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Abstract

In this paper, we prove that the round cylinders are rigid in the space of Ricci shrinkers.

Namely, any Ricci shrinker that is sufficiently close to S n−1×R in the pointed-Gromov-Hausdorff

topology must itself be isometric to S n−1 × R.
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1 Introduction

A Ricci shrinker is a triple (Mn, g, f ) of smooth manifold Mn, Riemannian metric g and a smooth

function f satisfying

Rc + Hess f =
1

2
g,
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where the potential function f is normalized so that

R + |∇ f |2 = f . (1.1)

The Ricci shrinkers play essential roles in studying the singularities of the Ricci flow. For example,

it was proved by Enders-Müller-Topping [26] that any proper blowup sequence from a type-I Ricci

flow converges smoothly to a nontrivial Ricci shrinker.

Due to its importance, the classification of Ricci shrinkers has attracted extensive attentions.

In dimension 2 or 3, we know that R2, S 2,R3, S 3, S 2 × R, and their quotients make the complete

list of all Ricci shrinkers (e.g., [32][54][57][13]). In higher dimensions, there exist many non-

trivial, non-product Ricci shrinkers (e.g., [37][11][27]), and the classification of Ricci shrinkers is

only achieved when extra assumptions are assumed. Such assumptions include non-negativity of

curvatures (e.g., [52][46][55][45][48]), restriction of the Weyl curvatures (e.g., [59][50][12][23]),

restriction of asymptotic behavior at infinity (e.g., [40][41]), Kähler conditions (e.g., [56][22][20]),

and others. In general, much less is known if no extra assumptions are assumed.

We can consider all Ricci shrinkers as one moduli space M equipped with pointed-Gromov-

Hausdorff topology. On each Ricci shrinker, f always achieves its minimum value (cf. [14]) at

some point p, which can be assigned as a base point. A natural question is: which Ricci shrinker

is rigid in M, in the sense that there is no nearby (in the pointed Gromov-Hausdorff distance)

Ricci shrinker other than itself? For instance, it follows from [35] and the weak-compactness theory

developed in [44] that the spherical space form S n/Γ is rigid since any Ricci shrinker is a self-similar

Ricci flow solution. Other rigid examples include CP2n proved by Kröncke [42] and S 2×S 2 proved

by Sun-Zhu [66] very recently. Their proofs depend on a delicate local structure theory ofM (cf.

[62][36]), which is not available for non-compact Ricci shrinkers. This makes the rigidity problem

for non-compact Ricci shrinkers much more involved. Up to now, the only non-compact Ricci

shrinkers known to be rigid are the Gaussian solitons (Rn, gE), whose rigidity is proved through an

entropy-gap argument (cf. [69][70][48]).

Inspired by the fundamental work of Colding-Ilmanen-Minicozzi [21] on mean curvature flow,

and our earlier research on 4-dimensional Ricci shrinkers [47], we are interested in figuring out

whether the generalized cylinders S k × Rn−k, 2 ≤ k ≤ n − 1 are rigid in the moduli space of Ricci

shrinkers. In this article, we confirm the rigidity of the round cylinders S n−1 × R, i.e., the cases

k = n − 1.

Theorem 1.1 (Main Theorem). There exists a small constant ǫ̂ = ǫ̂(n) > 0 satisfying the following

property.

Suppose (Mn, p, g, f ) is a Ricci shrinker such that

dPGH

{

(Mn, p, g), (S n−1 × R, pc, gc)
}

< ǫ̂, (1.2)

then (M, g) is isometric to (S n−1×R, gc). Here dPGH means the pointed-Gromov-Hausdorff distance,

p is a minimum point of f and pc is a fixed point of S n−1 × R.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 relies heavily on the symmetry improvement technique of S. Brendle

et al. (cf. [3][5][6][7][9]), the classification result of B. Kotschwar [38] and the weak-compactness

theory developed by H. Li, S. Huang and the authors ([44] [34] [48]).
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Outline of the proof of Theorem 1.1. The proof consists of four steps.

Step 1. The base point p is in an ǫ-neck.

Condition (1.2) means that the base point p has a neighborhood very close to the standard cylin-

der in the Gromov-Hausdorff topology, which is very rough. However, by the weak-compactness

theory developed in [44], we can improve the Gromov-Hausdorff topology to the C∞-Cheeger-

Gromov topology (cf. Proposition 7.4 of [44]). Therefore, by choosing ǫ̂ sufficiently small, we are

able to show (cf. Proposition 2.6) that p is actually in the center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck

(cf. Definition 2.5). We may understand that the point p has ǫ-symmetry with respect to the model

space S n−1 × R.

Step 2. Each point x ∈ M is in an ǫ-neck or a region ǫ-close to the Bryant soliton, after proper

rescaling.

This step is the technical core of this paper. We characterize the ǫ-symmetry in terms of curvature

and potential function estimates and show that these estimates are almost preserved along the flow

line of ∇ f . Roughly speaking, if the level set of f is uniformly away from being critical (i.e.,

∇ f = 0), then each point locates in an ǫ-neck. Moreover, the critical points are isolated, and the

region is very close to the Bryant soliton near the critical point of f . Therefore, each point “far

away” from the critical set is in an ǫ-neck, and each point “near” critical set is in a region ǫ-close to

the Bryant soliton. These descriptions can be made precise, which is the key new ingredient of this

argument.

Step 3. (M, g) is rotationally symmetric.

This step utilizes the celebrated symmetry improvement technique developed by S. Brendle et

al. (cf. Appendix B for details). Suppose ǫ is sufficiently small and every point on (M, g) has ǫ-

symmetry (with respect to either the cylinder or Bryant soliton), then every point has ǫ
2
-symmetry.

Consequently, this process will run forever and yield that every point x ∈ M has 2−kǫ-symmetry for

each positive integer k. Therefore, (M, g) is rotationally symmetric.

Step 4. (M, g) is isometric to S n−1 × R.

Since (M, g) is rotationally symmetric already, the classification result of Kotschwar [38] applies.

We know that (M, g) is isometric to S n, S n−1 ×R or Rn. By condition (1.2), we conclude that (M, g)

must be isometric to S n−1 × R. �

From the discussion above, it is clear that the most difficult part of the proof is to analyze pre-

cisely the propagation of the ǫ-symmetry along the flow line of ∇ f . Due to this propagation, if there

is a neck region far away from the base point and close to the round cylinder, then the behavior of

the far-end can be described precisely. Since f ∼ d2(p,·)
4

, the value of f indicates the distance to the

base point. For each pair t ≤ s, we define Σ(t, s) to be a connected component of the level set

{x ∈ M | t ≤ f (x) ≤ s}. (1.3)

In the particular case t = s, we define

Σ(t) ≔ Σ(t, t) = {x ∈ M | f (x) = t}. (1.4)

If a point locates in a cylinder-like neighborhood, we say it is the center of ǫ-neck. Alternatively, if a

point locates in a neighborhood close to a steady soliton with mild singularities, we say it is the cen-

ter of ǫ-steady soliton conifold. Note that the conifold here is the one introduced by Chen-Wang (cf.
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Definition 1.2 of [24]) to denote the Riemannian space with mild singularities. For the exact defi-

nitions of the aforementioned concepts, see Definition 2.5, Definition 4.3 and Definition A.1. With

these terminologies, we can precisely describe the propagation of the ǫ-symmetry in the following

theorem.

Theorem 1.2 (Propagation of almost symmetry). For any positive constants n, A, B, ǫ and δ0 ∈
(0, 1), there exist positive constants σ = σ(n, δ0, A, B), L = L(n, δ0, A, B) and η = η(n, δ0, A, B, ǫ)

satisfying the following property.

Let (Mn, g, f ) be a Ricci shrinker with
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|∇iRm| ≤ BR
i
2
+1, ∀ 0 ≤ i ≤ 4 on Σ(t0, s0);

R ≤ ǫ1 f on Σ(t0, s0);

|
◦

RmΣ| ≤ ǫ′1R on Σ(t0);
∣

∣

∣R − n−1
2

∣

∣

∣ ≤ ǫ′
1

on Σ(t0);

(1 − δ0)s0 ≥ t0 ≥ nǫ−1
1

;

µ(g) ≥ −A;

Σ(t0) is diffeomorphic to S n−1.

(1.5)

If ǫ1 ≤ σ and ǫ′
1
≤ η, then one of the following statements holds.

(a). There exists an end E with ∂E = Σ(t0) such that any point in Σ(η−1t0,∞) ⊂ E is the center

of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck. Moreover, E is asymptotic to the round cylinder with rate

O(r−τ(n)).

(b). There exists an end E with ∂E = Σ(t0) such that any point in Σ(η−1t0,∞) ⊂ E is the cen-

ter of an evolving ǫ-neck. Moreover, E is asymptotic to a regular cone with cross section

diffeomorphic to S n−1.

