T

ˆ
∂T

[∂xkG
η
∆(y − x)N i

y −N `
y∂x`(G

η
k(y − x))i](g̃(y))idy

=

ˆ
∂T

ˆ
∂T

[−Gη∆(y − x)Nk
xN

i
y +N `

yN
`
x(Gηk(y − x))i](g̃(y))idydx.

In view of the uniform (in η and in y) integrability of Gη∆(y − x) and Gηk(y − x) over x ∈ ∂T , the
integral above is uniformly bounded.

For the integral of Γk, we only consider the case d ≥ 3. By the estimate |Γk(x)| ≤ C|x|−(d−2)

(for d ≥ 3) and a direct computation, we have∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ
η−1Td\T

Γk(x) dx

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cη−2.

We then conclude that (4.9) holds for d ≥ 3.

Step 3: the proof for (4.8).

We need to use the restriction and extension operators in η−1Td \ T . By rescaling the results in
Proposition A.2, we get a restriction operator R for vector fields H1(η−1Td) that satisfies

‖∇(Ru)‖L2( 1
η
Td\T ) ≤ C

[
‖∇u‖L2( 1

η
Td) + ηκη‖u‖L2( 1

η
Td)

]
,

where C depends only on d and T . This restriction operator then defines an extension operator
E for mean-zero pressure fields in L2

0(η−1Td \ T ); for p ∈ L2
0(η−1Td \ T ), Ep is determined by the

relation ˆ
η−1Td

(Ep)∇ · u =

ˆ
η−1Td\T

p∇ · (Ru), ∀u ∈ H1(η−1Td).

Let 〈ωηk〉Tdη,f denote the mean value of ωηk in η−1Td \ T . In view of the second inequality in (4.9)

and that the volume fraction of the hole is of order ηd, we check that |〈ωηk〉Tdη,f | is of order O(ηd).

By repeating the arguments that lead to (A.8), we can find a universal constant C such that

‖E(ωηk − 〈ω
η
k〉Tdη,f )‖L2( 1

η
Td) ≤

{
C if d ≥ 3,

C| log η|
1
2 if d = 2.

(4.10)
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It is also clear that E(ωηk−〈ω
η
k〉Tdη,f ) and ωηk−〈ω

η
k〉 only differ by a constant in η−1Td \T . Moreover,

this constant is precisely

〈ωηk〉 − 〈ω
η
k〉Tdη,f −

∣∣∣η−1Td \ T
∣∣∣−1

ˆ
T
E(ωηk − 〈ω

η
k〉),

which is of order O(ηd). Hence, in (4.10) we can replace the extended function by ωηk − 〈ω
η
k〉. This

proves (4.8). �

4.2. Asymptotic limits and quantitative estimates. Thanks to the explicit formulas for the
solutions χηk and ωηk to the cell problem (1.3), we are able to characterize the limits of (vεk, q

ε
k), and,

furthermore, to quantify some of the convergence results. We first prove Theorem 1.1 stated in the
Introduction.

Proof of Theorem 1.1.
Step 1: estimates for ∇vεk.
By periodicity we decompose the defining integral of ‖∇vεk‖2L2(Ω) into pieces over ε-cubes that

intersect Ω. Using the definition (1.4) and by rescaling the estimate of ‖∇χηk‖
2
L2 in (4.7), we see

that ‖∇vεk‖2L2 in each ε-cube is of order O(εd−2κ2
η). The desired result then follows by counting the

number of ε-cubes in Ω, which is of order O(ε−d).

Step 2: weak convergence results for ∇vεk in the critical setting.

The result is due to the periodicity of vεk and can be viewed as a version of the Riemann-Lebesgue
lemma. Because ∇vε is uniformly bounded in L2(Ω), it suffices to prove, for each ` ∈ {1, . . . , d},ˆ

Rd
∂`v

ε
k(x)ϕ(x)dx→ 0, ∀ϕ ∈ C∞c (Ω;R).

For each fixed ε, let Iε be the set of indices j ∈ Zd such that Qε,j = ε(j + Q1) is contained in Ω,
and let Jε be the set of j such that Qε,j ∩ ∂Ω is non-empty. Hence, Iε and Jε, take into account
the interior cubes and the boundary ε-cubes, respectively, that have non-empty intersection with
Ω. Let d ≥ 3 for the moment. The above integral is then rewritten as∑
i∈Iε

ˆ
Qε,i

∂`v
ε
kϕ+

∑
j∈Jε

ˆ
Qε,j∩Ω

∂`v
ε
kϕ = (εη)d−1

∑
i∈Iε

ˆ
Q 1
η ,i

(∂`χ
η
k)(y)ϕ(εηy) dy +

∑
j∈Jε

ˆ
Qε,j∩Ω

∂`v
ε
kϕ.

We used the change of variable x
εη 7→ y in the last step for the interior integrals. Because χηk is

periodic, each of the interior integrals for i ∈ Iε is computed asˆ
Q 1
η ,i

(∂`χ
η
k)(y)ϕ(εηy) =

ˆ
1
η
Q1

(∂`χ
η
k)(y)

[
ϕ(εηy + η−1i)− ϕ(η−1i)

]
.

Since ϕ is smooth, by Taylor’s theorem we also have∣∣ϕ(εηy + η−1i)− ϕ(η−1i)
∣∣ ≤ ‖∇ϕ‖L∞ |εηy| ≤ ε‖∇ϕ‖L∞ , ∀y ∈ 1

η
Q1.

Using the estimate (4.7), and the fact that Iε has cardinality of order O(ε−d), we see that the total
contribution from interior integrals is bounded by∣∣∣∣∣∣(εη)d−1

∑
i∈Iε

ˆ
Q 1
η ,i

(∂`χ
η
k)(y)ϕ(εηy)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηd−1‖∇ϕ‖L∞ |Q 1
η
|
1
2 ≤ η

d−2
2 ‖∇ϕ‖L∞ ,
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For a typical boundary cube Qε,j , with j ∈ Jε, the integral over Qε,j ∩ Ω is controlled by∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ
Qε,j∩Ω

(∂`v
ε
k)ϕ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ‖∂`vεk‖L2(Qε)ε
d
2 ‖ϕ‖L∞ ≤ Cεd−1η

d−2
2 .

The estimate above is uniform in j. Adding these estimates for j in Jε, which has cardinality of

order O(ε−d+1), we see that the total contribution from the boundary integrals is of order O(η
d−2
2 ).

We hence proved (1.9) for d ≥ 3.

When d = 2, there is a further factor of order | log η|−1 in the definition of vεk in terms of χηk;

see (1.4). On the other hand, ‖∇χηk‖L2(η−1Td) is of order | log η|
1
2 . Taking those modifications into

account, we verify that, given ϕ ∈ C1(Ω), the integral of (∂`v
ε
k)ϕ is of order O(| log η|−

1
2 ) and it

vanishes in the limit as η and ε go to zero.

