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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 Q%" with e-periodic distributed holes of size en, where n measures
the ratio between the size of the holes and the mutual distance between the holes:

— Aufvﬁ + VPEJ] — f7 €T e 957777
Vs =0, z € Qo (1.1)
us =0, r € 00,

where as usual u*" is the velocity field and p*" the pressure. Here we stress that the domain, the
velocity and the pressure all depend on € and 7. 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 ¢ and 7. Later on, in order to alleviate the notations, we will
remove the explicit dependence on 7.

The homogenization theory concerns the asymptotic behavior of (1.1) in the limit € — 0. Note
that n? is essentially the volume fraction of the holes and the parameter 7 plays an important role
in the homogenization of (1.1). We say the geometric configuration of the holes is in the dilute
setting if n — 0 as e — 0 (e.g., if n = &® for some a > 0) and is in the classical setting if otherwise,
i.e., if i 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 € and 7. 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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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 Marusié-Paloka and Mikeli¢ in [22], where O(sé) 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(y/¢)
was achieved for all d > 2. Shen also studied the uniform regularity problem for (1.1) in [28],
and established large-scale interior C1'® and interior Lipschitz estimates for the velocity as well
as the corresponding estimates for the pressure field. Moreover, uniform W*? estimates for any
k>1, 1< p< oo 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(y/¢) 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 WP 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
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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 WP, 1 < p < oo estimates with bounding constants
depending explicitly on the small parameters € and 1 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., 1 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. n = n(e) tending to zero as ¢ — 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

1 1
log 7|3, d=2, logn|~3, d=2,
o = 5,{7;1 = el 0§,Z|2 and Ky = | Sin’ ’ (1.2)
en~ 5, d>3, n'z, d>3.

and according to the asymptotic behavior of o. as € — 0, he identified three different regimes for
the homogenization of (1.1) in the dilute setting:

4=2)) for

o If 0. — 09 as € — 0 and o¢ is a positive number comparable to 1, i.e., n = 0(52/(
d>3or |logn| ~ E% for d = 2, we say the configuration is in the critical setting.
elfo. > 0ase — 0, ie,n>e@2 for d > 3 or |logn| > E% for d = 2, we say the

configuration is in the dilute super-critical setting.
eIfo. 5> c0ase — 0, ie, n<e?@2 for d > 3 or |logn| < 6% for d = 2, we say the
configuration is in the sub-critical setting.

Note that the classical setting, where n ~ 1 and o, ~ ¢, 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, o2 varies with 7 and determines the L?-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 7, 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 952 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 w in Darcy’s law only
satisfies v - v = 0 on 0f) 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 Marusié-Paloka and Mikeli¢ [22] and they proved

O(E%) 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(g?) on the outer boundary 952, She proved the sharp O(+/€) homogenization rate for (1.1)
by introducing two boundary layer correctors, with properly chosen data on 0f2, one tangential and
the other normal to 0. 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(y/€) convergence rate. Their method utilizes a cut-off argument only
because they managed to construct a velocity field supported near 92 which plays the role of a cut-
off of the limit velocity field v 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, n depends in general on e, and we hence need to study the limit of (xx,wx) as n
converges to zero with e. We find it more convenient to work with a rescaled cell problem, defining
(@) = 1?2y (nz) and w](z) = n? lwy(nz). These satisfy the following Stokes system in the
rescaled torus %Td, with a hole T of unit size removed:

— Ax) + Vw! = ne, zen 'TI\T,
V-xp=0, zen 'TI\T, (1.3)
xp =0, x € oT.

For each fixed n € (0, 1), the classical theory for Stokes system applies to (1.3), which asserts that a
weak solution XZ is uniquely determined in 7~'T¢\ T and wZ is unique up to an additive constant.
The correctors XZ and WZ are extended by zero in T so that they are functions on the torus. The
precise choice of w] (outside the hole) is made clear in (4.3).
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Finally, the building blocks for oscillating test functions are given by the further rescaled functions

n{( x : 1, n(x :
X (—) ifd>3 =w (—) ifd>3
vi(a) = N and  gi(z):=q NS (1.4)
[Tog ] Xk (5) ifd =2, enllogn]“k \ en ifd=2.
Clearly, the pair (v, ¢5) is eT%-periodic and satisfies
1
— Avp + Vg, = —2¢k; z € eR%,
g
V-, =0, T € alef, (1.5)

v, =0, xERd\sR?.

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

function ¢ € C°(Q), v§yp is easily checked to be an oscillatory function in Hg(€2) 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 (vf,¢g;), in the limit when ¢ — 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 = M,, in Darcy’s law, in the limit when the hole-cell ratio n
vanishes to zero. In fact, he showed that (XZ,wZ) 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},

— Awy, + Vg, =0, in R4\ T,
V- wg =0, in R\ T,
W in . \ (1.6)
wy, =0, in 0T,
wy, — M ey, as |z| — oo.

Here, M is a symmetric matrix defined by the components (m;) in (1.18) below. The behavior at
infinity of wy, 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 (x},w;). 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 7; 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 . Our method grounds on
quantitative estimates of two-scale correctors via layer potential techniques. Indeed, we quantify
the convergence results for the unified correctors (v/,¢q}), 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 (’UZ, qZ) that enable us to treat all asymptotic regimes, determined by
the relative smallness of 1 compared with €, in a unified manner. Secondly, we obtain explicit
representation formulas which lead to quantitative convergence rates for the correctors (vZ,qZ).
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 vj. Let M be the symmetric positive
definite matrix defined by

M =

{(AT)l for d > 3, an

4l for d = 2.



Here, for d > 3, Ap is the matrix defined by in Lemma 3.1 using layer potentials. In fact, M = AEl
is the analog of Newtonian capacitance associated to 7" in the setting of homogeneous Stokes system.

Theorem 1.1 (quantitative analysis of two-scale cell correctors). We assume that Assumption 1
holds. Let vj,, 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,
VUil 2y < CoZt. (1.8)
(2) In the critical setting and for all k,
Vo, — 0, in L*(Q). (1.9)

(3) In CZH dilute regimes and for all k € {1,... d}, with p = d%dQ ford>3 andp =2 ford=2,
we have

[of, = M~ el o) < Chiy. (1.10)
Note that 0. and k, = €/o. are defined by (1.2).

In particular, the result in item (3) above shows, v converges in L} (R?) to the constant vector
field M~'e,. 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 € W2 (Q) deleted MHZ ()
and p € L%(Q). We can find constants C that depends only on d, 2 and T, such that

(1) In the dilute super-critical setting,

uE
1% =l gy + 16" = Pllzage) < Cloty + 02 ulwace. (L.11)

£

The limit (u,p) is the unique solution to the following Darcy’s law:
w=MYf-Vp) and V-u=0 in Q, and u-n=0 1in ON. (1.12)
(2) In the critical setting, with 0. — og € (0,00), we have
2 2
1 = B0 g + [ = 2= B < C (g + |1 = o2/ bl (113
The limit (u,p) is the unique solution to the following Brinkman’s law

M
—Au+Vp+ —Su=f and V-u=0 1in Q, and u=0 1in 0. (1.14)
20

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

lu® = vi(Mw)* (| 510y + 1P = plize < C (kg +022) [ullw2ee. (1.15)
The limit (u,p) is the unique solution to the unperturbed Stokes problem
—Au+Vp=f and V-u=0 1in €, and u=0 in ON. (1.16)

Note that 0. and k, = €/o. 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 v on the outer boundary 02 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 v = 0 on 9€2. This
turns out to be a very non-trivial task, as is already the case in the classical setting with n = 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 7 only makes the problem
even more technical; see in particular the comment below (5.2). Thanks to the estimates of (v, g;)
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 {¢;}j=1,...,d7 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 (ug,pr) be (Sr[d}] + a}, Or[¢;]) in T = R4\ T, then they satisfy (for d > 3)

Aug — Vp, =0, in R? \T,
Cup = in RY\ T
V- u, =0, in R\ T, (1.17)
uy, = 0, in 0T,
up — ag, as |z| = oo.

For d = 2, the last line should be changed to
up ~ T(x) + ag, as |z| — oc.

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 wy, := mg;u;
and g := my;p;, where the numbers m;; are the components of M. Notice that M = A}l, where
Ar is defined by (3.2). We check that

- Vw; : Vwg, = mysmyy - Vau, : Vuy
RIT RANT

= MyisMiyp VST[QS:] : VST[C%] (1.18)

RNT
« OST[0) .
= TMysMky Srley] - M = MisMpQg - € = M.
oT 31/ +
where Sy is the single-layer potential defined by (2.5). This shows that the definition M := A;l,
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
7



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 Q°; see Figure 1. Let T' C Q1 be a set satisfying the following conditions.

(A1) T is an open set and satisfies By /156 C T' C Bs/g. Roughly speaking, T' is relatively centered
at the origin and is well separated from 9Q);.

(A2) T, := R\ T is connected; 9T is of class C** for some o € (0,1) and, for simplicity, T is
simply connected.

Assumption (A2) simplifies the analysis of single- and double-layer potential operators. The fact
that 9T is of class C1® for some a € (0,1) implies that g — 7 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 9T is connected; see Remark 3.6.

Fix a parameter 7 € (0, 1], we define the perforated unit cell to be Y; = Q; \ (nT); this set is the
building block for 2¢. The subscript f denotes the fluid part of the domain. By the assumptions
above, both Y; and the removed set 1" are connected. In general, we can allow T' to have multiple
connected components as long as Yr remains connected. For simplicity of the presentation, however,
we impose (A2) above. We then take copies of Y}, distribute them periodically and glue them
together; the resulting set is U,cz4(z + Y%) and is denoted by Rg. Clearly,

R =R\ U, eza (2 +0T) .