(c). There exists a compact set E with ∂E = Σ(t0), a number s ≥ s0 and a point q ∈ Σ(s) such that

R(q) = σs. Moreover, any point in Σ(η−1t0, s) ⊂ E is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck and any

point in the cap D := E\Σ(t0, s) is the center of an ǫ-steady soliton conifold. Furthermore,

diamgD ≤ L
√

s
, sup

D

| f − s| ≤ L and L−1s ≤ inf
D

R ≤ sup
D

R ≤ s + L. (1.6)

Note that (1.5) on Σ(t0, s0) is satisfied if the region is very close to the cylinder, where the con-

stant ǫ′
1

can be chosen as zero. Since the function f contains no critical point on the region Σ(t0, s0),

one can follow Munteanu-Wang [53] to define the tangential curvature operator RmΣ restricted on

each level set of f and the term
◦

RmΣ is the “traceless” part of RmΣ (cf. (2.6), (2.7)). If R/ f is

small, the value of |
◦

RmΣ| measures how close RmΣ resembles the curvature operator of the stan-

dard S n−1. Theorem 1.2 implies that if a Ricci shrinker has a neck region sufficiently close to the

cylinder in some weak sense, one can move forward along the direction of ∇ f to determine the

future geometric property. If we regard a Ricci shrinker as a Ricci flow solution, the control of

the geometric behavior at spatial infinity amounts to that near the singular time t = 1. Recall that

the traditional pseudolocality on Ricci shrinkers (cf. [48, Corollary 10.6]) means that the almost
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Euclidean property is preserved by the flow until time t = 1. Theorem 1.2 claims instead that the

ǫ-symmetric property is almost preserved by the flow until time t = 1. Therefore, Theorem 1.2 can

be understood as a generalized form of pseudolocality theorem on Ricci shrinkers. See Figure 1 for

rough intuition. We emphasize here that the global bound of the curvature is not needed. With some

extra assumptions like the boundedness of the curvature, Munteanu-Wang [53, Theorem 1.6] has

already obtained case (a) in Theorem 1.2.

PSfrag replacements

(a). Cylindrical end

(b). Conical end

(c). Cap end

Figure 1: Three types of end

We briefly discuss the proof of Theorem 1.2. We first show on the neck region satisfying (1.5),

the estimate |
◦

RmΣ| ≤ ǫ0R holds on Σ(t0, s0), where ǫ0 is a constant depending only on ǫ1 and ǫ′
1
. Since

f ≥ t0 is large and R/ f ≤ ǫ1 is small, all normal directional part of Rm is small and insignificant.

Moreover, we can show that the scalar curvature R is almost constant along any level set Σ of f

contained in the neck region. From the elliptic equation of R, one obtains an ODE by examining the

behavior of R along the gradient flow of f .

One can extend the neck region from Σ(t0, s0) to Σ(t0, s) with s to be maximal so that (1.5) still

holds. Then we show that s is finite only if there exists a point q ∈ Σ(s) with R(q) = ǫ1 f (q).

Here, we need to use the pseudolocality for Ricci shrinkers proved in [48] to show that any point

x ∈ Σ(η−1t0, s) is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck. Depending on the behavior of R along the

gradient flow of f , only three cases can happen, as described in Theorem 1.2. If R stays close to
n−1

2
, then s = ∞ and we obtain the case (a). If at some point in the neck R is smaller than n−1

2

by some detectable small number, then R will be quadratically decaying along the flow. In this

case, s = ∞ and we obtain the case (b). If at some point in the neck R is bigger than n−1
2

by some

detectable small number, then R will be increasing along the flow until it reaches the boundary Σ(s).

If this happens, s < ∞ and we obtain case (c). In this case, it is important to show that there exists

a compact cap D with ∂D = Σ(s). The reason is that the behavior of the Ricci shrinker near the

boundary Σ(s) is modeled on a Ricci steady soliton conifold (cf. Definition A.1) at a proper scale.

This can be proved through a compactness argument (cf. [44][34]). Since each model steady soliton
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conifold has only one end (cf. Theorem A.22), the cap region D is compact. Further analysis implies

the estimates in (1.6).

Now we continue to discuss Step 2 in the outline proof of Theorem 1.1 in more detail. First, one

notices that any Ricci shrinker close to the cylinder satisfies the conditions of Theorem 1.2 for two

neck regions. By extending those two neck regions, there are three possibilities.

(1). The Ricci shrinker has two ends so that each point is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck.

(2). The Ricci shrinker has exactly one end so that outside a compact cap D, any point is the center

of an evolving ǫ-neck.

(3). The Ricci shrinker is compact and it consists of two caps D1 and D2 such that outside those

two caps, any point is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck.

In order to realize Step 2 in the proof of Theorem 1.1, the last key ingredient needed is the ob-

servation that the cap is modeled on the Bryant soliton in cases (2), (3) above. This fact follows

from the classification result (cf. Theorem 4.7) of any asymptotically cylindrical Ricci steady soli-

ton conifold with the curvature condition PIC2, which is a generalization of the celebrated work of

S. Brendle [3]. On the other hand, if one considers the Ricci flow associated with a Ricci shrinker

close to the cylinder, we show that locally the Ricci flow almost preserves the nonnegativity of some

curvature conditions (cf. Theorem 5.4) defined by S. Brendle. By analyzing the geometry along the

gradient flow of f , one can show that the blowup limit near the cap region must have the PIC2

condition. Consequently, the blowup limit must be a steady soliton conifold with PIC2 condition,

which can be classified and can only be the Bryant soliton. Therefore, the cap regions are modeled

on Bryant solitons. In conclusion, for a Ricci shrinker sufficiently close to a cylinder, each point lies

in a region either ǫ-close to the cylinder or the Bryant soliton. Roughly speaking, this means that

the shrinker itself is ǫ-symmetric (cf. Definition B.1, Definition B.3 or Definition B.4 for precise

definitions). Therefore, we have collected sufficient technical preparation to apply the symmetry

improvement argument of S. Brendle et al.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss some basic properties for Ricci

shrinkers and the associated Ricci flows. In Section 3, we obtain all the necessary technical esti-

mates on the neck region. Section 4 focuses on the cap region and shows that it can be modeled

on a Ricci steady soliton conifold. As a conclusion of the estimates in Section 3 and Section 4, we

prove Theorem 1.2 at the end of Section 4. In Section 5, we prove Theorem 1.1. In the last section,

we discuss possible generalizations of our theorems.

Acknowledgements:

Yu Li is supported by YSBR-001 and a research fund from USTC (University of Science and

Technology of China). Bing Wang is supported by NSFC-11971452, NSFC-12026251, YSBR-001

and a research fund from USTC.

6



2 Preliminaries

For any Ricci shrinker (Mn, g, f ), the scalar curvature R ≥ 0 by [17, Corollary 2.5]. Moreover, it

follows from the strong maximum principle that R > 0 unless (M, g) is the Gaussian soliton.

We recall the following fundamental estimate of the potential function f .

Lemma 2.1 ([14] [33]). Let (Mn, g, f ) be a Ricci shrinker. Then there exists a point p ∈ M where f

attains its infimum and f satisfies the quadratic growth estimate

1

4
(d(x, p) − 5n)2

+ ≤ f (x) ≤ 1

4

(

d(x, p) +
√

2n
)2

for all x ∈ M, where a+ := max{0, a}.

For any Ricci shrinker (Mn, g, f ) with the normalization (1.1), the entropy is defined as

µ = µ(g) ≔ log

∫

e− f

(4π)n/2
dV.

We remark that eµ is comparable to the volume of the unit ball B(p, 1), see [44, Lemma 2.5].

Next we recall the following identities and elliptic equations on Ricci shrinkers (see [59] [53]):

Rik fk =
1

2
∇iR = ∇kRki, (2.1)

Ri jkl fl =∇ jRik − ∇iR jk = ∇lRi jkl, (2.2)

∆ f R =R − 2|Rc|2, (2.3)

∆ f Ri j =Ri j − 2Rik jlRkl. (2.4)

Here, the weighted Laplacian ∆ f ≔ ∆ − 〈∇ f ,∇·〉.
We will only consider the case that Σ(t) = Σ(t, s)∩ {x ∈ M | f (x) = t}. Notice that Σ(t,∞) can be

either compact or non-compact and it represents a cap or an end of the Ricci shrinker, respectively.

For the rest of the paper, we will mainly focus on Σ(t) when t is a noncritical value of f . Also,

we omit t in Σ(t), if there is no confusion.

On Σ, we denote the unit normal vector |∇ f |−1∇ f by en and assume {e1, e2, · · · , en} is a local

orthonormal frame such that {e1, · · · , en−1} are tangent to Σ. By using the same convention as in

[53], we use subscript n to denote en and a, b, c, d, · · · to denote all tangential directions.

We have the following estimates of the curvature along the normal direction. The proof follows

from direct calculations based on (2.1)-(2.4).