Step 3: The limit of vεk.

We first consider the setting of d ≥ 3 and take p = 2d
d−2 . We compute

‖vεk −M−1ek‖pLp(Ω) =
∑
j∈Iε

ˆ
Qε,j∩Ω

|vεk −M−1ek|p ≤
∑
j∈Iε

ˆ
Qε,j

|vεk −M−1ek|p,

where Iε denotes the set of indices j for which Qε,j has nonempty intersection with Ω. By period-
icity, the integral over Qε,j is uniform in j and it is computed and controlled byˆ

Qε

|vεk −M−1ek|p ≤ C
ˆ
Qε

|vεk − 〈vεk〉|p + |〈vεk〉 −M−1ek|p. (4.11)

Here, Qε is the ε-cube centered at 0 and 〈vεk〉 is the average of vεk in Qε. By scaling, we check that
〈vεk〉 = 〈χεk〉η−1Td . The inequality (4.9) then showsˆ

Qε

|〈vεk〉 −M−1ek|p ≤ Cεdη2d. (4.12)

On the other hand, we have the Sobolev embeddingˆ
Qε

|vεk − 〈vεk〉|p ≤ C‖∇vεk‖
p
L2(Qε)

= C
[
(εη)

d−2
2 ‖∇χηk‖L2(η−1Td)

]p
. (4.13)

Here, the bounding constant C is independent of ε, because the Sobolev embedding with critical
component p = 2d/(d− 2) is scaling-invariant. The integral above is hence of order O(εdηd). Since
Iε has cardinality of order ε−d, we combine the estimates above and check that (1.10) holds for
d ≥ 3.

Finally we consider the setting of d = 2. In view of the definition (1.4) and the formula (4.3),
we compute and get, for x ∈ Qε,j but outside ε(j + ηT ),

vεk(x)−M−1ek = vεk(x)− 1

4π
ek =

1

4π

log |x/ε|
| log η|

ek +
1

| log η|
DηT [g̃](

x

εη
) +O(| log η|−1).

Here, g̃ = g − 〈g〉∂T is specified in Lemma 4.1. For x in the holes, vεk is zero and the above is
−M−1ek. Let p = 2; we have

‖vεk −M−1ek‖2L2(Ω) ≤ 2
∑
j∈Iε

ˆ
Qε,j∩Ω

|vεk − 〈vεk〉|2 + |〈vεk〉 −M−1ek|2. (4.14)

Here, 〈vεk〉 is the average on the ε-cube Qε. The representation formula for vεk −M−1ek together
with rescaling show that∣∣〈vεk〉 −M−1ek

∣∣ ≤ C| log η|−1
(

1 + |〈log |x|〉Q1 |+
∣∣∣〈DηT [g̃]〉η−1Td\T

∣∣∣) .
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From the computations in the proof of Corollary 4.2, the right hand side above is of orderO(| log η|−1).
On the other hand, the usual Poincaré inequality shows

‖vεk − 〈vεk〉‖2L2(Qε,j)
≤ Cε2‖∇vεk‖2L2(Qε,j)

= Cε2| log η|−2‖∇χηk‖L2(η−1Td) ≤ Cε2| log η|−1.

We combine those results and use them in (4.14). Since the cardinality of Iε is of order O(ε−2), we
check that (1.10) holds also for d = 2. �

For the pressure field qεk defined in (1.4), we have the following results.

Lemma 4.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, there exists a universal constant C > 0 such
that the following holds for each k = 1, . . . d.

(1) For all d ≥ 2, we have

‖qεk‖L2(Ω) ≤ Cσ−1
ε . (4.15)

(2) We have, for d ≥ 3,∣∣∣∣ˆ
Ω
qεkφ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C (η d−2
2 ‖∇φ‖L2(Ω) + σ−1

ε η
d
2 ‖φ‖L2(Ω)

)
. (4.16)

For d = 2, the inequality still holds with the first η
d−2
2 replaced by | log η|−

1
2 .

Proof. By the definition in (1.4), qεk is essentially a rescaling of ωηk in each ε-cube Qε,j = ε(j+Q1 \
ηT ). Let Iε denote the indices j’s such that Qε,j has non-empty intersection with Ω. To estimate
qεk in L2(Ω), we break it into pieces on the cubes {Qε,j} for j ∈ Iε, and only need to study qεk on
a typical ε-cube, say Qε = Qε,0 that is centered at the origin. Let 〈qεk〉 be the average of qεk in Qε,
then clearly

〈qεk〉 =

{
(εη)−1〈ωηk〉η−1Td if d ≥ 3,

(εη| log η|)−1〈ωηk〉η−1Td if d = 2.

By rescaling the results in (4.8) and (4.9), we obtain

‖qεk − 〈qεk〉‖L2(Qε) ≤

{
C(εη)

d−2
2 if d ≥ 3,

C| log η|−
1
2 if d = 2,

and |〈qεk〉| ≤

{
Cε−1ηd−1 if d ≥ 3,

Cε−1η| log η|−1 if d = 2.

In view of the second part of the inequalities above, we check that the first inequality still holds
if 〈qεk〉 is removed. The estimate in (4.15) then follows from the definition of σε and from the fact

that the cardinality of Iε is of order O(ε−d).

To prove (4.16), fix any φ ∈ H1
0 (Ωε). Extend φ by zero outside Ω, so φ is defined in all Qε,j for

j ∈ Iε. We then compute ˆ
Ω
qεkφ =

∑
j∈Iε

ˆ
Qε,j

qεk(x)φ(x)dx.

For the integral over the cube Qε,j , let 〈φ〉j denote the mean value of φ over Qε,j , then

ˆ
Qε,j

qεk(x)φ(x)dx =

ˆ
Qε,j

(qεk(x)− 〈qεk〉)(φ(x)− 〈φ〉j)dx+

(ˆ
Qε,j

φ(x)dx

) 
Qε,j

qεk

In view of the earlier estimates obtained for qεk, and using the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality

‖φ− 〈φ〉j‖L2(Qε,j) ≤ Cε‖∇φ‖L2(Qε,j),
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which holds uniformly for all j, we obtain, for d ≥ 3,∣∣∣∣ˆ
Ω
qεkφ

∣∣∣∣ ≤∑
j∈Iε

C(εη)
d−2
2 ε‖∇φ‖L2(Qε,j) + Cε−1ηd−1

∑
j∈Iε

∣∣∣∣∣
ˆ
Qε,j

φ

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Cη

d−2
2 ‖∇φ‖L2(Ω) + Cε−1ηd−1‖φ‖L1(Ω)

≤ C(η
d−2
2 ‖∇φ‖L2(Ω) + σ−1

ε η
d
2 ‖φ‖L2(Ω)).