We emphasize that Y; and }R? depend on 7, as nT is the model hole removed in those sets. Given
e € (0,1), we rescale RY to eR¢ defined by

eR{ := R4\ U, cza £ (2 + 0T

which is an e-periodic perforated domain; the array of holes U,czae(z+nT') is denoted by 5Rg. Fix
an open set © in R?. We assume that ) satisfies the following assumptions.

(A3) ©Q is bounded open and simply connected, and the boundary 9 is of class C?.

It would be natural to define the perforated domain QF by eR¢ N Q. However, the small holes in
5]1%? may cut 0f2 in very irregular ways (possible cusps...). To avoid such situations, we modify
the definition by removing (i.e., filling) the holes near 9€2. More precisely, for any small number
t >0, let Q¢ denote the set {z €  : d(z,00Q) > t}. We define

QF == Q%" := Q\ User. e(z +1T), (1.19)

where Z. is an index set defined by Z. := {z € Z? : (2 + Q1) C Q(c)}- By this construction, the
holes in ¢ never cut J; in fact, there is no hole in the layer Q2° N Q) which has a width of order
O(e). We define K, := Q\ Usez,. € (z + @1); this set contains the layer and serves as a buffer area
between 02 and the e-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 € € (0,1) and 7 € (0, 1], let 7" and 2 satisfy the assump-
tions (A1), (A2) and (A3), and let Q° := Q%" be constructed by (1.19).

This is the standing assumption in the paper and, unless explicitly stated otherwise, we always
assume Assumption 1.
8



1.6. Notations. The unit vectors in the Euclidean coordinate system for R? are denoted by
€1, eq. A vector £ in R? is then written as & = (&9);, or (¢1,€2,...,¢9), with ¢/ being the
Jj-th coordinate component. For two matrices A = (a;;) and B = (b;;) of the same size, their
Frobenius inner product is denoted by A : B and defined as A : B = a;;b;;. In this definition
and in the rest of the paper, the summation convention for repeated indices is assumed unless
otherwise stated. The ball in R? with center z € R? and radius r > 0 is denoted by B,(z), and
by B, if x = 0. The unit open cube of R? is denoted by Q; and is the set (—%, %)d. The unit flat
torus is denoted by T¢ and defined by Rd/Zd; it can be represented by @Q; with each pair of its
opposite faces identified as one. Given a set E C R? and a positive number s > 0, the scaled set
sE is defined by {sz : € E}. The scaled flat torus sT? is defined similarly. For a vector field
€= (£1,€2,63) = (&), its derivative V¢ is denoted by the matrix (9;£7). The multiplication (V&)b,
where b is a vector, is computed as (9;&7)b.

For a general Hilbert space H, the bracket (-, )y 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 (-,-)ps m denotes the standard dual pairing. For a function f defined in a domain F, the
notation (f)g stands for the averaged value [E|™! [, f.

We mainly work with the standard LP(E) space and Sobolev spaces W*P(E) where E C R? is
an open set, namely, 2 or 2°. 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. W1P(E)
is simply written as H'(E), and H{(E) denotes the subspace in which functions have vanishing
trace at OF.

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 R is given by (T, ©), where I' = (I'})x; is the Kelvin matrix function, © = (), is the
pressure field vector. They are defined by the formulas:

Ik

1 51
— d—2)—-r+r d>3
G 2d(d — 2)wwg | |x|4—2 + ) |2|4 -
Iy () = j (2.1)
1 10|’_i$]7m d—=2
A TR OB I T |x|2 -7
and
0 o~ d> 2 2.2
= > 2. .
o) = 2 22)

Here, ¢;; is the Kronecker’s d-symbol, and w, is the volume of the unit ball in R?. For each
k=1,2,...,d, the velocity field ', = (T'},T'%,..., F‘,f) formed by the kth row of T', together with
the pressure field 6, formed by the kth component of ©, solve the system

AT (z) — VOi(xz) = dp(x)e, and V- -Tk(x) =0, in RY, (2.3)
9



Here, do(z) denotes the Dirac distribution with mass at 0. Let I'a be the fundamental solution to
the scalar Laplace equation, i.e., solving —AI'a = §p with proper decay condition at infinity. In
fact, T'a is given by —5- log |z| for d = 2 and by m\x]%d for d > 3. By direct computations
we check that 0, = 0.

Define T'y(z,y) := Tr(z — y) and O (z,y) := Op(x —y), for z,y € R? and = # y. It is easy to
check that

A Tp(z,y) — Vabi(z,y) = 0y(z)ep, and Vi -Ti(z,y) =0, in RY. (2.4)

In other words, the family (I'x(z,y),0k(x,y)), k = 1,...,d, is the family of fundamental solutions
to the Stokes problem with a singularity at y.

Let ¢ € L?(0T). The velocity field of the single-layer potential with momentum ¢, associated to
0T, is defined by

Srlo)(x) = /8 Tye-y)tw)do,,  weRN\OT, (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 I' as vector field valued tensor, and the operator
between I' and ¢ yields a vector, i.e., I'(¢) = >, I';0". We may think © as a scalar valued tensor,
and ©(¢) is computed as ), 04", The pressure field of the single-layer potential is defined by

Qr(¢l(z) = o On( = y)¢*(y) doy,  x € R\ OT. (2.6)
Note that the definition of Sp[¢](z) makes sense also for x € 9T'; in contrast, Qr[¢](x) is not defined
for x € OT unless we use take the principal value of the integral in (2.6). Direct computation shows
that (Sr[¢], Qr[¢]) satisfies the homogeneous Stokes system in 7" and in T7.

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

8%‘;”] = —pN + (Vu(z))N = (—pN' + N7g;u’). (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
Olu,q] .

oy = —pN + 2D(u)N, D(u) = %(Vu + (Vu)T). (2.8)

In fluid mechanics, %f} is the stress tensor imposed by the fluid flow on the surface. In comparison,

% 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 % 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:

/a Olu, q] ‘U:/T(A“_vq)'U—Q(V‘U)+/TVU:VU. (2.9)

T 81/y
Applying this identity to two pairs (u,q) and (v, p), with « and v being solenoidal, we also obtain
the second Green’s identity:

/T(AU_VQ)'U—(AU—V])).UZ/

oT

e 5 (2.10)

[3[% q] v, p] u] _

10



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 ¢ € L2(9T) on 9T, by

Drlgl(e) = [ ADele =)

oT 8 Vy

Note that, (I'x(y — x),0k(y — z)) satisfies (2.4) which has a singularity at the point z. In the
computation of 9/0v,, derivatives are taken with respect to the y-variable. For the associated
pressure field, define, € R%\ 9T,

Priol(e) = | Nt =) iy gy

o (y) dy, zeRY\ IT. (2.11)

0
oT Ye
(2.12)
_ 1 of —0we | dz—yF@-y"
= Joa /aT Ny (:c T T g ) oW

We verify that (Dr|[¢], Pr|¢]) solves the homogeneous Stokes system in 7" and in 7Y, i.e.,
(A.Dr[p] — ViPr[¢]) (x) =0, xR\ IT.

If we try to extend the definitions of Sy, Qr, Dr and Pr to x € IT, we can check that Sp[¢] is
well defined, but not the other operators. In fact, Qp involves an integral kernel of order —(d — 1),
Pr has an integral kernel of order —d, even on smooth domains. For Dr[¢], the integral kernel is:

Kjn(x,y) = — Ok(y — 2)NJ + N{dy, (D (y — 2))
Ny -y —@—y)tNy 1 Nz —y) (@ —y) (@ — )
2dwog|r — y|? 2wy |z — y|dt2 (2.13)
1 Ny, z—y)d;
2dwy  |r—yl?

For z,y € 0T with x # y, the function Kj; can be viewed as an integral kernel of order —(d — 1).
In fact, for OT of class Ch%, using

[Ny, —y)| < Clz —y™*, [No = Ny < Clz —y|*, (2.14)

we see that the last two terms in the expression of K, 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],

(Kr[g])*(x) :==p.v. . Kju(z,y)¢' (y)dy, — x€0T (2.15)

defines a bounded linear operator from L?(9T) to L?(0T), and K7 (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 7_ := T and/or in T}, we denote its trace
from T_ on OT by F|_, and denote its trace from T on 9T by F|;:
Fli(x) = lim F(x £tN,), x € OT. (2.16)
t—0+4

Here, N, is the unit outer normal vector at x.
For the double-layer velocity field Dy[¢], we have

Drl¢]| . (x) = t£%1+ Drlp|(x £ tN,) = (:F;I + ICT> [¢](x), x € IT. (2.17)

11



For the derivatives of the single-layer velocity field, i.e. VSr[¢], and for the single-layer pressure
field Qr[¢], we have

0,(St(0])] (@) = 5 (V' (0) ~ NINLN.. 0D} + pv. [ 95T =y,
or

1 (2.18)
Orlgl]. (@) = F5(Nos 6(@) +pv. | Ol = 9)o" ().
Combining the terms above according to our choice (2.7) of conormal derivative, we check that
0|Sr(¢], 1 X
[ T[ngQT[(ﬁH )i(x) - <i2I+ICT> (9] (). (2.19)
Here K7 is defined by
(o) @) = v, [ K)o ). (220)

and the integration kernel K} is given by
in(@,y) = =01 (x — y)N; + NIO;Ty( — y).
We refer to [9] for those formulas.