Proposition 2.2. For any Ricci shrinker (Mn, g, f ) such that R ≤ 3
4

f on a level set Σ of f , the

following estimates hold on Σ.

|Ran| ≤C f −
1
2 |∇R|,

|Rnn| ≤C f −1
(

R + |Rc|2 + |∇2R|
)

,

|Rabcn| ≤C f −
1
2 |∇Rc|,

|Rancn| ≤C f −1
(

|Rc| + |∇2Rc| + |Rc| |Rm|
)

,

where C = C(n) > 0.
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Proof. From (1.1) and our assumption on R, we have |∇ f | ≥ 1
2

√

f . We compute on Σ,

|Ran| =
|Rc(ea,∇ f )|
|∇ f | ≤ C f −

1
2 |〈∇R, ea〉| ≤ C f −

1
2 |∇R|.

from (2.1). Moreover, it follows from (2.1) and (2.3) that

|Rnn| =|∇ f |−2 |Rc(∇ f ,∇ f )|
≤C f −1|〈∇R,∇ f 〉|
=C f −1

∣

∣

∣∆R − R + 2|Rc|2
∣

∣

∣

≤C f −1
(

R + |Rc|2 + |∇2R|
)

.

Similarly, we compute from (2.2),

|Rabcn| ≤ |∇ f |−1|Rabcl fl| ≤ C f −
1
2 |∇Rc|.

For the last inequality, we have

|Rancn| ≤|∇ f |−2 |Rakcl fk fl|
≤C f −1|(∇kRac − ∇aRkc) fk |
=C f −1|∇kRac fk − ∇a(Rkc fk) + Rkc fka|
=C f −1|∆Rac − Rac + 2RakclRkl − ∇2

acR/2 + Rkc(gka/2 − Rka)|
=C f −1|2RakclRkl − RkcRka − Rac/2 + ∆Rac − ∇2

acR/2|
≤C f −1

(

|Rc| + |∇2Rc| + |Rc| |Rm|
)

.

In sum, the proof is complete. �

As in [53], we define the following tensors on Σ:

◦
RcΣ =

◦
Rab := Rab −

1

n − 1
R gab, (2.5)

U = Uabcd :=
1

(n − 1) (n − 2)
R (gacgbd − gadgbc) , (2.6)

◦
RmΣ =

◦
Rabcd := Rabcd − Uabcd, (2.7)

V = Vabcd :=
1

n − 3

( ◦
Racgbd +

◦
Rbdgac −

◦
Radgbc −

◦
Rbcgad

)

, (2.8)

W = Wabcd := Rabcd − Uabcd − Vabcd. (2.9)

Notice that all tensors
◦

RcΣ,U,
◦

RmΣ,V and W can be extended to tensors on Σ(s, t) by requiring they

vanish on the normal direction en. By this convention, all tensors can be written in a coordinate-free

form. For instance, we have

◦
RcΣ = Rc − R

n − 1
g − T (2.10)

8



where

T ≔
1

2|∇ f |2
(dR ⊗ d f + d f ⊗ dR) −

(

R

(n − 1)|∇ f |2
+

Rc(∇ f ,∇ f )

|∇ f |4

)

d f ⊗ d f . (2.11)

Next, we have the following lower bound estimate of the scalar curvature, which essentially

follows from [19, Theorem 1].

Proposition 2.3. For any Ricci shrinker (Mn, g, f ), suppose t̄ ≥ 2n and

min
Σ(t̄)

R f

1 + n f −1
= α > 0.

Then for any x ∈ Σ(t̄,∞),

R(x) f (x) ≥ R(x) f (x)

1 + n f −1(x)
≥ α.

Proof. We define φ = R−α f −1−αn f −2. Then it follows from direct computations, see [19, Equation

(6)] for details, that on Σ(t̄,∞)

∆ fφ ≤ φ − αn f −3

(

f

2
− n

)

− α f −4(2 f + 6n)|∇ f |2 ≤ φ

since f ≥ t̄ ≥ 2n. By our assumption, φ ≥ 0 on the boundary Σ(t̄). If Σ(t̄,∞) is compact, then we

conlude that φ ≥ 0 on Σ(t̄,∞) from the maximum principle. If Σ(t̄,∞) is non-compact, the maximum

principle also applies since lim infx→∞ φ(x) ≥ 0 from its definition.

In sum, we have proved that on Σ(t̄,∞),

R f

1 + n f −1
≥ α

and the proof is complete. �

Ricci flow associated with a Ricci shrinker

Recall that any Ricci shrinker (Mn, g, f ) can be regarded as a self-similar solution of the Ricci flow.

Let ψt : M → M be a family of diffeomorphisms generated by X(t) =
1

1 − t
∇ f , and ψ0 = id. In

other words, we have

∂

∂t
ψt(x) =

1

1 − t
∇ f

(

ψt(x)
)

. (2.12)

It is well known that the rescaled pull-back metric g(t) ≔ (1 − t)(ψt)∗g satisfies the Ricci flow

equation

∂tg = −2Rc(g(t))

for any −∞ < t < 1. In particular, g(0) = g. For any Ricci shrinker, the associated Ricci flow is

implicitly understood.
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Example 2.4 (Round cylinder). The round cylinder (S n−1 × R, gc) is a Ricci shrinker where the

scalar curvature is identically
n − 1

2
and the potential function fc =

z2

4
+

n − 1

2
, where z is the

coordinate in the R-factor. The associated Ricci flow is {(S n−1 × R, gc(t)), −∞ < t < 1}, where

gc(t) = 2(n − 2)(1 − t)gS n−1 + dz ⊗ dz, gc(0) = gc.

Next, we have the following definition, which measures how close a parabolic neighborhood of

a point in a Ricci flow is to the round cylinder, see also [58, Section 11.8].

Definition 2.5 (Center of an evolving ǫ-neck). Let (Mn, g(t)) be a Ricci flow solution and let (x̄, t̄)

be a point in space-time with R(x̄, t̄) = n−1
2

r−2. We say that (x̄, t̄) is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck

S n−1 ×R if, after rescaling the metric by the factor r−2, the parabolic neighborhood Bg(t̄)(x̄, ǫ−1r) ×
[t̄−ǫ−1r2, t̄] is ǫ-close in C[ǫ−1]-topology to

(

S n−1 × R, gc(t)
)

. The evolving neck is called an evolving

normalized ǫ-neck, if we further require that |r − 1| < ǫ. For any Ricci shrinker (Mn, g, f ), we

say x ∈ M is the center of an evolving (normalized) ǫ-neck if (x, 0) is the center of an evolving

(normalized) ǫ-neck.

From the weak-compactness theory developed in [44], we prove the following result.

Proposition 2.6. For any n and ǫ > 0, there exists a constant η1 = η1(ǫ, n) > 0 satisfying the

following property.

Suppose (Mn, p, g, f ) is a Ricci shrinker such that

dPGH

{

(Mn, p, g),
(

S n−1 × R, pc, gc

)}

< η1,

then p is the center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck.

Proof. Suppose otherwise, there exists a number ǭ and a sequence of Ricci shrinkers (Mn
i
, pi, gi, fi)

such that

lim
i→0

dPGH

{

(Mn
i , pi, gi),

(

S n−1 × R, pc, gc

)}

= 0

and pi is not the center of an ǭ-neck. By Proposition 5.8 of [44], the entropy µ(gi) is uniformly

bounded from below. Using Theorem 1.1 of [44], the above convergence can be improved to be in

the smooth topology

(Mi, pi, gi)
C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

(

S n−1 × R, pc, gc

)

.

From the definition of the Ricci flow associated with a Ricci shrinker, it is clear that the correspond-

ing sequence of Ricci flows (Mi, pi, gi(t))t≤0 converges smoothly to (S n−1 × R, gc(t))t≤0. Therefore,

we obtain a contradiction. �
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3 Estimates on the neck region

Throughout this section, we consider a Ricci shrinker (Mn, p, g, f ) such that the following assump-

tions as in Theorem 1.2 are satisfied.















































































|∇iRm| ≤ BR
i
2
+1, ∀ 0 ≤ i ≤ 4 on Σ(t0, s);

R ≤ ǫ1 f on Σ(t0, s);

|
◦

RmΣ| ≤ ǫ′1R on Σ(t0);
∣

∣

∣R − n−1
2

∣

∣

∣ ≤ ǫ′
1

on Σ(t0);

(1 − δ0)s ≥ t0 ≥ nǫ−1
1

;

µ(g) ≥ −A;

Σ(t0) is diffeomorphic to S n−1.

(†)

Moreover, we set

ǫ0 := max{ǫ′1, ǫ
1
2

1
}. (3.1)

Here, we assume 0 < δ0 < 1 and A, B ≥ 1. With fixed n, δ0, A and B, we regard ǫ1 and ǫ′
1

as two

small positive parameters. In addition, the constant s can be finite or ∞. Notice that for the round

cylinder S n−1 × R, (†) is satisfied for any ǫ1 and ǫ′
1

provided that t0 is sufficiently large. In the

following analysis, we set

E ≔ Σ(t0, s) (3.2)

and use the notation φ1 = O(φ2) if |φ1| ≤ C|φ2| for some constant C = C(n, A, B) > 0.