For d = 2, after some modifications in the intermediate steps, we get∣∣∣∣ˆ
Ω
qεkφ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C (| log η|−
1
2 ‖∇φ‖L2 + σ−1

ε η‖φ‖L2

)
.

The proof of the lemma is now complete. �

Lemma 4.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, we have

|∇vεk(x)|+ |qεk(x)| ≤ Cε−1κ2
η, x ∈ ε∂Q1. (4.17)

Proof. The result follows from the explicit formulas of vεk and pεk. We only provide the details
for d ≥ 3; the case for d = 2 is similar. By rescaling, by the formula (4.1) of (χηk, ω

η
k) and the

perturbative formula (3.12), we have

∇vεk(x) =
1

εη
(∇χηk)(y) =

1

εη

[
∇Γk(y) + ηd−1(∇Rk)(ηy) + (∇DηT [g̃])(y)

]
,

qεk(x) =
1

εη
ωηk(y) =

1

εη

[
θk(y) + ηd−1hk(ηy) + PηT [g̃](y)

]
.

where y = x
εη is the rescaled variable and belongs to η−1Td \ T . We are interested in the case of

x ∈ ε∂Q1, i.e. y ∈ η−1∂Q1. Such a point y is far away from the singularities of the fundamental
solutions (Γk, θk) and from the singularities of the integral operators DηT and PηT . Hence, all terms
on the right hand sides can be computed rather easily, and the desired estimate follows from
explicit computations and from the observation that |y| = O(η−1), d(y, ∂T ) = O(η−1) and from
the estimate (4.4) for g̃. �

5. Homogenization errors in the dilute Darcy’s regime

Our goal here is to prove Theorem 1.2. We establish the convergence rate for the homogenization
of (1.1) in the dilute super-critical case, namely (1.11), in the general setting, i.e. without assuming
the homogenized solution satisfies u|∂Ω = 0.

5.1. Equations for the cell functions. In the construction of Ωε, we removed (filled in) some
holes of εRdf near the boundary ∂Ω; see (1.19). As a consequence, there is a mismatch between the

sets Ωε and Ω∩(εRdf ). To derive convergence rates for homogenization, we need to use the equations
for the cell functions (vεk, q

ε
k), k = 1, . . . , d, in the modified domain Ωε. Direct computations using

integration by parts show that the first line of (1.5) should be changed to (with a slight abuse, we
use the same notation for the solutions of (5.1) and (1.5))

−∆vεk +∇qεk =
ek
σ2
ε

+ sε,k in Ωε, (5.1)

where sε,k ∈ H−1(Ωε) is defined by

〈sε,k, ϕ〉H−1,H1
0

:= −
∑
z∈I′ε

[ˆ
Ω∩ε(z+ηT )

ek
σ2
ε

· ϕ+

ˆ
Ω∩ε(z+∂(ηT ))

∂(vεk, p
ε
k)

∂ν
· ϕ

]
, ϕ ∈ H1

0 (Ωε). (5.2)
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Here, the sum over z is taken over I ′ε := {z ∈ Zd : ε(z + Q1) ∩ ∂Ω 6= ∅}. In other words, they
correspond to the removed (filled) holes near ∂Ω. Compare the equations (5.1) in Ωε and (1.5) in
εRdf , we see the latter have an extra term sε,k which accounts for the mismatch between the two
domains. We will see later that this term causes some difficulty in the convergence rates analysis,
more so in the dilute setting than in the classical setting [29].

For each t > 0 small, let Ω(t) := {x ∈ Ω : d(x, ∂Ω) ≤ t} defines a t-neighborhood of ∂Ω. Recall
that Kε is the neighborhood of ∂Ω in which holes were filled.

Lemma 5.1. Assume that ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) satisfies ϕ = 0 in Ω \ Ωε. Then there exists a universal

constant C > 0 such that

|〈sε,k, ϕ〉| ≤ C
√
εσ−1

ε ‖∇ϕ‖L2(Ω(2ε))
. (5.3)

Proof. Extend ϕ by zero in Rd \Ω so ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Rd). Multiply the equation (1.5) and take the integral

over the domain εRdf \ (Ω \Kε). Via integration by parts we get

−
ˆ
∂Kε∩Ω

∂(vεk, q
ε
k)

∂ν
· ϕ+

∑
z∈I′ε

ˆ
ε(z+η∂T )

∂(vεk, q
ε
k)

∂ν
· ϕ =

ˆ
Kε∩εRdf

σ−2
ε ek · ϕ− (∇vεk − qεkI) : ∇ϕdx.

Plugging this into the definition (5.2), we obtain

〈sε,k, ϕ〉 = − σ−2
ε

ˆ
Kε

ek · ϕ+

ˆ
Kε

(∇vεk − qεkI) : ∇ϕ+

ˆ
∂Kε∩Ω

Ny · (∇vεk − qεI) · ϕdy

= I1 + I2 + I3.

(5.4)

For I1, observe that Kε is a subset of Ω(2ε) := {x ∈ Ω : d(x, ∂Ω) ≤ 2ε}. Using Poincaré’s
inequality ‖ϕ‖L2(Ω(2ε))

≤ Cε‖∇ϕ‖L2(Ω(2ε))
, we have

|I1| ≤ σ−2
ε ‖ek‖L2(Kε)‖ϕ‖L2(Kε) ≤ Cε

3
2σ−2

ε ‖∇ϕ‖L2(Ω(2ε))
.

For I2, we break the integral over Kε to the sum of integrals over ε-cubes {ε(z + Q1)}, z ∈ I ′ε.
Note that the square of the L2 norms of ∇vεk and qεk in each ε-cube is of order O(εd−2κ2

η) (see

Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 4.3), and that the number of ε-cubes included in Kε is of order O(ε−d+1).
We deduce

|I2| ≤ ‖∇vεk − qεk‖L2(Kε)‖∇ϕ‖L2(Kε) ≤ C(ε−1κ2
η)

1
2 ‖∇ϕ‖L2(Kε) ≤ Cε

1
2σ−1

ε ‖∇ϕ‖L2(Ω(2ε))
.

For I3, we use the L∞ estimate (4.17) of ∇vεk − qεkI on ε∂(z +Q1), z ∈ Zd, and conclude that

|I3| ≤ Cσ−1
ε κ2

η

ˆ
∂Kε∩Ω

|ϕ(x)| dx

Note that ∂Kε ∩ Ω consists of sides of ε-cubes ε(z + Q1) with z ∈ I ′ε. In view of the elementary
estimate ˆ

ε(z+∂Q1)
|ϕ|2 ≤ Cε

ˆ
ε(z+Q1)

|∇ϕ|2 + Cε−1

ˆ
ε(z+Q1)

|ϕ|2.

We obtain that

|I3| ≤ Cσ−1
ε κ2

η

(√
ε‖∇ϕ‖L2(Kε) + ε−

1
2 ‖ϕ‖L2(Kε)

)
≤ C
√
εσ−1

ε κ2
η‖∇ϕ‖L2(Ω(2ε))

.