Direct computation shows that K7 (z,y) = Kj;i(y, ), so K} is the adjoint operator of Kz, and
K% is a non-compact bounded linear operator on L?*(97). We then compute that

1 <N1+Ny,:z;—y>(:n—y)i(:n—y)k 1 (Ny+ Ny, xz—9)6;
2w, |z — y|d+2 2dw, |z — y|d
(Ny — Ny)k(ﬂf - y)l — (Nz — Ny)i(ff - y)k
2dwq|r — y|4 '

(K, — Ka)(z,y) =
(2.21)
_|_

In view of (2.14), the integral operator K —Kr is compact on L2(9T'). 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 K7 and
its adjoint 7.

3.1. Free-space Stokes potentials. In the sequel, L3(0T) denotes the subspace of L*(dT) con-
sisting of mean-zero functions on 97". We have the following important results:

Lemma 3.1. Let d > 2. Then the following results hold.
(1) The operator —31 + K% has range in L3(9T), and the restricted operator —3I + K3
L3(0T) — L3(dT) is a bijection.
(2) The operators —31I + K4 and —3I + K both have closed ranges in L*(OT), and both have
kernels of dimension d.
(3) The space ker(—1I + Kr) has basis {e; : 1 < ¢ < d}. There is a basis ¢1,...,¢q for the
space ker(—%[ + K7.) and there are d vectors ai,...,aq in R?, such that

— Sr(¢l(x) = a; in T, /aT ¢j = €j. (3.1)

12



Moreover, the matriz Ap defined by
AT = [al ag - ad] N (32)

where the a;’s are written as column vectors, is symmetric for d > 2; for d > 3, Ar is also
positive-definite.
(4) The following direct-sum decompositions hold:

L*(9T) = ran(—i1 + K7) @ ker(—31 + K7),

2 1 1 (3:3)
LA(0T) = ran(—51 + K1) @ ker(—51 + Kr).
We emphasize that identities in (3.3) are, in general, not orthogonal decompositions, and that
A 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 97 is Lipschitz.
Because the non-physical conormal derivative (2.7) is used in the double-layer potential (2.11),
the resulted Neumann-Poincaré operators Kr and its adjoint K} are not compact even when 0T is
smooth. Hence, one cannot use the usual Fredholm theory directly for K7 and K7.. Nevertheless, the
Fredholm property stated in the first two items above were proved in [9], in fact even for Lipschitz
OT. The authors there established the closedness of the ranges of —%I + K7 and —%I + Kr using
Rellich formulas associated to the Stokes system with conormal derivative (2.7), and utilized the
fact that Cp — KC%. is compact. We refer to [9, Lemmas 2.1, 2.2, 2.4 and 2.5] for the details.

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

Proof of item (3). Characterization of ker(—3I + Kr): Consider the unit constant vector fields ey,
e {1, ---,d}. In view of Green’s identity (2.9), they satisfy

0 reT"
Drled(z) =< 7 ’
Using Green’s identity (2.9) again with (u,p) = (I'x,0x) and v = e, in the domain T'\ Bs(x), and
by explicit computations of the resulting boundary integral over T'N dBs(z) and sending § — 0,
we also have

1
56 redl, Y=1,...,d. (3.4)

Hence, span{e; : 1 < ¢ < d} is a subspace of ker(—31 + Kr) with dimension d. As a result, the
latter must be spanned by ey, £ =1,...,d.

Krled(x) =

Characterization of ker(—%[ + K%): we use an argument in [4, Theorem 2.26]. Let ker(—%[ +
%) ® R? denote the product Hilbert space equipped with the standard inner product

<(<107 a)? (% b)> = <¢7¢>L2(6T) +a-b, for 9 € ker(—%] + K;)a a,be Rd'

This is a Hilbert space with dimension 2d. The product space ker(—%[ + Kr) ® R? and the inner
product on it are defined in the same way. Consider the following mapping:

Ar ¢ ker(—iI+Kp) @R — ker(—3I+ Kr) @ R?

(3.5)
(¢’a) = (ST[d)] +a, ¢)
oT
Here, Sr[¢] is understood as the trace of the single-layer velocity field on 0T. T he mapping is
well defined because ¢ being in ker(—317 + k%) implies that Sp[¢)] is a constant in 7. Indeed, let
13



(u,p) := (Sr[¢], Qr[¢]) in T and in T4. Then, due to the jump relation (2.19) and to the fact that

Olu.pl| _ Olu, p]
o |- ’ ov |+

By applying Green’s identity in 7', we conclude that w is a constant in 7.

= 6.

We show next that A is a bijection. Since Ar is a linear mapping between two Hilbert spaces
of the same finite dimension, it suffices to check the injectivity of Ap. To this end, suppose
¢ € ker(—31 + K2.) and a € R? satisfy

Srl¢o] + a =0, and »=0.
orT

Let (u,p) = (Sr[¢], Qr[¢]) in T and in Ty. Then in addition to w being a constant in 7', we also
have sufficient decay of u in T at infinity (for d = 2 we use the fact ¢ € L3). This allows us to
apply Green’s identity in T for all d > 2; it follows that u is a constant in R? and, by the jump
relation, ¢ = 0. By the formula above, a = 0 as well. This verifies the bijectivity of Arp.

As an application, for each j = 1,...,d, there is a unique pair (¢;, a;) so that Ar(¢;,a;) = (0, ¢€;).
This is precisely the solution pair to (3.1). Moreover, ¢;’s are clearly independent and form a basis
for ker(—31 + K3), via (2.19). This provides a basis for ker(—1 + KC.).

Symmetry and positivity of the matriz Ap: we first check that the (i, j)-element of the matrix
A7 defined by (3.2) is given by

(a;)' = —e; - Srldy) = - ( /| asi) S2ld5] = — (66 Stloi)) prcor.

Since the restriction of Sy on 9T is clearly a self-adjoint operator in L?(9T), we get (a;)" = (a;)’.
That is, Ap is symmetric. For the positivity of Ar, let d > 3. Fix any ¢ € R? and compute

(¢, Apc) = —c(¢i, STl5]) 12(0m) ¢ = —(&,ST1O]) r2(0m),  With ¢ = ¢
Clearly, ¢ € ker(—%[ + K7), and [, ¢ = c. Let (u,p) be (Sr[¢], Qr[¢]) in T and in Ty. We

deduce, as before, u is a constant in T and ¢ = %H on OT. Since d > 3, u has sufficient decay
at infinity and we check that

—(¢, Sr[d]) L2om) = —/ Olu.p L‘u:/ |Vul?,

The quantity above is non-negative, and it equals zero if and only if u is a constant in R?, which
would imply ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 0. As a result, Ar is positive definite for d > 3.

Proof of item (4). We have seen that ran(—%1 + K3) is L3(9T'), whose codimension agrees with
dimker(—17 + K3). For the first identity in (3.3), it suffices to show the right hand side is a
direct sum. Suppose ¢ = (—31 +K%)[g] and (—11+K3)[¢] = 0, then as an element in the range of
—%I—HC*T, we have ¢ € L3. Now we can argue as before for the pair (u,p) = (Sr[¢], Or[¢]), defined
in T and in Ty. In particular, we can apply Green’s identity in 7Ty for all d > 2 and eventually
deduce ¢ = 0. This establishes the first identity in (3.3). The second identity then follows from
the orthogonal decompositions

L*(0T) = ran(—31 + Kr) @ ker(—31 + Kp) = ran(—31 + K7) @ ker(—31 + Kr).

The proof of the lemma is hence complete. O
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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 ¢ £ 0 there is not enough decay for v and p defined in the process, and we cannot apply
the Green’s identity in T4.. When d > 3, the argument in the proof can be used to show that, the
operator Sp[¢] : ker(—1 + K%) — ker(—11 + Kr) 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 Sp. As a result, Ay can be degenerate as we show below.

Let r > 0; we note that, for all j,k=1,2,...,d,
;T ; 1
Ti(7) = Ti(@) = - (log r)djp.

By the definition of single-layer potentials, we get
T —y 1
Srivl(e) = [ (" )ty + o ogr) [ v()
aT 4 aT

T

_ T N Kl N i
-/ gy T =)+ o) | oW

4
We also check, using the homogeneity (of degree —1) of the integration kernel of K%, that
* x *
%T[w(r-)](;) = Kr[¢](=).

Now consider the basis {¢;} for ker(—1I + K3.), let ¢;.(z) := r¢;(rz), for z € O(2T). We check
that ¢;, € LQ(%GT) and that

/ Gjr = / ¢; = ej,
iaT aT

T

= rS1pl(r)](5) + o ogr) [ ww)dy.
oT

(=51 + Kip)l¢irl(2) = r(—3I+ K0 [o](r2) =0,  z€ 8(%T).

As aresult, {¢;} are the basis of ker(—31 + K?% ) determined by (3.1). In view of the definition
(3.2), we check that Ap has the following rescalirng property:

1
Ap =Ar + E(log r)I. (3.6)

We see that given T, there always exist one or two r > 0 such that A, 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 det Ap % 0 because, if this condition fails, we can choose r¢ slightly less
than one so that A, 7 is invertible. Then replace T by r¢T', and replace n by n/rg, the asymptotic
analysis problem for (1.1) as e — 0 is unchanged.

The decomposition of L?(0T) established in (3.3) can be carried out explicitly, following the
construction of the basis {¢;} of ker(—11 + KC.).