One important consequence of µ(g) ≥ −A is the following no-local-collapsing result from [48].

Theorem 3.1. ([48, Theorem 22]) For any Ricci shrinker (Mn, g, f ) with µ(g) ≥ −A, there exists a

κ = κ(n, A) > 0 such that for any B(q, r) ⊂ M with R ≤ r−2, we have

|B(q, r)| ≥ κrn.

We next prove

Lemma 3.2. On E, we have

R f ≥ t0, (3.3)

|Ran|, |Rabcn| = O( f −
1
2 R

3
2 ), (3.4)

|Rnn|, |Rancn| = O( f −1R(1 + R)). (3.5)

Proof. The inequality (3.3) follows immediately from Proposition 2.3, since by (†),

inf
Σ(t0)

R f

1 + n f −1
≥

(n−1
2
− ǫ′

1
)t0

1 + nt−1
0

≥ t0.

The equations (3.4) and (3.5) follow from Proposition 2.2 and (†). �
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The next lemma follows from Lemma 3.2 and direct calculations from the definition (2.5).

Lemma 3.3. On E, we have

|Rc|2 = |
◦

RcΣ|2 +
R2

n − 1
+ O( f −1R2(1 + R)),

〈U,V〉 , 〈V,W〉, 〈W,U〉 = O( f −1R2(1 + R)),

|U |2 = 2

(n − 1)(n − 2)
R2,

|V |2 = 4

n − 3
|
◦

RcΣ|2 + O( f −1R2(1 + R)),

|Rm|2 = |
◦

RmΣ|2 +
2

(n − 1)(n − 2)
R2 + O( f −1R2(1 + R)),

|Rm|2 = |U |2 + |V |2 + |W |2 + O( f −1R2(1 + R)).

Proposition 3.4. Under the assumption (†), there exists σ1 = σ1(n, B) > 0 such that

|
◦

RmΣ| = O(ǫ0R) (3.6)

on E if ǫ0 ≤ σ1.

Proof. In the proof, all constants ci, i = 1, 2, · · · are positive and depend only on n and B. We define

s0 ∈ [t0, s] to be the largest number such that

|
◦

RmΣ|2
R2

≤ τǫ2
0

on Σ(t0, s0), where τ > 1 is a large constant to be determined later. By the assumption (†), we have

|
◦

RmΣ| ≤ ǫ′1R

on Σ(t0) and hence s0 > t0 as ǫ0 ≥ ǫ′1. If s0 = s, then the conclusion follows. Otherwise, we assume

s0 < s.

Following [53], we define

G ≔
|Rm|2

R2
− 2

(n − 1)(n − 2)
=
|
◦

RmΣ|2
R2

+ O( f −1(1 + R))

=
|
◦

RmΣ|2
R2

+ O(t−1
0 + ǫ1) =

|
◦

RmΣ|2
R2

+ O(ǫ2
0 ). (3.7)

where the equalities follow from Lemma 3.3 and (†). Therefore, there exists s1 ∈ (t0, s0] such that

max
Σ(t0,s0)

G = max
Σ(s1)

G ∈ [
τ

2
ǫ2

0 , 2τǫ
2
0 ]. (3.8)

It follows from a direct calculation, see [53, (4.10),(4.11)] for details, that

∆ f G ≥ −2〈∇G,∇ log R〉 + 4R−3P, (3.9)

12



where

P := −2RRi jklRpiqkRp jql −
1

2
RRi jklRi jpqRpqkl + |Rm|2|Rc|2.

By similar calculations as [53, (4.16)] and our assumptions, we obtain

P ≥ 1

n − 1
R2|W |2 + 4

(n − 1)(n − 2)(n − 3)
R2|

◦
RcΣ|2 −

5

2
R|W |3

− 8

(n − 3)2
R|
◦

RcΣ|3 −
6

n − 3
R|W ||

◦
RcΣ|2 − c1 f −1R4(1 + R). (3.10)

From Lemma 3.3, we obtain on Σ(t0, s0) that

|W |2 + 4

n − 3
|
◦

RcΣ|2 = |
◦

RmΣ|2 + O( f −1R2(1 + R)) ≤ τǫ2
0R2 + O((t−1

0 + ǫ1)R2) ≤ c2ǫ
2
0R2. (3.11)

Now, it follows from (3.10) and (3.11) that

P ≥
(

1

n − 1
− c3ǫ0

)

R2|W |2 +
(

4

(n − 1)(n − 2)(n − 3)
− c3ǫ0

)

R2|
◦

RcΣ|2 − c3 f −1R4(1 + R). (3.12)

Therefore, if ǫ0 is sufficiently small, we obtain

P ≥ c4R2|
◦

RmΣ|2 − c5 f −1R4(1 + R).

It follows from (3.9) and (3.12) that

∆ f G ≥ −2〈∇G,∇ log R〉 + 4c4RG − 4c5 f −1R(1 + R). (3.13)

If we denote the Laplacian and inner product on the level set Σ by ∆Σ and 〈 , 〉Σ respectively, then

∆G = ∆ΣG +Gnn + HGn,

where H := TrΣ
∇2 f

|∇ f | is the mean curvature of the level set Σ. From the fact that |∇iRm| ≤ BR
i
2
+1 for

0 ≤ i ≤ 4, the term Gnn can be estimated as (see [53, (4.26)] for details)

Gnn ≤ c6 f −1(1 + R)|〈∇G,∇ f 〉| + O( f −1R(1 + R)). (3.14)

Since

H =
∆ f − fnn

|∇ f | =

n−1
2
− R + Rnn

|∇ f | =

n−1
2
− R + O( f −1R(1 + R))

|∇ f | ,

we have

HGn = O( f −1(1 + R)|〈∇G,∇ f 〉|). (3.15)

Moreover,

〈∇G,∇ log R〉 =〈∇G,∇ log R〉Σ +
1

|∇ f |2
〈∇G,∇ f 〉〈∇ log R,∇ f 〉

=〈∇G,∇ log R〉Σ + O( f −1(1 + R))|〈∇G,∇ f 〉| (3.16)

13



since 〈∇ log R,∇ f 〉 = 2R−1Rc(∇ f ,∇ f ) = O(R−1 f Rnn) = O(1 + R).

Combining (3.13), (3.14), (3.15) and (3.16), we derive on Σ(t0, s0) that

∆ΣG ≥ 〈∇G,∇ f 〉 − c7 f −1(1 + R)|〈∇G,∇ f 〉| − 2〈∇G,∇ log R〉Σ + c8RG − c7 f −1R(1 + R). (3.17)

By our assumption, there exists a point z ∈ Σ(s1) such that

G(z) = max
Σ(s1)

G = max
Σ(t0 ,s0)

G ∈ [
τ

2
ǫ2

0 , 2τǫ
2
0 ].

From (3.17) and the maximum principle, we conclude at z that

0 ≥ 〈∇G,∇ f 〉 − c7 f −1(1 + R)|〈∇G,∇ f 〉| + c8RG − c7 f −1R(1 + R).

Since 〈∇G,∇ f 〉 ≥ 0 at z, we have

G ≤ c9 f −1(1 + R)

at z. Therefore, it follows from (3.8) that

τ

2
ǫ2

0 ≤ G(z) ≤ c9 f −1(1 + R) ≤ c10ǫ
2
0 ,

where for the last inequality we have used t0 ≥ nǫ−1
1

and hence t−1
0
= O(ǫ2

0
). However, it contradicts

our assumption (†) if τ is sufficiently large. �

Remark 3.5. From the proof of Proposition 3.4, we have shown that on E

|
◦

RmΣ| ≤ Cǫ0R

for some constant C depending only on n and B.

Next, we prove

Lemma 3.6. With the same assumptions above, we have on E,







































|
◦

RcΣ| = O(ǫ0R),

|∇
◦

RcΣ| = O(ǫ
1
2

0
R

3
2 ),

|∇2
◦

RcΣ| = O(ǫ
1
3

0
R2).

(3.18)

Proof. In the proof, all constants Ci, i = 1, 2, · · · are positive and depend only on n, A and B.

From the definition of
◦

RcΣ, we obtain

◦
Rac =

n−1
∑

k=1

◦
Rakck + Rancn.

Therefore, it follows from (3.5) and (3.6) that

|
◦

RcΣ| = O(ǫ0R) + O( f −1R(1 + R)) = O(ǫ0R). (3.19)
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In addition, we have







































|∇
◦

RcΣ| = O(R
3
2 ),

|∇2
◦

RcΣ| = O(R2),

|∇3
◦

RcΣ| = O(R
5
2 ).

(3.20)

Indeed, it follows from (2.10) and (†) that

|∇
◦

RcΣ| =O(|∇Rc|) + O( f −1|∇R|(1 + R)) + O( f −
1
2 |∇2R|) + O( f −

1
2 |Rc|(1 + R))

=O(R
3
2 ) + O( f −1R

3
2 (1 + R)) + O( f −

1
2 R2) + O( f −

1
2 R(1 + R)) = O(R

3
2 ).