Note that ε
3
2σ−2

ε =
√
εκησ

−1
ε , and so the bound for I2 dominates the others. We conclude that

(5.3) holds. �
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5.2. Discrepancy functions. As usual, the quantification of convergence rates amounts to choos-
ing correctors rε and tε for the velocity field and, respectively, the pressure field, which are small
and which make the corrected discrepancy functions uε/(σ2

ε ∧ 1) − u − rε and pε − p − tε small.
Our method is based on the classical two-scale expansion method, and this expansion suggests
natural candidates for correctors, at least in the classical setting. Again, by formally treating η as
a parameter, the two-scale expansion inspires us to consider the following discrepancy functions:

ζε :=
uε(x)

σ2
ε

− vεk(x)[fk − ∂kp](x), τ ε := pε(x)− p(x)− σ2
εq
ε
k(x)[fk − ∂kp](x). (5.5)

Here, (vεk, q
ε
k) are the rescaled cell functions solution to (1.5). It turns out that, the above choice

works perfectly in the (dilute) super-critical setting. This is expected because, in the classical setting
where σε = 1, the terms subtracted are precisely the leading ones in the two-scale expansion. In
the critical and sub-critical settings, we will slightly modify the above to come up with proper
discrepancy functions, see Appendix D.

We can rewrite f −∇p as Mu where u is the homogenized solution; see (1.12). We consider the
discrepancy functions ζε and τ ε defined in (5.5), hence choosing the correctors

rε = (vεk −M−1ek)(Mu)k, tε = σ2
εq
ε
k(Mu)k. (5.6)

The smallness of ‖rε‖L2 and ‖tε‖L2 is immediately seen from (1.10) and (4.15). To estimate the
discrepancy functions (ζε, τ ε), we check by direct computation (using (1.1) and (5.1)) that they
satisfy the following equations in the perforated domain Ωε:{

− σ2
ε∆ζ

ε +∇τ ε = σ2
ε∇ · [vεk∇(Mu)k] + σ2

ε(∇vεk) · ∇(Mu)k − σ2
εq
ε
k∇(Mu)k + σ2

ε š,

∇ · ζε = −(vεk −M−1ek) · ∇(Mu)k.
(5.7)

Here, š ∈ H−1(Ω) is defined by

〈š, ψ〉H−1,H1
0

:=

d∑
k=1

〈−sε,k, (Mu)kψ〉H−1,H1
0

for ψ ∈ H1
0 (Ω). (5.8)

The equations above form a standard Dirichlet boundary value problem once augmented with
boundary data at ∂Ωε. Since uε and the vεk’s all vanish at the boundaries of the holes, we get

ζε(x) = −vεk(x)(Mu)k(x)1∂Ω(x), x ∈ ∂Ωε. (5.9)

In the super-critical setting, the homogenized solution u in (1.12) does not need to vanish on ∂Ω,
and, hence, ζε 6∈ H1

0 (Ωε) in general. This fact makes the quantification of convergence rates quite
a difficult task for the super-critical setting, as is already the case in the classical setting [29].

5.3. Proof of Theorem 1.2: the cut-off function approach. The system (5.7) is a special
case of the non-homogeneous Stokes system (B.1) with σ = σε, and

b = σ2
ε(∇vεk − qεkI) · ∇(Mu)k, F = σεv

ε
k∇(Mu)k,

g = −(vεk −M−1ek) · ∇(Mu)k, s = σεš, h = −vεk(Mu)k.
(5.10)

Note that g and h above do satisfy the compatibility condition (B.2). We can apply the basic
energy estimate of Stokes system (see Proposition B.1) to the pair (ζε, τ ε).

To this end, we use the so-called radial cut-off function of Wang, Xu and Zhang [35], to construct
a proper vector field H ∈ H1(Ω) to plug into (B.3). For t > 0 sufficiently small, the authors of [35]
constructed a cut-off function φt satisfying φt = 0 in Ω \ Ω(3t) and φt = 1 in Ω(t) and the support

of ∇φt is contained in Ω(3t) \ Ω(2t) and |∇φt| ≤ Ct−1. Moreover, in the support of ∇φt, ∇φt(x) is
proportional to Nx′ , where x′ = Px is the orthogonal projection of x to the boundary ∂Ω.
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For t > 0 small to be chosen, let

H(x) = φt(x)vεk(x)(Mu)k(x), x ∈ Ω. (5.11)

Then H satisfies H + ζε ∈ H1
0 (Ω) (due to φt = 1 on ∂Ω) and H + ζε = 0 in the holes of Ωε (due to

the presence of vεk in both functions). By computation we check

∇H = (∇φt)vεk(Mu)k + φt(∇vεk)(Mu)k + φtv
ε
k∇(Mu)k,

∇ ·H = (vεk −M−1ek) · (∇φt)(Mu)k + φt(v
ε
k −M−1ek) · ∇(Mu)k + (∇φt) · u.

We first estimate ‖∇H‖L2(Ω). Using repetitively that φt and ∇φt are supported in Ω(3t) and

Ω(3t) \Ω(2t), respectively, and the estimate ‖ψ‖L2(Ω(t))
≤ C
√
t‖ψ‖H1(Ω) (see [26, Proposition 3.1.7])

we deduce

‖∇H‖L2(Ω) ≤
d∑

k=1

C
[
t−1‖vεk‖L2(Ω(3t))

+ ‖∇vεk‖L2(Ω(3t))

]
(‖(Mu)k‖L2(Ω(3t))

+ ‖∇(Mu)k‖L2(Ω(3t))
)

≤
d∑

k=1

C
√
t
[
t−1‖vεk‖L2(Ω(3t))

+ ‖∇vεk‖L2(Ω(3t))

]
‖(Mu)k‖H2(Ω).

We break the integration region Ω(3t) into ε-cubes, and the total number of such cubes is of order

O(tε−d). Inside each ε-cube, the square of the L2 norm of ∇vεk is of order O(εd−2κ2
η), and that of

vεk is of order O(εd). We conclude that

σε‖∇H‖L2(Ω) ≤ C
√
tσε

[
t−1(εdtε−d)

1
2 + (εd−2κ2

ηtε
−d)

1
2

]
‖u‖H2

= C(σε + t)‖u‖H2 .

Now we estimate ‖∇·H‖L2(Ω). By the same reasoning as above, and choosing p = 2d/(d−2), q = d
for d ≥ 3, and p = 2, q =∞ for d = 2, we get

‖∇ ·H‖L2 ≤
d∑

k=1

C‖vεk −M−1ek‖Lp(Ω(3t))‖1‖Lq(Ω(3t))

[
t−1‖(Mu)k‖L2(Ω(3t))

+ ‖∇(Mu)k‖L2(Ω(3t))

]
+ ‖∇φt · u‖L2(Ω(3t))

≤Ct
1
q
(
t−

1
2 ‖u‖H1 + t

1
2 ‖u‖H2

)
max
k
‖vεk −M−1ek‖Lp(Ω(3t)) + ‖∇φt · u‖L2(Ω(3t))

.