Proposition 3.4. Let Iy be the projection operator from L2(0T) on ker(—i1 + Kr) and II; be
the projection operator from L*(OT) on ran(—%I + K1) defined according to (3.3). More precisely,
given 1 € L*(0T), (p[y], 111 [)]) is the unique pair such that

¢ =[] + L[], o[y € ker(—31 + K7) and I1[¢)] € ran(—31 + Kr).
Then, Iy is given by the following formula:
(Mo[))* = (dr, V) 120r),  k=1,...,d. (3.7)
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Remark 3.5. Consider the fundamental solutions I'y(z)|sr, ¢ = 1,...,d, defined by (2.1) and
apply the decomposition formula to them. We find, for d > 3,

Mol=T) = = [ Tela) - outa) = ~(Srln))'(0) = ()" (38)
In other words, the columns of the matrix Ap are precisely the projections IIg[—T'], £ =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(—1I + K7) and ker(—1I + K4) have rather simple structure. Our approach, however, can
be generalized to treat multiple holes, e.g., T has N connected components and T? \ T is still
connected. Then the kernel of —%I + K and its adjoint will have dimension N x d, and the concept
of Ar should be replaced by N x N matrix with entries that are themselves d x d matrices. The
permeability matrix M should be defined by the inverse of a proper contraction of Ap.

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 T¢, denoted by (G, py), for each
k=1,...,d, satisfy the equation

AGk(.I‘) — VPk(ac) = ((50(:E) — 1)€k, X Td
V. Gi(z) =0, me

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

Gi(z) =Tk(z) + Ri(z), and Py(z) = Ok(x) + hy(z), (3.9)

where Ry, is a vector field on the unit cube @)1 and hy, is a scalar field on @}1. Moreover, by subtracting
the equations satisfied by (I'g, 0% ) from those satisfied by (G, Py), we can derive equations satisfied
by (Ry, hy), in Q1, and deduce that Ry and hy, are smooth functions in the closed cube @, although
V Ry, and hy, (if extended periodically) are not continuous across 0Q);.

Taking divergence on the first equation for (G, Py), we find that
~AP, =00 —1)  inT%
This implies that, up to an additive constant, P is given by
Py = —8,Ga., (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 n~'T¢, the fundamental solutions (G}, P) are given by
Gl(z) = " 2Gr(nw), Pl(z) = n" ! Py(nz), zen 1T
and they satisfy

AGY (z) — VP! (z) = (6o(z) — n%)ex,
V.-Gl(z) =0,
For n small, those functions are perturbations of the free-space fundamental solutions:
Gi(x) = Tw(z) + 1> Ry(nz),  P(x) = Op(x) + 1y (nz). (3.12)
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Note also, slightly abusing the notation, the functions G} (z,y) = Gl(z —y) and P/ (z,y) :=
Pl(z —y), for z,y € n~ 1T, satisfy

AG(x,y) = Vo P(2,y) = (6,(x) —n%er,  in n'T%

Now we introduce the periodic layer potentials for Stokes systems on the torus n~!T? 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:

Spo)(x) = . Gz —y)¢*(y)day, .
zen T\ OT. (3.13)

Q@)= | Pie =)ot w)in,,
It is straightforward to check that
ASHg —=VQgl =—n" | ¢, wen'T\OT.
oT

Hence, the pair (S}[¢], Q1[¢]) solves the homogeneous Stokes system away from 0T if and only if
¢ is mean-zero on 97T .

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

n m —
Dpol(e) = [ AT gy g,
or v zen T\ OT. (3.14)
PRAE) = [ NPy — )6 W)doy,

oT
It can be checked that the pair (D"[¢], P"[¢]) solve the homogeneous Stokes system away from 0T
for all ¢ in L?(0T). In view of the perturbative formula (3.12), the operators D-, S}, P, O,
etc., are perturbations of the corresponding operators defined in the free-space. In particular, we
can check from direct computations that
D}9)(z) = Drd)(x) + n 'Ril¢l(x), Vo €n T\ T, (3.15)

where R (4] is defined as

Rilol(x) = / [=hi(n(y — 2))Ny + Nydy, Ri(n(y — 2))]¢" (y) do,.
oT

Since h and V Ry, are bounded functions over 1, the integral operator Rg has an integration kernel
that can be uniformly bounded in 7 (in fact, smallness can be explored). It follows that the periodic
double-layer velocity field has the following jump condition across 97"

Dpiol, @) = (751 +43) ). weor (3.16)

Here K. is simply given by

K7 = Kp +n" 'R,
and R’ is defined as before but with z € 9T. Because R/ has a uniformly bounded integration
kernel, R’ maps L?(9T) to L>(dT), and R7. is compact as an operator on L?(9T).

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

(S}, Q%)[cé]‘ (2) = <i1
+

5 21 + K;l**) [#](x). (3.17)
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Here, K" is the adjoint operator of K7, and it can be written as ki + n?=1(R7.)*.

Because K7 (respectively, K%") is a small (for small 1) and compact perturbation of K7 (re-
spectively, K4.), many mapping properties of —3I + K7, (and —31 + K'%") follow from those of
—%I + Kr; in particular, the following results are useful.

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

(1) For each ey, k =1,...,d, the identity (—31 + K%)[ex] = —n?|T|ex holds.
(2) The kernel of —3I + K71, is {0}.
(3) The operator —31 + K71 : L*(0T) — L*(9T) is invertible.

Proof.
First item.
We take x € T and apply the Green’s identity in 7', we obtain

yi n —
Djfal(o) = [ FELU=2)

Opedoy = O, /T((S(y —z) — nd)egdy =(1- nd\T])ek.

Sending z to the boundary 0T, we get the first result. As a consequence, for any ¢ € ker(— %I +K),
the following holds:

. = —— —71— ,Cn . = —— . _lI Icn7 :O.
/wek ? n|T)| aT( 21+ Kr)led] -9 nd|T| /f?Tek (2l +KrO)lo)

In other words, we have ker(—31 + K%") C L3(97T).

Second item.

Since K7 (respectively, K7:") is a compact perturbation of Kr (respectively, Kf) and —31 + Kr is
Fredholm (as in Lemma 3.1), we conclude that the operator —%I + K and its adjoint operator are
Fredholm. It suffices to check that ker(—%[ + K2*) contains only 0. Take any element ¢ in this
kernel, we have seen that ¢ € L3(9T). Let (u,p) be the pair (S}[¢]|, Q%[¢]]), then they satisfy the
homogeneous Stokes system in 7' and in n~'T? \ T. By the trace formulas, we have

A, 1 » olu, .
[gyp]’_ _ <—2I+/Cg’ ) [¢] =0, o= [gyp] R in OT.

Applying Green’s identity, first in 7" and then inﬁn_le \ T, we conclude that u is a constant in
n~!'T9 p=0in T, and p is a constant in n~'T¢\ 7. Denote this constant by p,. Then ¢ = —p, N
on 0T. We observe from the definition of the single-layer pressure that

/,71Td Q%[¢](x)d$ - /8T /7le P,?(a: —y)dz¢(y)dy = 0.

In other words, p = Q'L[¢] averages to zero in n~!T¢. Since p|p = 0, it follows that p, = 0 and,
hence, ¢ = 0. This verifies ker(—31 + K7*) = {0} and proves item two.

Third item.
It follows immediately since we have shown that —37 + K- is Fredholm and is injective on L?*(97).
The proof of the lemma is now complete. O

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 (®},¢)) so
that the following formulas hold:

Xp=Gl+®], wl=P'+¢), inp'TI\T. (4.1)
The pair (®], 1)) then solves the problem
AD] — VY]l =0, zen 'T\T,
V-] =0, zen 'T\T, (4.2)
o} = -GJ(-,0), x e dl,;

notice that we use assumption (AL), namely that 0 € T'. This is a Dirichlet boundary value problem
on the perforated torus n~'T¢\ T, with smooth Dirichlet data —GZ given on 0T. 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 (x},w]) (for w} the uniqueness is up to an additive constant) to (1.3) is given by

Xi(x) = Gji(x) + Arer + Dp[g](z) + 1y,
wyl(z) = B(z) + P7[g)(x),
for x € n7 T4\ T. Here, rl is a constant vector whose norm is of order O(n=2); t] is a real

number of order n1; g is a function in L*(0T) with mean value (g)or on 0T, and § := g — (¢)or
is the mean-zero part of g. Moreover, there exists some universal constant C' > 0 so that

(ol <Cn™Y, llg = (9orllrzor) < C. (4.4)

(4.3)

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 —G}!|sr according to (3.3). Recall the projection operators
in Proposition 3.4; set
=Gy =cl+hl,  =[=Gllor], hjj = i[-G]]or]. (4.5)

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

cp = o[=Gjlor] = Wo[-Tylor] + 7)) = Aper + 77/,

TN = —n""* e, Re(n)) L2(o7)

where Ry, is defined by (3.9). In view of the uniform boundedness of Ry, we check that |7}!| < Cn?—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 ®/(y) = Are; +
7 + Dllgl(y) and ¥](y) = Pllgl(y). Indeed, by the trace formula (3.15), we only need to find
g € L?(9T) so that

(A4 KDl =B, in L2(0T).
We further write g as the sum of its mean value (g)sr and its fluctuation part g = g — (g), the
lattering being in L(Q) (0T). In view of Lemma 3.7, we rewrite the equation above as

(=31 + Kz +n""RY)[g — 0" Tg) = b, in L*(OT).
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Step 3: solution and estimates for g.
Let the projection operators II; and Iy act on the equation above. We get

(=31 + Kr + 0" "I RY)[g] = b,
n RG] — 0T |(g) = 0.

Since the operator R/ is uniformly bounded independent of 7, for 1 sufficiently small, the operator

(4.6)

on the left hand side in the first line is a small perturbation of —%I + K7, which is invertible on
L(Q). By the standard perturbation theory, we get

g= (=3 +Kr+n"'"IMRY) A, and |[Gllr2er) < ClIB 2 om)-

The estimate for (g) then follows from the second equation of (4.6). For x € n~'T¢\ T, the
contribution D}[(g)] is the constant —n?|T|(g) which is of order O(n?~!). Add this constant to 7
to define the constant r}/, which is still of order O(n?=2).