Here, we have used (3.3). The other two equalities in (3.20) can be proved similarly by using

|∇iRm| ≤ BR
i
2
+1 for 0 ≤ i ≤ 4.

For any q ∈ E, we set R(q) = r−2 and r1 = C−1
1

r for a large constant C1 > 1 determined later.

Case 1: B(q, 2r1) ∩ Σ(s) = ∅.
From the fact that |∇R|2 = O(R3), we may assume that C1 is large enough so that

C−1
1 r−2 ≤ R ≤ C1r−2

on B(q, 2r1). It follows from Theorem 3.1 and the Bishop-Gromov volume comparison that

C−1
2 ≤

|B(q, r1)|
rn

1

≤ C2

for some C2 > 1. By the standard interpolation inequality (see [30, Theorem 7.28]) that for any

ǫ > 0

(∫

B(q,r1)

|∇
◦

RcΣ|2r6−n
1 dV

)
1
2

≤ǫ
(∫

B(q,r1)

|
◦

RcΣ|2r4−n
1 dV +

∫

B(q,r1)

|∇
◦

RcΣ|2r6−n
1 dV +

∫

B(q,r1)

|∇2
◦

RcΣ|2r8−n
1 dV

) 1
2

+C3ǫ
−1

(∫

B(q,r1)

|
◦

RcΣ|2r4−n
1 dV

)
1
2

≤ C4ǫ +C4ǫ
−1ǫ0,

where we have used (3.19) and (3.20). Plugging ǫ = ǫ
1
2

0
into the above inequality, we obtain

∫

B(q,r1)

|∇
◦

RcΣ|2 dV ≤ 2C4ǫ0rn−6
1 . (3.21)

Since |∇2
◦

RcΣ| ≤ C5r−4
1

by (3.20), it follows from mean value formula and (3.21) that

|∇
◦

RcΣ| ≤ C6ǫ
1
2

0
r−3

1 .
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In other words, we have proved that |∇
◦

RcΣ| = O(ǫ
1
2

0
R

3
2 ). The estimate of |∇2

◦
RcΣ| can be proved

similarly.

Case 2: B(q, 2r1) ∩ Σ(s) , ∅.
In this case, there exists q′ ∈ Σ(s) which can be connected by a shortest geodesic in E from q to

q′ such that its length is smaller than 2r1. From |∇R|2 = O(R3), R(q′) is almost equal to r−2, if C1 is

sufficiently large.

Next, we denote the induced metric on Σ(s) by gΣ and define δ1 > 0 to be the largest number

such that R ≤ 2r−2 on Ω := BgΣ(q
′, δ1r). In addition, we define ρ = 2

√

f and φt to be the family of

diffeomorphisms generated by ∇ρ/|∇ρ|2.

Now we define a map

Φ : Ω × (−δ2r, 0] −→ E

by Φ(z, t) = φt(z). We claim that there exists C7 > 1 such that δ2 ≥ C−1
7

and Φ∗g is close to

ḡ := gΣ + dt2 in C2 sense. More precisely,

|Φ∗g − ḡ|Ck(ḡ) = O(ǫ
1
2

1
r−k) (3.22)

for k = 0, 1, 2. We only prove the case k = 0, and the other cases are similar. We first compute for

any t ∈ (−δ2r, 0],

Φ∗g(∂t, ∂t) =
1

|∇ρ|2
=

f

|∇ f |2
= 1 +

R

f − R
= 1 + O(ǫ1). (3.23)

Next, we set g(t) to be Φ∗g restricted on Ω × {t}. From our definition of φt, we compute

∂tg(t) =
2
√

f

|∇ f |2
∇2 f =

2
√

f

|∇ f |2
(g(t) − 2Rc) = O( f −

1
2 R).

By integration, we have for any t ∈ (−δ2r, 0],

|g(t) − gΣ| = O(δ2r f −
1
2 R) = O(ǫ

1
2

1
), (3.24)

where for the last equality we have used |∇R|2 = O(R3) and (3.23). Combining (3.23) and (3.24),

(3.22) is proved.

From (3.22), it follows that g is almost a product metric on a neighborhood of Σ(s). By |∇R|2 =
O(R3) again, there exists C8 > 1 such that δ1 ≥ C−1

8
. Moreover, we can guarantee that B(q, 2r1)∩E ⊂

Φ (Ω × (−δ2r, 0]).

Therefore, the rest of the proof can be done similarly to Case 1 by considering a product neigh-

borhood of q with size r1 instead. �

Next, we prove that the scalar curvature is almost constant on any level set contained in E. We

first prove

Lemma 3.7. With the same assumptions above, on any level set Σ of f contained in E, we have

|∇ΣR| = O(ǫ
1
2

0
R

3
2 ).
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Proof. Recall the decomposition of Rc from (2.10). Direct calculation implies

1

2
∇aR =

n−1
∑

b=1

∇bRab + ∇nRan

=

n−1
∑

b=1

∇b

( ◦
Rab +

R

n − 1
gab + Tab

)

+ ∇nRan

=

n−1
∑

b=1

(

∇b

◦
Rab + ∇bTab

)

+
∇aR

n − 1
+ ∇nRan.

Therefore, we obtain

n − 3

2(n − 1)
∇aR =

n−1
∑

b=1

(

∇b

◦
Rab + ∇bTab

)

+ ∇nRan. (3.25)

It is clear from the definition that

∇bTab =
fab∇bR

|∇ f |2
=

(gab/2 − Rab)∇bR

|∇ f |2
.

Since Rab =
◦
Rab +

R
n−1

gab =
R

n−1
gab + O(ǫ0R), we have

n−1
∑

b=1

∇bTab =
1

|∇ f |2

(

∇aR

2
− R∇aR

n − 1
+ O(ǫ0R

5
2 )

)

=O( f −1R
3
2 (1 + R)) + O(ǫ0 f −1R

5
2 ) = O(ǫ0R

3
2 ). (3.26)

Moreover, we compute

∇nRan =
〈∇Ran,∇ f 〉
|∇ f | =

∆Ran − Ran + 2RaknlRkl

|∇ f |
=O( f −

1
2 R2) + O( f −1R

3
2 ) = O(ǫ0R

3
2 ). (3.27)

Combining (3.25),(3.26), (3.27) and Lemma 3.6, we immediately obtain

|∇aR| = O(ǫ
1
2

0
R

3
2 ).

�

Lemma 3.8. With the same assumptions above, for any level set Σ contained in E and x, y ∈ Σ, we

have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

R(x)

R(y)
− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= O(ǫ
1
2

0
).

Moreover, the diameter of Σ is O(R−
1
2 (x)).
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Proof. For the second fundamental form h of Σ, we have

hab =
fab

|∇ f | =
gab

2
− Rab

|∇ f | = O( f −
1
2 (1 + R))

and hence the mean curvature

H =
∑

haa = O( f −
1
2 (1 + R)).

We denote the intrinsic Ricci curvature and scalar curvature of Σ by R̃ab and R̃, respectively. It

follows from the Gauss curvature equation that

R̃ab =Rab − Ranbn + Hhab − hachcb

=Rab + O( f −1R(1 + R)) + O( f −1(1 + R)2) = Rab + O(ǫ2
0 R) (3.28)

where we have used (3.3) and (3.5).

Similarly,

R̃ =R − Rnn + H2 − |h|2

=R + O(ǫ2
0R). (3.29)

Combining (3.28), (3.29) and Lemma 3.6, we have

R̃ab =
R

n − 1
gab +

◦
Rab + O(ǫ2

0R)

=
R

n − 1
gab + O(ǫ0R) =

R̃

n − 1
gab + O(ǫ0R̃). (3.30)

Now we fix a point x ∈ Σ and set R(x) = r−2. By Lemma 3.7, we have |∇ΣR−
1
2 | ≤ C1ǫ

1
2

0
and hence

|R− 1
2 (y) − r| ≤ C1Lǫ

1
2

0
, (3.31)

provided that dΣ(x, y) ≤ L. From (3.29), (3.30) and (3.31), the proof of the Myers theorem indicates

that

diam Σ = O(r)

and hence by (3.31),

R(y) =

(

1 + O(ǫ
1
2

0
)

)

r−2.

In sum, the proof is complete. �

For later applications, we prove

Lemma 3.9. With the same assumptions above, we have on E,

|∆R| = O(ǫ
1
3

0
R2).
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Proof. It follows from definition that

∆R =

n−1
∑

a=1

∇2
aaR + ∇2

nnR. (3.32)

We shall estimate the different terms of the right-hand side of (3.32) separately.