By (4.11)-(4.13), in each ε-cube, ‖vεk −M−1ek‖pLp is of order O(εdηd) for d ≥ 3 and is of order
O(ε2κ2

η) for d = 2. We conclude that

max
k
‖vεk −M−1ek‖Lp(Ω(3t)) ≤ Ct

1
pκη, d ≥ 2.

The first part in the last line of (5.3) is bounded by C(κη‖u‖H1 + tκη‖u‖H2).

Finally, we control ‖∇φt · u‖L2 . It is for this term that we use the special property of the radial
cut-off function: the alignement of ∇φt with Nx′ , see above. This property allows us to use the
condition N · u = 0 on ∂Ω.

We assume that f ∈ C1, 1
2 (Ω) so that the C2 regularity (up to the boundary) for the second order

elliptic equation with constant coefficient for p holds. More precisely,

‖∇p‖L∞(Ω) + ‖∇2p‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C‖f‖C1, 12 (Ω)
.
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Since Mu = f − ∇p, we can replace the ∇p on the left by Mu and replace ∇2p by ∇u, and the
estimate still holds. Now, for any x ∈ supp(∇φt) ⊂ Ω(2t),

∇φt · u(x) = |∇φt(x)|NPx · u(x) ≤ Ct−1|NPx · u(x)|.
Note that NPx · u(Px) = 0, we obtain

|NPx · u(x)| = |NPx · (u(x)− u(Px))| ≤ ‖∇u‖L∞t.
This estimate holds uniformly in x and, hence, we conclude that ‖∇φt · u‖L2(Ω) ≤ C

√
t.

Combining all the estimates above, and choosing t = ε, we see that

σε‖∇H‖L2(Ω) + ‖∇ ·H‖L2(Ω) ≤ C(
√
ε+ κη)(‖u‖H1 + ‖∇u‖L∞) + Cσε‖u‖H2 .

Note that, under the assumption that f ∈ C1, 1
2 (Ω), the boundedness of ‖u‖H2 + ‖∇u‖L∞ is guar-

anteed. We conclude by applying the energy estimate of Proposition B.1.

Remark 5.2. If one assumes that the solution vanishes on the outer boundary ∂Ω, the proof is
much shorter, see [2]. This assumption that u vanishes on ∂Ω can be guaranteed by imposing
further assumptions on f , as shown by Wolf [37]: let f be compactly supported in Ω and further
satisfy ∇ · (M−1f) = 0. Then one checks easily that the solution p of (1.12) satisfies ∇p = 0, and
hence u|∂Ω = M−1f = 0. A typical example given in [37] is of the form f = ρ(|x|)MΣx, where
ρ is a smooth function on R+ so that ρ(|x|) is compactly supported in Ω, and Σ is a constant
anti-symmetric matrix.

Appendix A. Some analysis tools for perforated domains

For a scalar or vector field F defined in a perforated domain, namely on Ωε, by zero or trivial

extension, we mean F is set as zero inside the holes. The zero extension is often denoted by F̃ . Let
Vε ⊂ H1(Ωε) denote the subspace

Vε = {v ∈ H1(Ωε) : v|Ω∩∂Ωε = 0}.
It consists of functions with vanishing traces at the boundaries of the holes. A further subspace

of Vε is H1
0 (Ωε). A simple but important fact is, if F ∈ Vε, then the extended field F̃ belongs to

H1(Ω).

The following version of Poincaré inequality plays an important role in our analysis.

Proposition A.1 (A Poincaré inequality). Let d ≥ 2. Let r,R be two positive real numbers and
r < R. Then there exists a constant C > 0 that depends only on the dimension d, such that for
any u ∈ H1(BR(0)) satisfying u = 0 in Br(0), we have

‖u‖L2(BR) ≤

{
CR( rR)−

d−2
2 ‖∇u‖L2(BR), d ≥ 3,

CR| log( rR)|
1
2 ‖∇u‖L2(BR), d = 2.

(A.1)

It is clear that if one changes the balls to cubes in the statement, the inequality still holds with C
changed slightly. We refer to [2, Lemma 3.4.1] for the proof. Extend the velocity field uε in (1.1)
by zero inside the holes. Then inside each ε-cube Qz,ε := ε(z+Q1), we can apply (A.1) with R = ε
and r = ηε. The bounding constant is then Cσε with σε defined in (1.2).

Combining the resulted estimates in each ε-cubes we get

‖uε‖L2(Ωε) ≤ Cσε‖∇uε‖L2(Ωε). (A.2)

First clarified in [2], this inequality is the key to derive energy estimates for the system (1.1) in the
dilute setting. It takes into account the various asymptotic regimes for the system depending on
the relative smallness of η with respect to ε.
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As a general method to construct proper test functions for the weak formulation of (1.1), we
introduce the restriction operator of vector fields and the associated pressure fields:

R : H1(Ω)→ Vε, E : L2
0(Ωε)→ L2

0(Ω).

They satisfy the important duality relationˆ
Ω

(Ep) ∇ · u =

ˆ
Ωε
p ∇ · (Ru), ∀u ∈ H1

0 (Ω), ∀p ∈ L2
0(Ωε). (A.3)

Such restriction operators were first constructed by Tartar in the case of η = 1, and generalized by
Allaire to the dilute setting. We collect those results below, and for proofs and detailed explanations
we refer to [1, Lemma 2.2.3].

Proposition A.2 (Restriction operator in the unit cell). For each fixed η ∈ (0, 1), there exists a
linear operator R that maps u ∈ H1(Q1) to Ru ∈ H1(Q1), with Ru = 0 in ηT and Ru = u in
Q1 \B1/2. Moreover, the operator satisfies

(1) If u ∈ H1(Q1) and u = 0 on ∂T , then Ru = u on Q1 \ (ηT ).
(2) If ∇ · u = 0 in Q1, then ∇ · (Ru) = 0 in Q1 \ (ηT ).
(3) There exists a constant C, independent of η or u, such that for all u ∈ H1(Q1), the following

holds:
‖∇(Ru)‖L2(Q1\ηT ) ≤ C

[
‖∇u‖L2(Q1) + κη‖u‖L2(Q1)

]
. (A.4)

where κη is defined in (1.2)

We then apply this construction with proper scaling in each ε-cube around the holes in Ωε, and
get the following construction result.

Corollary A.3 (Restriction operator on the perforated domain). For each pair of ε, η ∈ (0, 1), let
the domain Ωε = Ωε,η be as in Assumption 1. Then there is a linear operator, still denoted by R,
which maps u ∈ H1

0 (Ω) to Ru ∈ H1
0 (Ω), with Ru = 0 in the holes Ω \ Ωε. Moreover, R satisfies:

(1) If u|Ωε ∈ H1
0 (Ωε), then Ru is the zero extension of u|Ωε on Ω \ Ωε.