For w)!, we note that ¢ = Pl[g] = P}[g] and (®],4)) solves the problem (4.2). Hence, the
second line of (4.3) holds. The proof is now complete. O

The formulas (4.1) specify the values of (x},w;) in the perforated torus n~!T?\ T, and we extend
their values by zero in T.

Corollary 4.2. Suppose that the assumptions of Lemma 4.1 hold. Let (x}) and (w]) denote

the mean values of XZ and wZ n %Td. Then there exists a universal constant C, such that the
inequalities

C ifd>3

n N < - Ml < d .

HVXkHLQ(%’]I‘d) + |<Xk>’ = {C| logn|% ifd=2, ’<Wk>‘ < O, (4.7)
C ifd>3

n _ n B < ) — ) .

and o] = Wl 2y < { Clognll. iz (4.
hold for all k =1,...,d. Moreover, when d > 3, we also have

[ () = Arex| < 2. (4.9)

Proof.

Step 1: the proofs for (4.7).

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

suffices to show the integrals of P}’ and of P\[g] over the torous 71T are bounded uniform in 7.
In view of the oddness of P’ and the fact that T C By,

/ _ Pl(y)dy = / _Pl(y)dy < C,
n=1TI\T BI\T

where C' depends only on d. For the integral of P}[g], we compute relying on (3.10)

/ PR ()da = / N, (~(O0E0) W — 2) 3 (y)doyde.
n=1TI\T n~1TANT JoT

In the integral on the right hand side above, we can rewrite 9,G'A (y — ) as —0,, (GA(y — x)) and
then take 9, outside of the integral over 0T. We get

[ P == [0, D)@
n~1TAT n~ITNT
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where D, A[ﬁk] is the double-layer potential associated to the Lapace equation in n~'T¢. Finally,
by the divergence theorem, the integral above becomes

~ 1 -
/ NkDg,A ¥ ‘+ )doy, —/ Nf <—2I+IC%A> [7*(y) doy.
aT or
Here, we used the trace formula for the double-layer potential D7, .. For n € (0, 1), the operator

—11+ K] 7.a is uniformly bounded in L(L?(0T)) (more properties are established in [16]), and by
(4. 4) the above is uniformly bounded in 7. Hence, the second inequality of (4.7) holds.

Step 2: the proof of (4 9).
For the average of x}, we compute from (4.3) and (3.12)

00) ~ Arce = gy [ k) + D) de OG-

Here g € L3(0T) and ||g|| 2(s7) is bounded by a universal constant. For the integral of D7.[g], we
compute

/ DLg)(x)dx = / / [—P,?(y HJ)N; N;fayg(GZ( ))Z](~( ))Z y
7 ITI\T 1T\T J o1 y— 9(y))'d
/ T/T 5 G — )N, Ngéxé(Gn( ))Z](Q(Z/))ldy
1Td\T J &

— [ | -Gy~ )NEN, + NNEGy - 2))(G(0) dyda.
oT JorT

In view of the uniform (in 7 and in y) integrability of G} (y — =) and G}(y — x) over & € 9T, the
integral above is uniformly bounded.

For the integral of T'y, we only consider the case d > 3. By the estimate |y (z)| < C|z|~(?=2)

(for d > 3) and a direct computation, we have

/ Ly(z)dz
n~1TNT

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 n~'T¢ \ T. By rescaling the results in
Proposition A.2, we get a restriction operator R for vector fields H'(n~'T%) that satisfies

<Cn2

HV(RU)HH(%W\T) <C |:||VUHL2(%’]I“1) + 77”n‘|u||L2(%1rd) J

where C' depends only on d and T This restriction operator then defines an extension operator
& for mean-zero pressure fields in L3(n~ 1T\ T); for p € L3(n~'T?\ T), Ep is determined by the
relation

/ (Ep)V-u:/ pV- (Ru), Yu € H'(n~1T9).

n=1Td LTd\T

Let (w)!)qa @ denote the mean value of w; in n~'T¢\ T. In view of the second inequality in (4.9)
and that the volume fraction of the hole is of order n?, we check that |<wk>11~d | is of order O(n?).
By repeating the arguments that lead to (A.8), we can find a universal constant C such that

C if d > 3,
HE(wZ - (WZ>11‘d )HL?(le) < {
n.f n

4.10
Cllogn|z  ifd=2. (4.10)
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It is also clear that &(w;! — (w)!)qa f) and w)! — (w}) only differ by a constant in n~1T¢\T. Moreover,
n,
this constant is precisely

@) = ey, = [ TNT [ e - i)

which is of order O(n?). Hence, in (4.10) we can replace the extended function by w) — (w}!). This
proves (4.8). O

4.2. Asymptotic limits and quantitative estimates. Thanks to the explicit formulas for the
solutions XZ and wZ to the cell problem (1.3), we are able to characterize the limits of (vf, ¢f), 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 Voy.

By periodicity we decompose the defining integral of || Vuil|%, 2(qy) Into pieces over e- cubes that

intersect €. Using the definition (1.4) and by rescaling the estimate of [|[Vx}[[3, in (4.7), we see
that || Vg |2, in each e-cube is of order O(e?~2 2) The desired result then follows by counting the
number of e-cubes in Q, which is of order O(e~%).

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

The result is due to the periodicity of v, and can be viewed as a version of the Riemann-Lebesgue
lemma. Because Vo° is uniformly bounded in L2(Q), it suffices to prove, for each £ € {1,...,d},

/ Opvi(z)p(z)dr — 0, VY € C° (4 R).
Rd

For each fixed ¢, let Z. be the set of indices j € Z¢ such that Q. ; = (j + Q1) is contained in Q,
and let J. be the set of j such that Q. ; N 0N is non-empty. Hence, Z. and J;, take into account
the interior cubes and the boundary e-cubes, respectively, that have non-empty intersection with
Q. Let d > 3 for the moment. The above integral is then rewritten as

Z/ Opvp + Z/ i = (en)®™ 12/ (Dex]) (y)p(eny) dy + Z/ Opvip.

i€l JET: 1€l % i VISNE Qe,;NS2

We used the change of variable % — g in the last step for the interior integrals. Because XZ is

periodic, each of the interior integrals for ¢ € Z. is computed as

[ 0w = [ @) feteny+ ) - o).
Q1 =Q1

n n

Since ¢ is smooth, by Taylor’s theorem we also have
1. 1. 1
[o(eny +n71) — o 10)| < [Veolrelenyl < e Velre,  Vye Q-

Using the estimate (4.7), and the fact that Z. has cardinality of order O(e~¢), we see that the total
contribution from interior integrals is bounded by

_ 1 a2
(em)*! 2/ @ex ) W)e(eny)| < n"HIVell=lQ1l? <n' 2 [[Vel|Le,
1€Ze %z K
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For a typical boundary cube Q. ;, with j € J:, the integral over Q. ; N2 is controlled by

/ (Oul)e
Q&jﬂﬂ

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

d 1 d=2
< 10wkl p2@oe? llllze < Ce7in

order O(s~4*+1), we see that the total contribution from the boundary integrals is of order O(n%).
We hence proved (1.9) for d > 3.

When d = 2, there is a further factor of order |logn|™' in the definition of v{ in terms of X
see (1.4). On the other hand, ||VXZHL2(77—1TCI) is of order |log 77|% Taking those modifications into

account, we verify that, given ¢ € C1(Q), the integral of (9svf)¢p is of order O(]log 77\_%) and it
vanishes in the limit as  and € go to zero.

Step 3: The limit of vj.

We first consider the setting of d > 3 and take p = %. We compute
i =M el = X [ MR <3 [k Ml
J€Le J€Z:

where Z. denotes the set of indices j for which ). ; has nonempty intersection with ). By period-
icity, the integral over Q). ; is uniform in j and it is computed and controlled by

/Q wf — M lepP < C /Q [oE — (W) P + | (0F) — MLy P. (4.11)

Here, Q. is the e-cube centered at 0 and (v}) is the average of vf in Q.. By scaling, we check that
(vg) = (Xg)y-11a- The inequality (4.9) then shows

vi) — M~ teg|P < Cefnp. 4.12
k n
On the other hand, we have the Sobolev embedding
a—2 P
/Q of — WP < CIVeE g, = € [En) T N9 agyms]| (4.13)

Here, the bounding constant C' is independent of ¢, because the Sobolev embedding with critical
component p = 2d/(d — 2) is scaling-invariant. The integral above is hence of order O(%n?). Since
7. has cardinality of order £~¢, 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 z € Q. ; but outside e(j +nT),
1 1 log|z/¢| 1
—ep = ek
4 T 4w | log | | log n|

vi(x) — M~ ey, = vi(z) — D%[ET(%) +O(|logn| ™).