Firstly, it is clear that

∇2
nnR =

∇2R(∇ f ,∇ f )

|∇ f |2

=
1

|∇ f |∇n〈∇R,∇ f 〉 − 1

|∇ f |2
∇2 f (∇R,∇ f )

=
1

|∇ f |∇n

(

∆R − R + 2|Rc|2
)

− 1

|∇ f |2

(

〈∇R,∇ f 〉
2

− Rc(∇R,∇ f )

)

=O( f −
1
2 R

3
2 (1 + R)) + O( f −1R(1 + R)) = O(ǫ0R2). (3.33)

Secondly, we move on to estimate ∇2
aaR. It follows from (3.25) that

n − 3

2(n − 1)
∇2

caR =

n−1
∑

b=1

(

∇c∇b

◦
Rab − ∇c∇bTab

)

+ ∇c∇nRan. (3.34)

In light of (3.20), we have

|∇c∇b

◦
Rab| = O(ǫ

1
3

0
R2). (3.35)

Recall that T is defined in (2.11). Direct calculation implies that

|∇c∇bTab| =O(|∇ f |−2|∇R||∇3 f |) + O(|∇ f |−2|∇2R||∇2 f |) + O(|∇ f |−2|Rc||∇2 f |2)

=O( f −1|∇R||∇Rc|) + O( f −1|∇2R|(1 + R)) + O( f −1|Rc|(1 + R)2)

=O( f −1R3) + O( f −1R2(1 + R)) + O( f −1R(1 + R)2) = O(ǫ2
0 R2). (3.36)

Here, we have used the fact that some components of ∇2T along the normal direction vanish. Fur-

thermore, we compute

∇c∇nRan =∇c

(

〈∇Ran,∇ f 〉
|∇ f |

)

= ∇c

(

∆Ran − Ran + 2RaknlRkl

|∇ f |

)

=O(|∇ f |−1(|∇3Rc| + |∇Rc| + |∇Rm||Rm|)) + O(|∇ f |−2 |∇2 f |(R + R2))

=O( f −
1
2 R

3
2 (1 + R)) + O( f −1R(1 + R)2) = O(ǫ0R2). (3.37)

Combining (3.34), (3.35), (3.36) and (3.37), we obtain

∇2
caR = O(ǫ

1
3

0
R2). (3.38)

Finally, it is clear that (3.32) follows from the combination of (3.33) and (3.38). The proof of

the lemma is complete. �
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For later applications, we prove

Lemma 3.10. With the same assumptions above, we have on E,

|∆Rab| = O(ǫ
1
3

0
R2).

Proof. By definition,

∆Rab = ∆

( ◦
Rab +

R

n − 1
gab − Tab.

)

(3.39)

It is clear from (3.18) and Lemma 3.9 that

∆

( ◦
Rab +

R

n − 1
gab

)

= O(ǫ
1
3

0
R2).

On the other hand, one can compute as (3.36) that |∆Tab | = O(ǫ2
0
R2). Now the conclusion follows

from (3.39). �

Now we consider a family of diffeomorphisms ϕt defined by























dϕt

dt
=
∇ f

|∇ f |2
,

ϕt0 = id on Σ(t0).

(3.40)

By abuse of notation, we set R = R(t) = R(ϕt(x)) for x ∈ Σ(t0). Direct calculation yields that

Rt =
〈∇R,∇ f 〉
|∇ f |2

=
∆R − R + 2|Rc|2

t − R
. (3.41)

On the one hand, we compute on E,

|Rc|2 =
n−1
∑

a,b=1

R2
ab + 2

n−1
∑

a=1

R2
an + R2

nn

=

n−1
∑

a,b=1

( ◦
Rab +

R

n − 1
gab

)2

+ 2

n−1
∑

a=1

R2
an + R2

nn

=
R2

n − 1
+ O(ǫ0R2) + O( f −1R3) + O( f −2R2(1 + R)2)

=
R2

n − 1
+ O(ǫ0R2), (3.42)

where we have used (3.4) and (3.5).

On the other hand, ∆R = O(ǫ
1
3

0
R2) from Lemma 3.9. Combining this with (3.42), we obtain from

(3.41) that

tRt =

(

2

n − 1
+ X

)

R2 − R (3.43)
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where X is a function such that

X =
O(ǫ

1
3

0
)t − 1 + 2

n−1
R

t − R
= O(ǫ

1
3

0
). (3.44)

Now we define

ǫ2 ≔ ǫ
1
4

0
(3.45)

and analyze different cases depending on whether R stays in the interval [n−1
2
− ǫ2,

n−1
2
+ ǫ2]. Notice

that by the assumption (†), on Σ(t0), R stays in this interval.

Cylindrical end

Without loss of generality, we assume that s is the largest number such that E = Σ(t0, s) satisfies

(†). Throughout this subsection, we assume on E

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

R − n − 1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ǫ2. (3.46)

Proposition 3.11. Under the assumption (3.46), there exists σ2 = σ2(n, A, B, δ0) > 0 such that if

ǫ0 ≤ σ2, then s = ∞.

Proof. We assume s < ∞ and derive a contradiction. By the definition of s, there exists a point

q ∈ Σ(s) such that at q either

R = ǫ1 f or |∇kRm| = BR
k
2
+1

for some 0 ≤ k ≤ 4. We claim that the first case cannot happen. Indeed, by (3.46) that

n − 1

2
+ ǫ2 ≥ R(q) = ǫ1 f (q) ≥ ǫ1t0 ≥ n

which is impossible.

To exclude the second case, we assume there exists a sequence of Ricci shrinkers (Mn
i
, gi, fi)

with the end Ei = Σ(t0,i, si) satisfying (†) and ǫ0,i → 0. Moreover, there exists a qi ∈ Σ(si) at which

|∇kRmi| = BR
k
2
+1

i
(3.47)

for a fixed 0 ≤ k ≤ 4.

Now we fix a small number δ < δ0/2 to be determined later and define xi to be a point such that

ψδ
i
(xi) = qi, where ψt is a family of diffeomorphisms defined in (2.12). We claim that such xi must

exist and lie in Ei. Indeed, from (2.12) we have for any t ≥ 0 that

d fi(ψ
t
i
(xi))

dt
=
|∇ fi|2(ψt

i
(xi))

1 − t
=

fi(ψ
t
i
(xi)) − Ri(ψ

t
i
(xi))

1 − t
≤

fi(ψ
t
i
(xi))

1 − t
.
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Therefore,

ti := fi(xi) ≥ si(1 − δ). (3.48)

In particular, xi ∈ Ei since (1 − δ0)si ≥ t0,i by our assumption (†). On the other hand, by (3.46) we

have for any 0 ≤ t ≤ δ,

d fi(ψ
t
i
(xi))

dt
=

fi(ψ
t
i
(xi)) − Ri(ψ

t
i
(xi))

1 − t
≥

fi(ψ
t
i
(xi)) − n

1 − t
.

By solving the above ODE, we obtain

ti ≤ (si − n)(1 − δ) + n = si(1 − δ) + nδ. (3.49)

Claim.

(Mi, xi, gi)
C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (S n−1 × R, pc, gc).

Proof of the Claim: From (3.48) and (3.49), for any L > 1 we have Bgi
(xi, L) ⊂ Ei, if i is

sufficiently large. Indeed, since 2
√

fi is 1-Lipschitz, we have for any y ∈ Bgi
(xi, L),

|2
√

fi(y) − 2
√

ti| = |2
√

fi(y) − 2
√

fi(xi)| ≤ L. (3.50)

Since limi→∞ ti = +∞ by (3.48), we obtain

lim
i→∞

fi(y)

ti
= 1 (3.51)

uniformly for y ∈ Bgi
(xi, L). By our assumptions (†) and (3.46), the Riemannian curvature |Rmi| is

uniformly bounded on Ei. Moreover, one can obtain the higher order estimates of Rmi on Bgi
(xi, L).

Indeed, we take δ1 := δ0/10 and for any (y, t) ∈ Bgi
(xi, L) × [−δ1, 0], we compute

|Rmi|(y, t) =
1

1 − t
|Rmi|(ψt

i(y), 0). (3.52)

Similar to (3.48), if i is sufficiently large, we obtain

fi(y) ≥ fi(ψ
t
i(y)) ≥ fi(y)

1 + δ1

≥ t0,i.

In other words, ψt
i
(y) ∈ Ei. Therefore, it is clear from (3.52) that |Rmi| is uniformly bounded on

Bgi
(xi, L)× [−δ1, 0]. Now the higher order estimates of |Rmi| follow from Shi’s local estimates [63].

From the above estimates of the curvature and Theorem 3.1, we conclude that

(Mn
i , xi, gi)

C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (Mn

∞, x∞, g∞),

where the limit is a complete smooth Riemannian manifold with bounded curvature. On the other

hand, if we define f̃i := t
− 1

2

i
( fi − ti), then

|∇gi
f̃i|2gi
=
|∇gi

fi|2gi

ti
=

fi − Ri

ti
. (3.53)
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In addition, we obtain

Hessgi
f̃i = t

− 1
2

i
Hessgi

fi =
1

2
t
− 1

2

i
gi − t

− 1
2

i
Rci. (3.54)

From the definition of f̃i and (3.50), we compute for any y ∈ Bgi
(xi, L) that

f̃i(y) = t
− 1

2

i
( fi(y) − ti) = t

− 1
2

i
(
√

fi(y) −
√

ti)(
√

fi(y) +
√

ti) ≤
3

2
L. (3.55)

Therefore, it follows from (3.53), (3.54), (3.55) and the standard regularity theorem for elliptic

equations that f̃i converges smoothly to a smooth function f∞ on M∞. Moreover, we conclude from

(3.54) that

Hessg∞ f∞ = 0. (3.56)

In addition, f∞ is not a constant since by (3.46) and (3.53),

|∇g∞ f∞|2 = 1.