(2) If ∇ · u = 0 in Ω, then ∇ · (Ru) = 0 in Ωε.
(3) there is a constant C independent of η, ε or u, such that

‖∇(Ru)‖L2(Ωε) ≤ C
[
‖∇u‖L2(Ω) +

1

σε
‖u‖L2(Ω)

]
. (A.5)

The extension operator E is defined by the duality relation (A.3), again by Tartar. Up to an
additive constant over Ω, Ep is defined by

Ep =

{
p, x ∈ Ωε,

1
|Qz,ε|

´
ε(z+Yf)

p, x ∈ ε(z + ηT ), z ∈ Iε.
(A.6)

Using classical energy estimates and the Poincaré inequality (A.1), we get the following energy
estimate: there exists a constant C that is independent of ε, η and f so that

‖∇uε‖L2(Ω) ≤ C(1 ∧ σε)‖f‖L2(Ω), ‖uε‖L2(Ω) ≤ C(1 ∧ σ2
ε)‖f‖L2(Ω). (A.7)

For the pressure extension defined by (A.3) and (A.6), and by the properties of the restriction
operator (A.5), we can derive the following estimate: there exists a constant C, depending only on
Ω and T such that

‖Epε‖L2(Ω) ≤ C‖f‖L2(Ω). (A.8)

In view of the formula (A.6) that holds up to an additive constant, we see that the above estimate
still hold if Epε is replaced by pε.
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Appendix B. Basic energy estimates

We first record some basic energy estimate for Stokes systems, which will be used systematically
in our convergence rates analysis.

Proposition B.1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, and (v, p) solves
− σ2∆v +∇p = b+ σ(∇ · F + s), in ∂Ωε,

∇ · uε = g, in Ωε,

uε = 1∂Ω(x)h(x), in ∂Ωε,

(B.1)

where σ > 0 is a real number, b ∈ L2(Ω) is a vector field, F ∈ L2(Ω) is a matrix field, g ∈ L2(Ω)
is a scalar field and s ∈ H−1(Ωε). Moreover, v and p are extended by zero in the holes of Ωε; p is
mean zero in Ω; g and h satisfy the compatibility assumptionˆ

Ω
g =

ˆ
∂Ω
N · h. (B.2)

Then there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that, for any H ∈ H1(Ω) (H is a lifting of the
boundary data h on ∂Ω) that satisfies H + v ∈ H1

0 (Ω) and H + v = 0 in the holes of Ωε, we have

σ‖∇v‖L2(Ω) + ‖v‖L2(Ω) + ‖p‖L2(Ωε) ≤C
{
‖b‖L2(Ωε) + ‖F‖L2(Ωε) + ‖s‖H−1 + ‖g‖L2

+ ‖∇ ·H‖L2 + σ‖∇H‖L2}
(B.3)

Note that by the assumptions v and p are uniquely determined.

Proof.
Step 1: estimates for the pressure field.

Let p̂ be the extension of p and let w ∈ H1
0 (Ω) be a vector field so that ∇ · w = p̂. Let Rw be the

restricted field, then

‖Rw‖L2(Ω) + σ‖∇Rw‖L2(Ω) ≤ C‖w‖H1(Ω) ≤ C‖p̂‖L2 .

Test Rw against the equation of (v, p), we get

‖p̂‖2L2 = σ2

ˆ
∇v : ∇Rw −

ˆ
b · Rw + σ

ˆ
F : ∇Rw − σ〈s,Rw〉

≤ (σ‖∇v‖L2 + ‖b‖L2 + ‖F‖L2 + ‖s‖H−1) (σ‖∇Rw‖L2).

We can hence bound the pressure field by

‖p̂‖L2 ≤ C (σ‖∇v‖L2 + ‖b‖L2 + ‖F‖L2 + ‖s‖H−1) .

Step 2: estimates for the velocity field.

By assumption H + v ∈ H1
0 (Ωε). Test it against the equations of (v, p), we obtain

σ2

ˆ
Ωε
∇v : (∇v +∇H) =

ˆ
Ωε
p∇ · (v +H) + b · (v +H)− σF : (∇v +∇H) dx+ σ〈s, v +H〉.

From this we easily get

σ2‖∇v‖2L2(Ω) ≤ σ
2‖∇v‖L2‖∇H‖L2 + ‖p̂‖L2(‖g‖L2 + ‖∇ ·H‖L2)

+ (‖b‖L2 + ‖F‖L2 + ‖s‖H−1)(σ‖∇v‖L2 + σ‖∇H‖L2).

The desired estimate (B.3) then follows immediately. �
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Appendix C. The unified framework for qualitative convergence

For the sake of completeness, we recall here the qualitative results from the paper [20]. The
idea is to combine the classical oscillating test function method (see e.g. [34]) with the asymptotic
analysis of the two-scale cell problems to prove qualitative homogenization results.

The basic energy estimates (A.7) and (A.8) suggest that, as ε→ 0, uε/(1 ∧ σ2
ε) and pε converge

(at least weakly). The limits are the homogenized (effective) model for (1.1). As mentioned earlier,
the effective equations can be derived by the informal two-scale expansion method. In the dilute
setting, the following qualitative convergence result is due to Allaire [1, 2].

Theorem C.1. Under Assumption 1, let M be the symmetric positive definite matrix defined in
(1.7). Then the following holds.

(1) In the dilute super-critical setting, i.e., σε → 0 as ε→ 0, the sequence uε

σ2
ε

converges weakly

in L2(Ω) to u, and Epε converges strongly to p in L2
0(Ω).

(2) In the critical setting, i.e., σε → σ0 as ε → 0 with σ0 ∈ (0,∞), the sequence uε converges

weakly in H1
0 (Ω) and strongly in L2(Ω) to u, and Epε converges weakly in L2

0(Ω) to p.
(3) In the sub-critical setting, i.e., σε → ∞ as ε → 0, the sequence uε converges weakly in

H1
0 (Ω) and strongly in L2(Ω) to u, and Epε converges strongly in L2

0(Ω) to p.

For each ε ∈ (0, 1), let (uε, pε) ∈ H1
0 (Ωε) × L2

0(Ωε) be the unique solution to (1.1), which is
extended by zero in the holes. Let p̂ε ∈ L2

0(Ω) stand for the extension Epε. We have seen, see (A.7)
and (A.8), that (uε, p̂ε) satisfy the estimates

‖∇uε‖L2(Ω) + (σε ∧ 1)−1‖uε‖L2(Ω) ≤ C(σε ∧ 1)‖f‖L2(Ω), ‖p̂ε‖L2(Ω) ≤ C‖f‖L2(Ω).