Here, g = g — (g)or is specified in Lemma 4.1. For x in the holes, v} is zero and the above is
—M~tey. Let p =2; we have

ot = M el <230 [k G 1)~ M (.14
JEZL:

Here, (vy) is the average on the e-cube Q.. The representation formula for vy — M ~le;, together
with rescaling show that

[(05) — M e | < Cllogn|™ (1+ | (oglal)au | + [(DHED), par]) -
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From the computations in the proof of Corollary 4.2, the right hand side above is of order O(]logn|~1).
On the other hand, the usual Poincaré inequality shows

i = WM Z2(q. ) < C°IIVURlT2q. ) = Ce?Nognl VXl L2110y < Ce[logn| ™"

We combine those results and use them in (4.14). Since the cardinality of Z. is of order O(s72), we
check that (1.10) holds also for d = 2. O
For the pressure field ¢;, 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
a5l L2(q) < Coz ™. (4.15)
(2) We have, for d >3,

’/qu

For d = 2, the inequality still holds with the first 17% replaced by | log 77\_%.

d—2 1 4
< C (02 V2 + 0= 10l ) ) - (4.16)

Proof. By the definition in (1.4), ¢ is essentially a rescaling of w)! in each e-cube Q. ; = £(j + Q1 \
7nT). Let Z. denote the indices j’s such that (). ; has non-empty intersection with Q. To estimate
qy, in L?(€2), we break it into pieces on the cubes {Qc,;} for j € Z., and only need to study ¢; on
a typical e-cube, say Q. = Q. that is centered at the origin. Let (g;) be the average of ¢f in Q«,
then clearly

P LG ifd>3,
(enllogn) " Hwi), e ifd=2.
By rescaling the results in (4.8) and (4.9), we obtain
Clen)T if d > 3, Ce1pt-t if d> 3,

gk = (gl 2@ < { and |(gy)] < {

C|log 77]_% if d=2, Ce=1n|logn|~! if d=2.

In view of the second part of the inequalities above, we check that the first inequality still holds
if (¢7) is removed. The estimate in (4.15) then follows from the definition of 0. and from the fact
that the cardinality of Z. is of order O(s79).

To prove (4.16), fix any ¢ € HZ(Q°). Extend ¢ by zero outside €2, so ¢ is defined in all Q. ; for

j € Z.. We then compute
JRCEDS

J€Le

/w@umew

For the integral over the cube Q. j, let (¢); denote the mean value of ¢ over Q. ;, then

J

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

¢ —(D)illz2q.,;) < Cell Vol q. )
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€,J
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€,J



which holds uniformly for all j, we obtain, for d > 3,

]/quqs S Clen) P e Voll iz, ) + O 1 Y

JGIE JEZL,
< O TNV 20y + Ce 18]l 1oy

<COT Vol e + 07 02 6] 22e)-

For d = 2, after some modifications in the mtermedlate steps, we get

_1 _
| did| < € (ogal 419l + o2 nlolz2)

The proof of the lemma is now complete. O

Jo?

£,

Lemma 4.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, we have
Vi ()| + lgi ()] < Ce™'r x € e0Q1. (4.17)

Uk

Proof. The result follows from the explicit formulas of vy and p7. We only provide the details
for d > 3; the case for d = 2 is similar. By rescaling, by the formula (4.1) of (x{,w/) and the
perturbative formula (3. 12) we have

Vi (x) = En(m)() = [VTkta) + 0" (VR ) + (VD) )]

Gh(a) = —-ol) = = (000 + 1" o) + PR
where y = % is the rescaled variable and belongs to 7 'T¢\ T. We are interested in the case of
x € €0Q1, i.e. y € n71OQ1. Such a point y is far away from the singularities of the fundamental
solutions (T, 0)) and from the singularities of the integral operators D7 and P7.. 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(n™!), d(y,0T) = O(n~!) and from

the estimate (4.4) for g. O

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|pq = 0.

5.1. Equations for the cell functions. In the construction of 2°, we removed (filled in) some
holes of dR? near the boundary 0€; see (1.19). As a consequence, there is a mismatch between the
sets 2¢ and Qﬁ(sR?). To derive convergence rates for homogenization, we need to use the equations
for the cell functions (v, q%), K =1,...,d, in the modified domain Q°. 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))

— Avp + Vg, = % + Sk in Q°, (5.1)
3
where s, € H~1(QF) is defined by
ek o(vs, ps
et =— 2 | [ Gopr [ MWL pem@). ()
o Qne(z+nT) 9& Qne(z+9(nT)) v
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Here, the sum over z is taken over I := {z € Z% : (2 + Q1) N IQ # }. In other words, they
correspond to the removed (filled) holes near 92. Compare the equations (5.1) in ©° and (1.5) in
eRY, we see the latter have an extra term ¢, 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 Q) := {z € Q : d(x,08) <t} defines a t-neighborhood of 952. Recall
that K. is the neighborhood of 9€) in which holes were filled.

Lemma 5.1. Assume that p € H}(Q) satisfies ¢ = 0 in Q\ Q°. Then there exists a universal
constant C > 0 such that

[(se02 )| < OVEo IVl 200 ) (5.3)

Proof. Extend ¢ by zero in R4\ Q so ¢ € H} (R?). Multiply the equation (1.5) and take the integral
over the domain eR¢ \ (2 \ K.). Via integration by parts we get

Ok, G O(vg, 4k -
_/ (akk).@_kz:/ (éfk).@:/ ‘752€k'¢—(vv}§—qil):Vgpdm.
aKst v ZEIé €(Z+?78T) 12 KngR?

Plugging this into the definition (5.2), we obtain

(Sekrp) = — 052/ er - s0+/ (Vo — qiI) : V<p+/ Ny - (Vo — ¢°I) - pdy
K. K. OK-NQ

:Il+12—|—13.

(5.4)

For I, observe that K. is a subset of Q. = {z € Q : d(x,00) < 2¢}. Using Poincaré’s
inequality HSDHLQ(Q(2E)) < C€Hv¢||L2(Q(2€)), we have

_ .
L] <o [lenllemnlell2 k) < Ce20 Vel 2 p.y)-

For I, we break the integral over K. to the sum of integrals over e-cubes {e(z + Q1)}, z € Z_.

Note that the square of the L? norms of Vv and ¢ in each e-cube is of order O(sd_%%) (see

Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 4.3), and that the number of e-cubes included in K is of order O(s~%+1).

We deduce
_ 1 1
|2 <NIVof = gill 2 (i) IVl 2y < Cle™00) 2 IVl 2k < Ce207 IVl 20 )

For I3, we use the L™ estimate (4.17) of Vo — ¢z on €d(z + Q1), z € 7%, and conclude that

Bl <Corll [ el ds
OK:-NQ

Note that K. N Q consists of sides of e-cubes e(z + Q1) with z € Z/. In view of the elementary
estimate

We obtain that
_ _1 —
1] < Cor ' (VElVelliaue) + e 2ol ) < OVEo m2 Vel 0, )

Note that 6%0'; 2 = \/eryo7!, and so the bound for I dominates the others. We conclude that
(5.3) holds. O
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5.2. Discrepancy functions. As usual, the quantification of convergence rates amounts to choos-
ing correctors r. and t. for the velocity field and, respectively, the pressure field, which are small
and which make the corrected discrepancy functions u®/(62 A1) —u — r. and p° — p — t. 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 n as
a parameter, the two-scale expansion inspires us to consider the following discrepancy functions:

15
¢= "0 @)l - ale), =) - pe) - @ - ). (55)
3

Here, (vy,qf) 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 0. = 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 — Vp as Mu where u is the homogenized solution; see (1.12). We consider the
discrepancy functions (¢ and 7¢ defined in (5.5), hence choosing the correctors
re = (V] — M~ tep)(Mu)F, te = o2q5(Mu)k. (5.6)

The smallness of ||rc|| 2 and ||tz||z2 is immediately seen from (1.10) and (4.15). To estimate the
discrepancy functions (¢%,7%), we check by direct computation (using (1.1) and (5.1)) that they
satisfy the following equations in the perforated domain 2°:

— 02AC + VT = 02V - iV (Mu)¥] + 02(Vog) - V(Mu)® — 02¢EV(Mu)* + 023, 57)
V-8 = —(v] — M tey) - V(Mu)*. '
Here, § € H=1(Q) is defined by
d
<§, w)H—l’Hé = Z<—857k, (Mu)kw>H—1’Hé for '¢ € H&(Q) (58)
k=1

The equations above form a standard Dirichlet boundary value problem once augmented with
boundary data at 0€2°. Since u® and the v{’s all vanish at the boundaries of the holes, we get

¢ (x) = —vi(x)(Mu)*(z)1s0(z), x € 00°. (5.9)

In the super-critical setting, the homogenized solution u in (1.12) does not need to vanish on 0f2,
and, hence, (¢ ¢ H}(QF) 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 ¢ = o, and

b=o2(Vo§ — ¢i1) - V(Mu)*, F = o.0iV(Mu)*,

g=—i — M ey) V(Mu)*, 5= 0.8, h = —vi(Mu)*.

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 (¢, 7).

(5.10)

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 € H'() to plug into (B.3). For ¢ > 0 sufficiently small, the authors of [35]
constructed a cut-off function ¢; satisfying ¢, = 0 in Q \ (34 and ¢; = 1 in ;) and the support
of V¢ is contained in Q3 \ Qo) and [Vy| < Ct~1. Moreover, in the support of V¢;, V() is
proportional to N/, where 2/ = Px is the orthogonal projection of = to the boundary 9.
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For ¢t > 0 small to be chosen, let
H(x) = ¢y(z)vi(x)(Mu)*(z), x €. (5.11)

Then H satisfies H + (° € H} () (due to ¢ = 1 on 99Q) and H + ¢° = 0 in the holes of Q¢ (due to
the presence of v}, in both functions). By computation we check

VH = (Vér)vp(Mu)* + ¢,(Vop) (Mu)* + ¢ V(Mu)*,
V- H = (v, = M~ 'eg) - (Vo) (Mu)* + ¢y (v, — M~"ey,) - V(Mu)* + (V) - u.
We first estimate ||[VH||12(q). Using repetitively that ¢; and V¢, are supported in €23 and

Qe \ Q(ap), Tespectively, and the estimate HszLQ(Q(t)) < CVH[Y] g () (see [26, Proposition 3.1.7])
we deduce

IV H |20y < 3 C [ 10 22(s2a) + 1995 D20y | (HOL0) L 22(020) + 1V (M 0) ] 22(01)

x
a | u
—

< 3 OV [ Il + 190 20 | 140 1200
k=1

We break the integration region {2(3) into e-cubes, and the total number of such cubes is of order
O(te?). Inside each e-cube, the square of the L? norm of V§ is of order O(Ed_Qli%), and that of
v§ is of order O(e?). We conclude that

0| VH|| 2y < CVto. |71 (e D)2 + (e 2k2te™ )2 | [|ul| o
= C(oe +t)||ull 2.