From (3.56), we conclude that (M∞, g∞) is isometric to (Σ∞ × R, g′∞ × gE), where Σ∞ is the

level set of f∞. Since the second fundamental form of Σ∞ vanishes, it follows from (3.6) that the

sectional curvature of g′∞ on Σ∞ is identically 1
2(n−2)

. Therefore, it is clear that (M∞, g∞) is isometric

to (S n−1 × R, gc) and Claim is proved.

Now we fix the parameter δ small enough such that the pseudolocality Theorem [48, Theorem

24] can be applied. Combining with [17, Theorem 3.1], we conclude that for any L > 0,

|Rmi| ≤ C(n)

on Bgi
(xi, L) × [0, δ], if i is sufficiently large. Therefore, we conclude that

(Mi, xi, gi(t))t∈[0,δ]

C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (M∞, x∞, g∞(t))t∈[0,δ]

such that (M∞, g∞(t)) has unifomrly bounded curvature. From the uniqueness of the Ricci flow with

bounded curvature [25] and the Claim, we have

(M∞, x∞, g∞(t))t∈[0,δ] = (S n−1 × R, pc, gc(t))t∈[0,δ].

Therefore, for 0 ≤ k ≤ 4,

lim
i→∞

|∇kRmi|
R

k
2
+1

(qi, 0) = lim
i→∞

|∇kRmi|
R

k
2
+1

(xi, δ) =
|∇kRmgc

|

R
k
2
+1

gc

=



















√

2
(n−1)(n−2)

if k = 0,

0 if k > 0.

However, this contradicts (3.47) since B ≥ 1. In sum, we obtain a contradiction, and the proof is

complete. �

From Proposition 3.11, E is an end of the Ricci shrinker. Next, we show that any point in E far

away from Σ(t0) is the center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck.

23



Proposition 3.12. With the above assumptions (†) and (3.46), for any ǫ > 0, there exists a constant

η3 = η3(ǫ, n, δ0, A, B) > 0 such that if ǫ0 ≤ η3, then any point x ∈ Σ(η−1
3

t0,∞) ⊂ E is the center of

an evolving normalized ǫ-neck.

Proof. We prove it by contradiction. Suppose for fixed ǫ the conclusion does not hold. Then there

exists a sequence of Ricci shrinkers (Mn
i
, pi, gi, fi) satisfying all the assumptions with ǫ0,i → 0 and

xi ∈ Σ(i2t0,i,∞) which is not the center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck. By the identical proof as

that of Proposition 3.11, we conclude that

(Mi, xi, gi)
C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (S n−1 × R, pc, gc).

For a fixed number L > 0, we consider any spacetime point (y, t̄) ∈ Bgi
(xi, L) × [−L, 0]. From

0 ≤
d fi(ψ

t
i
(y))

dt
=

fi(ψ
t
i
(y)) − Ri(ψ

t
i
(y))

1 − t
≤

fi(ψ
t
i
(y))

1 − t
,

we have

fi(y) ≥ fi(ψ
t̄
i(y)) ≥ fi(y)

1 − t̄
≥ fi(y)

1 + L
. (3.57)

On the other hand, if we set fi(xi) = ti, then similar to (3.51),

lim
i→∞

fi(y)

ti
= 1 (3.58)

for y ∈ Bgi
(xi, L) uniformly. In particular, (3.57) and (3.58) imply ψt̄

i
(y) ∈ Ei since ti ≥ i2t0,i. Now

we compute

|Rmi|(y, t̄) =
|Rmi|(ψt̄

i
(y), 0)

1 − t̄

which is uniformly bounded for (y, t̄) ∈ Bgi
(xi, L) × [−L, 0]. Combining this fact with Theorem 3.1,

we conclude that

(Mi, xi, gi(t))t≤0

C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (Mn

∞, x∞, g∞(t))t≤0

such that (Mn
∞, g∞(t))t≤0 has uniformly bounded curvature. By the same proof as in Proposition

3.11, (Mn
∞, g∞(0)) = (S n−1 × R, gc). Therefore, it follows from the backward uniqueness of the

Ricci flow [39, Theorem 1.1] that g∞(t) = gc(t) for any t ≤ 0. However, this implies that xi is the

center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck for large i, which is a contradiction. �

Next, we show that E is asymptotic to the cylinder at some fixed rate depending only on n.

From Proposition 3.12, there exists a large number t′ > t0 such that on E′ := Σ(t′,∞) we have

|∇iRm| ≤ C(n)R
i
2
+1
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for any 0 ≤ i ≤ 4 and Theorem 3.1 holds for some κ depending only on n. Therefore, it follows

from (3.17) that on E′ we have

∆ΣG ≥ 〈∇G,∇ f 〉 − c2 f −1(1 + R)|〈∇G,∇ f 〉| − 2〈∇G,∇ log R〉Σ + c1RG − c2 f −1R(1 + R),

where G =
|Rm|2

R2 − 2
(n−1)(n−2)

and c1, c2 depend only on n. If we set k(t) = supΣ(t) G, then for any

t ≥ t′, there exists a maximum point z ∈ Σ(t) such that at z,

0 ≥ 〈∇G,∇ f 〉 − c4t−1|〈∇G,∇ f 〉| + c3Rk − c4Rt−1, (3.59)

for c3 and c4 depending on n, where we have used the fact that R is uniformly bounded on E.

If k(t) ≥ 2c4c−1
3

t−1, then by (3.59) we have

0 ≥ 〈∇G,∇ f 〉 − c3t−1|〈∇G,∇ f 〉| + c4

2
Rk. (3.60)

It is clear from (3.60) that 〈∇G,∇ f 〉 ≤ 0 at z. Therefore, we obtain

k′(t) ≤ 〈∇G,∇ f 〉
|∇ f |2

(z) ≤ − c4Rk(t)

2|∇ f |2(1 − c3t−1)
(z) ≤ −τ1k(t)t−1 (3.61)

for τ1 = τ1(n) ∈ (0, 1), where the last inequality follows from (3.46). If we consider max{k(t), 2c4c−1
3

t−1}
and (3.61), it is easy to see that for any t ≥ t′,

k(t) = O(t−τ1 ). (3.62)

Combining (3.62) with (3.7), we conclude that

|
◦

RmΣ|
R
= O(t−τ2 ), (3.63)

on Σ(t), where τ2 = τ1/2.

Next, we prove

Proposition 3.13. With the above assumptions, for any sequence xi ∈ E with xi → ∞, we have

(M, xi, g)
C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

(

S n−1 × R, pc, gc

)

.

Proof. For any sequence xi → ∞ with ti = f (xi), we conclude that

(Mi, xi, gi)
C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (M∞, x∞, g∞),

where the limit is a complete smooth Riemannian manifold. Here, the smooth convergence follows

from the same proof as that of the Claim in Proposition 3.11. Moreover, by considering fi =

t
− 1

2

i
( fi − ti), we can show as in Proposition 3.11 that the limit (M∞, g∞) splits isometrically as (Σ∞ ×

R, g′∞×gE). From (3.63), it is clear that (Σ∞, g
′
∞) is isometric to (S n−1, gS ) up to scaling, where gS is

the standard metric on S n−1 such that the scalar curvature is n−1
2

. In particular, if the limit (M∞, g∞)

is a Ricci shrinker, then (Σ∞, g
′
∞) is exactly isometric to (S n−1, gS ).

Therefore, we conclude from [54, Proposition 5.2] that for any xi →∞

(Mi, xi, gi)
C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (S n−1 × R, pc, gc)

and the proof is complete. �
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If we denote the induced metric on Σ(t) by g̃(t), then it follows from (3.63), Proposition 3.13 and

the same proof as in [53, Theorem 4.1, Page 919-922] that

g̃(t) = gS + O(t−τ), (3.64)

where τ = τ(n) > 0. Similar estimates also hold for the higher derivatives of g̃(t). Now we define a

map

Ψ : S n−1 × [t0,∞) −→ E

by Ψ(z, t) = ϕt(z). Here ϕt is defined in (3.40) and we have identified S n−1 with Σ(t0) by a diffeo-

morphism.

Therefore, it follows from (3.64) that on S n−1 × {t},

|Ψ∗g − gc| = O(t−τ).

If we consider the estimates of the second fundamental form, then the estimates for all higher

derivatives can also be derived. More precisely, we have on S n−1 × {t} that

|∇k
gc

(Ψ∗g)| = O(t−τk )

for some τk = τk(n) > 0. In other words, the end E is smoothly asymptotic to S n−1 × R.