As a result, in the super-critical setting, we can find a subsequence still denoted by ε → 0, so
that uε/σ2

ε converges weakly in L2(Ω) to some u ∈ L2(Ω) and p̂ε converges weakly in L2
0(Ω) to

p. On the other hand, in the critical and sub-critical setting, in view of the uniform boundedness
of ‖ûε‖H1 , we can find a subsequence still denoted by ε → 0, along which uε converges weakly
in H1

0 (Ω) and strongly in L2(Ω) to u, and p̂ε converges weakly to p. To confirm that the whole
sequence converges, it suffices to show, in each of the three regimes, that the possible limit (u, p)
is uniquely determined.

In the following, we prove that the limiting point is unique in a unified manner for all three
cases. Let ε→ 0 denote any subsequence along which uε/(σ2

ε ∧ 1) and p̂ε converge. We determine
the limit using the standard oscillating test function method. Fix any real valued test function
φ ∈ C∞c (Ω;R). Note that the support of φ is away from the boundary ∂Ω. Clearly, φvεk is an
element of H1

0 (Ωε), for each k = 1, . . . , d. Testing equation (1.1) for uε against φεk, we getˆ
Ω
∇uε : (∇vεk)φ+ (∇φ · ∇uε) · vεk − p̂εvε · ∇φ =

ˆ
Ω
f · vεkφ.

Similarly, considering the equation (1.5) for vεk in εRdf , and using uεφ as a test function, we obtain:ˆ
Ω
∇vεk : (∇uε)φ+ (∇φ · ∇vεk) · uε − qεkuε · ∇φ =

ˆ
Ω

uε

σ2
ε

· ekφ.

Subtracting the two equations, we get:ˆ
Ω

(∇φ · ∇uε) · vεk − (∇φ · ∇vεk) · uε + qεku
ε · ∇φ− p̂εvε · ∇φ =

ˆ
Ω
f · vεkφ−

uε

σ2
ε

· ekφ. (C.1)

We need to send ε→ 0 in the equation above. An important consequence of the subtraction above
is, the resulting integrals above all involve products of a weakly converging function with a strongly
converging one, and hence the limit can be addressed. There are four terms in the integrand on
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the left hand side and two terms on the right. We label the integrals of each of those terms by
I1, I2, . . . , I6, according to their order of appearance from left to right in (C.1).

C.1. Super-critical size ratio. In this setting, σε → 0, or equivalently, η � η∗. As the setting of
η = O(1) corresponds to the classical setting already treated by Tartar, we only consider the case
of vanishing volume fraction, i.e. η → 0 as ε→ 0.

By (A.7) and (A.8), there exists a subsequence still denoted by ε→ 0, such that uε/σ2
ε converges

to u weakly in L2(Ω), and Epε converges to p weakly in L2
0(Ω). Passing to the limit ε → 0 in

equation (C.1), and using Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 4.3, we can show

|I1| ≤ ‖∇φ‖Ld‖∇uε‖L2‖vε‖L2∗ ≤ Cσε.
|I2| ≤ ‖∇φ‖L∞‖uε‖L2‖∇vε‖L2 ≤ Cσε.
|I3| ≤ ‖qεk‖L2‖uε‖L2‖∇φ‖L∞ ≤ Cσε.

Those terms hence vanishe in the limit. For I4, since Epε converges weakly along the subsequence
and vεk converges strongly, we get

lim
ε→0

I4 = −
ˆ

Ω
p(M−1ek) · ∇φ.

The limit of I5 + I6 is clear, and we obtain (using in particular the fact that M−1 is symmetric and
positive definite)

0 =

ˆ
p(M−1ek) · ∇φ+

(
f · (M−1ek)− u · ek

)
φ

=

ˆ (
f · (M−1ek)− u · ek −M−1∇p · ek

)
φ, ∀ϕ ∈ C∞c (Ω).

Due to the arbitrariness of φ, we deduce that (u, p) solves (1.12). This shows that p ∈ H1(Ω). On
the other hand, for any scalar valued function ψ ∈ H1(Ω) and for the converging sequence uε, we
have ˆ

Ω

uε

σ2
ε

· ∇ψ = 0.

Sending ε→ 0, We hence getˆ
Ω
M−1(f −∇p) · ∇ψ = 0, ∀ψ ∈ H1(Ω).

This is precisely the weak formulation for the following problem for p ∈ H1(Ω) ∩ L2
0(Ω):{

∇ · [M−1(f −∇p)] = 0 in Ω,

n ·M−1(f −∇p) = 0 on ∂Ω.

Note that the above problem is a rephrasing of (1.12), and it admits a unique solution. As a result,
the possible limit for any converging subsequence of (uε, pε) is uniquely determined. Hence, the
whole sequence converges and this establishes the qualitative convergence result in the super-critical
setting.

C.2. Critical size ratio. In this setting, σε is of order one and σε → σ0 for some positive number
σ0. By (A.7) and (A.8), the sequence uε is uniformly bounded in H1

0 (Ω) and p̂ε is uniformly bounded
in L2

0(Ω). Hence, there exists a subsequence, still denoted by ε→ 0, such that uε converges weakly
in H1

0 (Ω) and strongly in L2(Ω) to some vector field u ∈ H1
0 (Ω), and p̂ε converges weakly in L2

0(Ω)
to some scalar field p.
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Examine (C.1) along this subsequence. Because ∇uε converges weakly and vεk converges strongly,
we have

lim
ε→0

I1 =

ˆ
Ω

(∇φ · ∇u) · (M−1ek).

For the same reason I2 converges and its limit is zero due to (1.9). The limits of I4 and I5 + I6 are
also clear. For I3, we use (4.16) and the uniform bound on ‖uε‖H1 to conclude that, for d ≥ 3,

|I3| ≤ Cη
d−2
2 ‖uε · ∇φ‖H1 → 0, as ε→ 0.

The same limit also holds for d = 2. We hence get, along the chosen subsequence,ˆ
Ω

(M−1ek) · [∇φ · ∇u− p∇φ] =

ˆ
Ω
M−1ek · (φf)− ek ·

u

σ2
0

φ, ∀φ ∈ C∞c (Ω).

After multiplying M from the left on both sides of the equality and integration by parts, we obtainˆ
Ω
∇u · ∇φ− p∇φ+

Mu

σ2
0

φ =

ˆ
Ω
fφ, ∀ϕ ∈ C∞c (Ω).

This shows that (u, p) solves the problem (1.14) in the distributional sense. Since u ∈ H1
0 (Ω) and

p ∈ L2(Ω), the pair (u, p) also solve the above problem in the weak sense. On the other hand, it
is clear from the positivity of M that the weak solution is unique. We conclude that the limiting
point of (uε, p̂ε) is uniquely determined, and the whole sequence converges accordingly.