Now we estimate ||V-H || 2(q). By the same reasoning as above, and choosing p = 2d/(d—2),q = d
for d > 3, and p = 2,q = oo for d = 2, we get

d

IV - H|l 2 SZCHUi - M_lekHLp(Q(gt))HlHLq(Q@t)) t_lH(MU)kHB(Q(St)) + HV(MU)kHB(Q(w)
=1

+ Ve - ullr2qy,)

1,1 1 _
<Cta (72 ||ull g1 + 2 [|ul g2) max |vp — M 1ekHLP(Q(3t)) T IV - ullr2(9y,)-

By (4.11)-(4.13), in each e-cube, |[vf — M~ te|/%, is of order O(e%n?) for d > 3 and is of order
O(e?k2) for d = 2. We conclude that

1
max llvg — M_lekHLp(Q(St)) < Ctr ky, d>2.

The first part in the last line of (5.3) is bounded by C(ky||u|| g1 + try||ul g2).

Finally, we control [|[V¢y - ul| ;2. It is for this term that we use the special property of the radial
cut-off function: the alignement of V¢; with N/, see above. This property allows us to use the
condition N -u = 0 on 0f2.

We assume that f € C Ly (€2) so that the C? regularity (up to the boundary) for the second order
elliptic equation with constant coefficient for p holds. More precisely,

VDl Lo () + | V2Pl oo () < CHfHCl,%@
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Since Mu = f — Vp, we can replace the Vp on the left by Mwu and replace VZp by Vu, and the
estimate still holds. Now, for any = € supp(Vé:) C Qap),

Véy - u(x) = |V (2)|Npy - u(z) < Ct7Npy - u(z)|.
Note that Npy - u(Pz) = 0, we obtain
NPz - u(z)| = [Npg - (u(z) — u(Pr))| < [|Vul|Lot.
This estimate holds uniformly in 2 and, hence, we conclude that ||Vy - ul| 2 < CV/E.

Combining all the estimates above, and choosing t = ¢, we see that
0c||[VH||20) + IV - Hll2() < C(Ve + kp)(lullmr + [[Vullzoe) + Coellu g2

Note that, under the assumption that f € Cl’%(ﬁ), the boundedness of ||ul| g2 + ||Vul|p~ 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 052, the proof is
much shorter, see [2]. This assumption that u vanishes on 9 can be guaranteed by imposing
further assumptions on f, as shown by Wolf [37]: let f be compactly supported in €2 and further
satisfy V- (M~1f) = 0. Then one checks easily that the solution p of (1.12) satisfies Vp = 0, and
hence ulpgo = M~1f = 0. A typical example given in [37] is of the form f = p(|z|)MXx, where
p is a smooth function on R so that p(]z|) is compactly supported in Q, and ¥ 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 Q2°, by zero or trivial

extension, we mean F' is set as zero inside the holes. The zero extension is often denoted by F'. Let
V. C HY(QF) denote the subspace

Ve = {v e HY(Q°) : v|gnsas = 0}.
It consists of functions with vanishing traces at the boundaries of the holes. A further subspace
of V. is HY(QF). A simple but important fact is, if F' € V., then the extended field F belongs to
HY(Q).
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 € HY(Bg(0)) satisfying u = 0 in B,(0), we have

d—2

CR(%) 7 ||Vu , d >3,

Hu||L2(BR) S{ (R) : ﬂ HLQ(BR) (Al)
CR|log()I2[[VullL2(B), d=2.

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 «¢ in (1.1)
by zero inside the holes. Then inside each e-cube Q. . := (2 + Q1), we can apply (A.1) with R =¢
and r = ne. The bounding constant is then C'o. with o. defined in (1.2).

Combining the resulted estimates in each e-cubes we get
[u" [l 2202y < Coe||Vur]| 2 (ge)- (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 1 with respect to €.
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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:HYQ) = V.,  &£:L3Q°) = L3(Q).
They satisfy the important duality relation

/(sp) v-u_/ pV-(Ru), Yue HQ), Vpe L3(QF). (A.3)
Q Qe

Such restriction operators were first constructed by Tartar in the case of n = 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 fized ) € (0,1), there exists a
linear operator R that maps u € H*(Q1) to Ru € HY(Q1), with Ru = 0 in nT and Ru = u in
Q1 \ Bijs. Moreover, the operator satisfies

(1) Ifue H'(Q1) and u =0 on 0T, then Ru =wu on Q1 \ (nT).
(2) If V-u=01in Q1, then V- (Ru) =0 in Q1 \ (nT).
(3) There exists a constant C, independent of n or u, such that for allu € H'(Q1), the following
holds:
19RO g < C IVl 20 + Fllulz2an)] - (A.4)
where kyy is defined in (1.2)

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

Corollary A.3 (Restriction operator on the perforated domain). For each pair of e,n € (0,1), let
the domain QF = Q5" be as in Assumption 1. Then there is a linear operator, still denoted by R,
which maps u € H}(Q) to Ru € HY(Q), with Ru = 0 in the holes Q\ Q°. Moreover, R satisfies:

(1) If ulgs € HL(QF), then Ru is the zero extension of ulgs on Q\ QF.
(2) If V-u=0inQ, then V- (Ru) =0 in Q°.
(3) there is a constant C' independent of n,e or u, such that

1
IV(Ru) || r2(0s) < C [HVUHLQ(Q) + ;HWL?(Q) : (A.5)
£

The extension operator £ is defined by the duality relation (A.3), again by Tartar. Up to an
additive constant over €2, Ep is defined by

p7 xTr € 967
Ep=93 1 A6
g { o Sy P vee(z+nT), 2 € L. (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 €, n and f so that

IVl 2y € CAAT)Ifll2y I1u¥llzz@) < CAA G fllL20)- (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
Q and T such that

1€P°(12() < CllS Nl L2()- (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 £p° is replaced by p®.
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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

— A+ Vp=b+o(V-F+s), in 09,
V-u® =g, in Q°, (B.1)
u® = 1gq(z)h(x), in O$F,

where o > 0 is a real number, b € L?(Q) is a vector field, F € L*(Q) is a matriz field, g € L*(Q)
is a scalar field and s € H=Y(QF). Moreover, v and p are extended by zero in the holes of QF; p is
mean zero in §); g and h satisfy the compatibility assumption

/g: N - h. (B.2)
Q o

Then there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that, for any H € HY(Q) (H is a lifting of the
boundary data h on 0Q) that satisfies H +v € HE(Q) and H +v = 0 in the holes of QF, we have

alVollz20) + Wl ez + Il r2geey <C {lIbllz2e) + 1 Fllr2e) + lIslla-1 + gl 22

(B.3)
+ IV Hlp2 + 0l VH| 12}

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

Proof.

Step 1: estimates for the pressure field.

Let p be the extension of p and let w € H}(2) be a vector field so that V - w = p. Let Rw be the
restricted field, then

[Rwllz2(0) + ol VRw| 120) < Cllwllmiq) < Cllpllr2-
Test Rw against the equation of (v, p), we get
1pl|32 = 02/V1} : VRw — /b~Rw+o/F : VRw — o (s, Rw)
< (@IVollz + 1bllz2 + [[Fll 2 + [[sll 1) (0 VRw]|2).
We can hence bound the pressure field by

1Bl < C (ol Vol g2 + [[bll2 + 1 Fll 2 + [lsllz-1) -

Step 2: estimates for the velocity field.
By assumption H + v € H}(QF). Test it against the equations of (v,p), we obtain

o2 Vv:(Vv—i—VH)-/ PV -0+ H)+b- (vt H)—oF : (Vo + VH)dz+o(s,0 + H).
Q€ £

From this we easily get
UQHVUH%%Q) < |Vl 2 IVH g2 + 18l 2 (gl 2 + IV - H 2)
+ ([[bllpz + [[Fll 22 + Isllz—1) (ol Vol 2 + o[ VH| £2).

The desired estimate (B.3) then follows immediately. O
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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 ¢ — 0, u/(1 A 02) and pf 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 matrixz defined in
(1.7). Then the following holds.

(1) In the dilute super-critical setting, i.e., o — 0 as e — 0, the sequence Z—; converges weakly
in L2(Q) to u, and Ep° converges strongly to p in LE(2).

(2) In the critical setting, i.e., 0. — 09 as € — 0 with o9 € (0,00), the sequence u® converges
weakly in H} () and strongly in L*(Q) to u, and EpF converges weakly in LE(Q) to p.

(3) In the sub-critical setting, i.e., 0. — o0 as € — 0, the sequence u® converges weakly in
H} () and strongly in L*(Q) to u, and Ep° converges strongly in L3(Y) to p.