C.3. Sub-critical size holes. In this setting, σε →∞ and σ−1
ε vanishes in the limit of ε→ 0. In

view of (A.7), there exist subsequences along which uε converges weakly in H1 and strongly in L2

to some vector field u ∈ H1
0 (Ω), and p̂ε converges weakly in L2 to some scalar field p.

The argument that we use to characterize the possible limiting points (u, p) is essentially the
same as in the critical case, except that I3 is simpler to deal with. Indeed, it vanishes in the limit
in view of (4.15). After sending ε→ 0 along the converging subsequence, (C.1) becomesˆ

Ω
(M−1ek) · [∇φ · ∇u− p∇φ] =

ˆ
Ω
M−1ek · (φf), ∀φ ∈ C∞c (Ω).

Arguing as in the critical setting, we conclude that any limit (u, p) of (uε, p̂ε) must be given by the
unique solution of (1.16). The whole sequence of (uε, p̂ε) hence converges to the unique solution of
(1.16). This completes the proof of Theorem C.1.

Appendix D. The unified framework for quantitative convergence

D.1. Critical holes. We modify (5.5) and consider the following discrepancy functions:

ζε = uε − σ2
ε

σ2
0

vεk(x)(Mu)k and τ ε = pε(x)− p(x)− σ2
ε

σ2
0

qεk(x)(Mu)k. (D.1)

Direct computation then shows that the following equations hold in the perforated domain Ωε:
−∆ζε +∇τ ε =

(
(σε/σ0)2 − 1

)
∆u+ 2(σε/σ0)2∂`[(v

ε
k −M−1ek)∂`(Mu)k] + (σε/σ0)2š

− (σε/σ0)2(vεk −M−1ek)
i∆(Mu)k − (σε/σ0)2qεk∇(Mu)k,

∇ · ζε = −(σε/σ0)2(vεk −M−1ek) · ∇(Mu)k.

(D.2)

Moreover, since the solution u of the homogenized problem (1.14) vanishes on ∂Ω, the boundary
condition ζε = 0 holds on ∂Ωε. We recognize the system as a special case of (B.1) with the data:
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σ = 1, h = 0 (since u = 0), s = s1 + s2, and

g = −(σε/σ0)2(vεk −M−1ek) · ∇(Mu)k, F = 2(σε/σ0)2(vεk −M−1ek)∇(Mu)k,

b = [(σε/σ0)2 − 1]∆u− (σε/σ0)2∆(Mu)k(vεk −M−1ek), s1 = (σε/σ0)2š,

and

〈s2, ϕ〉 = −(σε/σ0)2

ˆ
qεk∇(Mu)k · ϕ.

Proof of Theorem 1.2 in the critical setting. Note that in the critical setting, we have σε ∼ σ0 ∼ 1
and κη ∼ ε. By the estimates of (vεk, q

ε
k)’s, we easily get

‖g‖L2 + ‖F‖L2 ≤ Cκη‖∇u‖L∞ , ‖b‖L2 ≤ C(κη + |1− (σε/σ0)2|)‖∇2u‖L∞ .

For the distributions s1 and s2, by (5.3) and following the analysis in the previous setting, and
noting that κη �

√
ε, we check

‖s1‖H−1(Ωε) ≤ C
√
ε‖u‖W 1,∞ .

For s2, we use (4.16) to get ‖s2‖H−1(Ωε) ≤ Cκη‖u‖W 1,∞ .

Combine all the estimates above and apply (B.3). We conclude that

‖ζε‖H1(Ω) + ‖τ̂ ε‖L2(Ω) ≤ C
(
κη + |1− (σε/σ0)2|+

√
ε
)
‖u‖W 2,∞ .

Note that
√
ε is much larger than κη since κη ∼ ε, so the š term makes the largest contribution to

the error. The above establishes the first part of (1.13). The second part follows from the estimate
of τ̂ ε and the fact that

´
τ ε is of order O(κη), which in turns follows from (4.16). �

Remark D.1. Note that the choice (D.1) corresponds to setting the following correctors

rε = (σε/σ0)2(vεk −M−1ek)(Mu)k + [(σε/σ0)2 − 1]u, tε = (σε/σ0)2qεk(Mu)k.

Clearly we have

‖rε‖L2 ≤ C(κη + |1− (σε/σ0)2|)‖u‖L∞ .
This allows us to show smallness of ‖uε−u‖L2 . Note, however, the L2 norm of the pressure corrector
does not seem small.

D.2. Sub-critical holes. We modify (5.5) and consider the discrepancy functions:

ζε = uε − vεk(x)(Mu)k and τ ε = pε(x)− p(x)− qεk(x)(Mu)k. (D.3)

Direct computation shows that
−∆ζε +∇τ ε = −σ−2

ε Mu+ š− (vεk −M−1ek)∆(Mu)k

+ 2∂`[(v
ε
k −M−1ek)

i∂`(Mu)k]− qεk∇(Mu)k,

∇ · ζε = −(vεk −M−1ek) · ∇(Mu)k.

(D.4)

Again the boundary condition ζε = 0 on ∂Ωε is satisfied.

We recognize the above system for (ζε, τ̂ ε), where τ̂ ε denotes the mean zero part of τ ε, as a
special case of (B.1) with the following data: σ = 1, h = 0, s = s1 + s2, and

b = −σ−2
ε Mu− (vεk −M−1ek)∆(Mu)k, F = 2(vεk −M−1ek)⊗∇(Mu)k,

g = −(vεk −M−1ek) · ∇(Mu)k, s1 = š, 〈s2, ϕ〉 = −
ˆ
qεk∇(Mu)k · ϕ.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2 in the sub-critical setting. From our estimates of vεk and qεk’s, we obtain

‖F‖L2 + ‖g‖L2 ≤ Cκη‖u‖W 1,∞ , ‖s2‖H−1(Ωε) ≤ Cκη‖u‖W 2,∞ ,

‖b‖L2 ≤ C(σ−2
ε ‖u‖L∞ + κη‖∆u‖L∞).

The estimate of s1 is still a consequence of (5.3) and reads

‖s1‖H−1(Ωε) ≤ Cσ−1
ε (κη +

√
ε)‖u‖W 1,∞ .

Note that in the sub-critical setting O(κε)� O(ε), and O(κε/σε)� O(σ−2
ε ). All the results above

combined yield

‖∇ζε‖L2(Ω) + ‖τ̂ ε‖L2(Ω) ≤ C
(

1

σ2
ε

+

√
ε

σε

)
‖u‖W 2,∞

The above establishes the first part of (1.15). The second part also holds because the mean of τ ε

is smaller, of order O(κη). �

Remark D.2. Note that (D.3) corresponds to choosing the correctors

rε = (vεk −M−1ek)(Mu)k, tε = qεk(Mu)k.

Clearly, ‖rε‖ ≤ Cκη‖u‖L∞ and ‖tε‖L2 ≤ Cσ−1
ε ‖u‖L∞ . The second part of (1.15) then follows.
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