For each ¢ € (0,1), let (u®,p%) € HE () x LE(QF) be the unique solution to (1.1), which is
extended by zero in the holes. Let p* € L2((2) stand for the extension £p°. We have seen, see (A.7)
and (A.8), that (u®, p°) satisfy the estimates

VU 120 + (0= A1) Hwfll 20y < Cloe AV fll2)y 181220 < ClF L2 (-

As a result, in the super-critical setting, we can find a subsequence still denoted by ¢ — 0, so
that u/o? converges weakly in L*(Q) to some u € L%(Q) and p° converges weakly in LZ({2) to
p. On the other hand, in the critical and sub-critical setting, in view of the uniform boundedness
of ||4%||fz1, we can find a subsequence still denoted by ¢ — 0, along which u® converges weakly
in H}(Q) and strongly in L?*(Q) to u, and p° 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 ¢ — 0 denote any subsequence along which u¢/(c2 A 1) and 5° converge. We determine
the limit using the standard oscillating test function method. Fix any real valued test function
¢ € CX(Q;R). Note that the support of ¢ is away from the boundary 0. Clearly, ¢vf is an
element of H{(QF), for each k = 1,...,d. Testing equation (1.1) for u° against ¢, we get

/ Vs : (Vug)o+ (Vo - Vu') - vf — p*u° - Vo = / [ vie.
Q Q
Similarly, considering the equation (1.5) for v in ER?, and using u®¢ as a test function, we obtain:

uE
/QVvi (Vuf)o+ (Vo - Vo) - u® — qiu® - Vo = /Q 3 ex .

Subtracting the two equations, we get:

uE
/(qu -Vu') v — (Vo - Vug) - uf + qju® - Vo — p°ov° - Vo = / i — — - exd. (C.1)

Q Q Oz
We need to send € — 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
I, I, ..., Is, according to their order of appearance from left to right in (C.1).

C.1. Super-critical size ratio. In this setting, . — 0, or equivalently, n > 7,. As the setting of
n = O(1) corresponds to the classical setting already treated by Tartar, we only consider the case
of vanishing volume fraction, i.e. n — 0 as ¢ — 0.

By (A.7) and (A.8), there exists a subsequence still denoted by € — 0, such that u¢/o? converges
to u weakly in L?(2), and £p° converges to p weakly in L3(Q). Passing to the limit e — 0 in
equation (C.1), and using Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 4.3, we can show

L] < IVl pall V]| g2 [[v°]| 2 < Coe.
[I2| < [[Vollzeellu®[| 2| V0%l 2 < Co.
13| < llgill2llwf]| 2|Vl e < Co.

Those terms hence vanishe in the limit. For I4, since £p® converges weakly along the subsequence
and vy converges strongly, we get

lim I, = — / p(M~tey) - V.
e—0 QO

The limit of I5 + Ig is clear, and we obtain (using in particular the fact that M ~! is symmetric and
positive definite)

Oz/p(M_lek)-V¢+ (f - (M er) —u-ex) ¢

=/ (F-(M7ler) —u-en— M"'Vp-ep) 6, Vo € CZ(Q).

Due to the arbitrariness of ¢, we deduce that (u,p) solves (1.12). This shows that p € H(2). On
the other hand, for any scalar valued function ¢ € H'(Q) and for the converging sequence u°, we
have
uS
0 0¢

Sending ¢ — 0, We hence get
/ M Yf—-Vp)-Vy=0, Ve H(Q).
Q

This is precisely the weak formulation for the following problem for p € H(2) N L3(€):

V- [MTNf=Vp)=0 in Q,
n-M Y f—-Vp)=0 on 0.

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 (uf,p®) 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, o, is of order one and 0. — o¢ for some positive number
0. By (A.7) and (A.8), the sequence uf is uniformly bounded in Hg () and * is uniformly bounded
in L%(Q). Hence, there exists a subsequence, still denoted by € — 0, such that u® converges weakly
in H}(Q) and strongly in L?(£2) to some vector field u € H}(Q2), and p° converges weakly in L2(Q)
to some scalar field p.
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Examine (C.1) along this subsequence. Because Vu® converges weakly and v;, converges strongly,
we have

lim Iy :/Q(ws.vu) (M tey).

e—0

For the same reason Iy converges and its limit is zero due to (1.9). The limits of I, and I5 + I are
also clear. For I3, we use (4.16) and the uniform bound on ||u®|| g1 to conclude that, for d > 3,

d—2
|I3] < Cn 2 ||u®-Vo|lgr =0, ase—0.

The same limit also holds for d = 2. We hence get, along the chosen subsequence,
L) (V- Tu—pvel = [ Ml (o) e 0 Yo CE@)
After multiplying M from the left on both sides of the equality and integration by parts, we obtain
/QVU Vo —pVe+ ]\fg% = /chﬁ, Vi € C(Q).

This shows that (u,p) solves the problem (1.14) in the distributional sense. Since u € H} () and
p € L*(Q), 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 (uf,p°) is uniquely determined, and the whole sequence converges accordingly.

C.3. Sub-critical size holes. In this setting, 0. — oo and ¢_! vanishes in the limit of £ — 0. In
view of (A.7), there exist subsequences along which u® converges weakly in H' and strongly in L?
to some vector field u € H&(Q), and p° converges weakly in L? 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 ¢ — 0 along the converging subsequence, (C.1) becomes

/ (M~er) - [Vé - Vu— pVe] = / M7l (0f), Ve CE(Q).
Q Q

Arguing as in the critical setting, we conclude that any limit (u,p) of (u®, p°) must be given by the
unique solution of (1.16). The whole sequence of (u¢, p¢) 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:

O'2 O'2
¢C=u - ;ZUE(SE)(MU)’“ and 7% =p°(x) —p(z) - U*ZQE(HI’)(MU)’“- (D.1)
0 0

Direct computation then shows that the following equations hold in the perforated domain 2°:
— A+ V71t = ((05/00)2 — 1) Au+ 2(0./00)?0[(v§ — M~Yer)dy(Mu)¥) + (0. /00)%5
— (0=/00)* (v — M~"e) ' A(Mu)* — (02/00)*q;V (Mu)", (D.2)
V- (8 = —(0./00)*(v5 — M tey) - V(Mu).
Moreover, since the solution u of the homogenized problem (1.14) vanishes on 02, the boundary

condition (¢ = 0 holds on 9Q°. We recognize the system as a special case of (B.1) with the data:
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o=1,h=0 (since u =0), s = s + s2, and
g=—(0./00)*(wf — M tey) - V(Mu)®, F =2(0./00)*(vf — M ep)V(Mu)F,
b=[(0:/00)? — 1|Au — (0. /00)>A(Mu)k (v] — M~ er), s = (0./00)%3,
and
(s2,) = ~(oefou)? [ V(MW" -

Proof of Theorem 1.2 in the critical setting. Note that in the critical setting, we have . ~ g9 ~ 1
and k, ~ €. By the estimates of (v, q;)’s, we easily get

lgllze + I1F 2 < CrglVull oo, [[bllz2 < Cleig + 1 = (02/00)* [ V0l s

For the distributions s; and s2, by (5.3) and following the analysis in the previous setting, and
noting that x, < /g, we check

Is1ll -1 00y < CVelullwroe.
For sg, we use (4.16) to get [|sa]|g-1(0e) < Chigllullpieo.
Combine all the estimates above and apply (B.3). We conclude that
16 (@) + 175Nl L2y < C (ki + 1 = (0/00)%] + VE) [[ullwa.ce-

Note that /¢ is much larger than &, since £, ~ €, so the § 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 7¢ and the fact that [ 7 is of order O(k,), which in turns follows from (4.16). O

Remark D.1. Note that the choice (D.1) corresponds to setting the following correctors
re = (0:/00)* (v, = M~ e)(Mu)* + [(02/00)* = Ju,  t- = (0:/00) ¢ (Mu)*.
Clearly we have
Irell 2 < C(ky + (1 = (02/00)?]) || L.

This allows us to show smallness of ||u® —u||;2. Note, however, the L? norm of the pressure corrector
does not seem small.

D.2. Sub-critical holes. We modify (5.5) and consider the discrepancy functions:
¢ =u @) (M and  7F = pf(x) — p(a) — gi(2)(Mu)". (D.3)
Direct computation shows that
— A+ VT = -0 Mu+ 35— (v — M~ tep) A(Mu)*
+20,[(vf, — M~ ex)" 8p(Mu)*] — ¢V (Mu)*, (D.4)
V- =—(vf — M ey)  V(Mu)*.
Again the boundary condition (¢ = 0 on 9€)° is satisfied.

We recognize the above system for ((%,7¢), where 7¢ denotes the mean zero part of 7¢, as a
special case of (B.1) with the following data: o =1, h =0, s = s1 + s9, and

b= —0_2Mu — (v — M tep) A(Mu)*, F =2(vi — M~ 1ey) @ V(Mu)F,

g=—(vg — M eg) - V(Mu)", s1=35, (s2,0) = —/CJEV(MU)'“ - p.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2 in the sub-critical setting. From our estimates of v} and ¢f’s, we obtain
[E N2 + llgllrz < Cryllullwree, 2l a-1(0s) < Chipllullwz.e,
Ibll 2 < C(o?||ull oo + foyl| Aul| o).
The estimate of s is still a consequence of (5.3) and reads
Is1ll 105 < Cozt(ry + VE)|ullwree.

Note that in the sub-critical setting O (k) < O(¢), and O(k./o.) < O(o2). All the results above
combined yield

. 1 €
96 Lagey + 170200 € o5+ 2 ) e

g g
The above establishes the first part of (1.15). The second part also holds because the mean of 7¢
is smaller, of order O(ky). O

Remark D.2. Note that (D.3) corresponds to choosing the correctors
re = (v; — M~ tep)(Mu)*, te = ¢ (Mu)*.
Clearly, ||re|| < Ckyllullr and ||te||p2 < CoZt||ul|ge. The second part of (1.15) then follows.
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