Remark 3.14. In [53, Theorem 1.6], Munteanu and Wang have obtained a similar result with

an extra assumption that the Ricci shrinker considered has uniformly bounded curvature. This

assumption plays an important role in [53, Theorem 3.1] for getting the higher-order estimates

|∇kRm| ≤ BkR
k
2
+1 for any k ≥ 0. Notice that we drop the uniformly bounded curvature condition by

applying the pseudolocality theorem (cf. [48, Corollary 10.6], [58, Theorem 10.1], [67, Theorem

1.2 ]).

Conical end

In this subsection, we assume that (3.46) is violated in one direction and hence there exists a t1 ∈
(t0,∞) such that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

R − n − 1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ǫ2 (3.65)

on Σ(t0, t1) and

min
Σ(t1)

R =
n − 1

2
− ǫ2. (3.66)

We define

E1
≔ Σ(t1, s) ⊂ E. (3.67)
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Proposition 3.15. With the assumptions above, there exist positive constants ĉ1 and ĉ2 depending

only on n, A and B such that if ǫ0 is sufficiently small, then

1
2

n−1
+ ĉ2ǫ2t−1

1
t
≤ R(x) ≤ 1

2
n−1
+ ĉ1ǫ2t−1

1
t

(3.68)

for any x ∈ E1, where t = f (x).

Proof. In the proof, all constants ci, i = 1, 2, · · · depend only on n, A and B.

By our assumption, there exists x ∈ Σ(t1) such that

R(x) =
n − 1

2
− ǫ2.

From Lemma 3.8, we may assume on Σ(t1),

n − 1

2
− 3

2
ǫ2 ≤ R ≤ n − 1

2
− 1

2
ǫ2. (3.69)

In addition, it follows from (3.43) and (3.44) that

(

2

n − 1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0

)

R2 − R ≤ tRt ≤
(

2

n − 1
+ c1ǫ

1
3

0

)

R2 − R (3.70)

for some constant c1 > 0. By considering the ODE with the given initial values in (3.69), we obtain

1

2
n−1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0
+ c3ǫ2t−1

1
t

≤ R(t) ≤ 1

2
n−1
+ c1ǫ

1
3

0
+ c2ǫ2t−1

1
t

(3.71)

for any t ≥ t1. Here, the constants c2 and c3 are determined by

1

2
n−1
+ c1ǫ

1
3

0
+ c2ǫ2

=
n − 1

2
− 1

2
ǫ2 (3.72)

and

1

2
n−1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0
+ c3ǫ2

=
n − 1

2
− 3

2
ǫ2. (3.73)

It is clear from (3.71), (3.72), (3.73) and the definition of ǫ2 that (3.68) holds if ǫ0 is sufficiently

small. �

Similar to Proposition (3.11), we have the following result.

Proposition 3.16. Under the assumptions (†), (3.65) and (3.66), there exists σ3 = σ3(n, σ0, A, B) >

0 such that if ǫ0 ≤ σ3, then s = ∞.
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Proof. We prove it by contradiction. Similar to Proposition (3.11), we assume there exists a se-

quence of Ricci shrinkers (Mi, gi, fi) with the end Ei = Σ(t0,i, si) satisfying (†), (3.65) and (3.66)

with ǫ0,i → 0. Moreover, there exists a point qi ∈ Σ(si) at which

|∇kRmi| = BR
k
2
+1

gi

for a fixed 0 ≤ k ≤ 4.

Claim 1.

lim inf
i→∞

ǫ2,i
si

t1,i
> 0. (3.74)

Proof of Claim 1: Otherwise, it follows from the assumption (3.65) and (3.68) that

lim sup
i→∞

max
Σ(t0,i ,si)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Ri −
n − 1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0.

Therefore, the same proof of Proposition 3.11 yields a contradiction.

Now we set r−2
i
= 2

n−1
Ri(qi), then it follows from (3.68) that

ri =

√

1 +
n − 1

2
σisi ≥ 1

where

ĉ1ǫ2,it
−1
1,i ≤ σi ≤ ĉ2ǫ2,it

−1
1,i .

Next we fix a constant δ = δ(n) ∈ (0, 1/20) determined later and prove the following result.

Claim 2. There exists a constant c1 = c1(n) > 0 such that for any t ∈ [−2δr2
i
, 0],

si

1 + |t| ≤ fi(ψ
t
i(qi)) ≤

si − c1

1 + |t| + c1 (3.75)

Proof of Claim 2: For any t ∈ [−2δr2
i
, 0] we have

d fi(ψ
t
i
(qi))

dt
=
|∇gi

fi|2gi

1 − t
(ψt

i(qi)) =
fi − Ri

1 − t
(ψt

i(qi))

Since 0 ≤ Ri(ψ
t
i
(qi)) ≤ c1, it is clear that

fi(ψ
t
i
(qi)) − c1

1 − t
≤

d fi(ψ
t
i
(qi))

dt
≤

fi(ψ
t
i
(qi))

1 − t
.

By solving the above ODE, we immediately obtain (3.75).

Now we set qt
i

:= ψt
i
(qi) and st

i
:= fi(ψ

t
i
(qi)). Moreover, for any fixed number L > 1 and

t ∈ [−2δr2
i
, 0], we consider y ∈ Bgi

(

qt
i
, L(1 + |t|)− 1

2 ri

)

and obtain

|2
√

fi(y) − 2

√

st
i
| = |2

√

fi(y) − 2

√

fi(q
t
i
)| ≤ Lri√

1 + |t|
= L

√

1 + n−1
2
σisi

1 + |t| .
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From (3.75) and the fact that limi→∞ σi = 0, we obtain

lim
i→∞

fi(y)

st
i

= 1 (3.76)

uniformly for (y, t) ∈ Bgi

(

qt
i
, L(1 + |t|)− 1

2 ri

)

× [−2δr2
i
, 0].

In particular, for (y, t) ∈ Bgi

(

qt
i
, L(1 + |t|)− 1

2 ri

)

× [−2δr2
i
,−L−1r2

i
], we obtain

st
i ≥

si

1 + |t| ≥
si

1 + 2δr2
i

≥ t1,i, (3.77)

where we have used (3.74) for the last inequality. Moreover, since ri ≥ 1, we have

st
i ≤

si − c1

1 + |t| + c1 ≤
si − c1

1 + L−1r2
i

+ c1 ≤
si − c1

1 + L−1
+ c1.

Therefore, it follows from (3.76) that

t1,i ≤ fi(y) ≤ si

for sufficiently large i, which implies that y ∈ E1
i
.

Claim 3. If we set g̃i(t) = r−2
i

gi(r
2
i
t), then

(Mi, qi, g̃i(t))t∈[−δ,0)

C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (Mn

∞, q∞, g∞(t))t∈[−δ,0)

for a complete smooth Ricci flow (Mn
∞, g∞(t))t∈[−δ,0) with uniformly bounded curvature.

Proof of Claim 3: For any L > 1 and (y, t) ∈ Bgi

(

qt
i
, L(1 + |t|)− 1

2 ri

)

× [−2δr2
i
,−L−1r2

i
] it follows

from (3.68) and (3.76) that

Ri(y) ≤ 1
2

n−1
+ ĉ1

ǫ2,i

t1,i
fi(y)

≤ 2
2

n−1
+ ĉ1

ǫ2,i

t1,i
st

i

.

Therefore, we obtain

1

1 + |t|Ri(y) ≤
st

i

si

Ri(y) ≤ 2

si

1
2

n−1
(st

i
)−1 + ĉ1

ǫ2,i

t1,i

≤ K
2

n−1
+ ĉ2

ǫ2,i

t1,i
si

≤ KRi(qi) =
n − 1

2
Kr−2

i . (3.78)

Here, K := 2(1 + ĉ2/ĉ1) and the third inequality follows from (3.74).

From (3.78), it is clear that Rg̃i
(y, t) is uniformly bounded for any t ∈ [−2δ,−L−1] and y ∈

Bg̃i(t)(qi, L). Since |Rmg̃i
| is controlled by Rg̃i

by our assumption (†), we immediately conclude from

the Shi’s local estimates and Theorem 3.1 that

(Mi, qi, g̃i(t))t∈[−δ,0)

C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (Mn

∞, q∞, g∞(t))t∈[−δ,0)

for a complete smooth Ricci flow (Mn
∞, g∞(t))t∈[−δ,0) with uniformly bounded curvature.

We have
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Claim 4. There exists a constant λ ≥ K−1 such that

(M∞, g∞(−δ)) = (S n−1 × R, λgc),

where K is the same constant in (3.78).

Proof of Claim 4: We set

f̃i := r−1
i t
− 1

2

i
(Fi(−δr2

i ) − ti),

where Fi(t) := (1 − t) fi(t) and ti := Fi(−δr2
i
)(qi). From a direct calculation,

|∇g̃i(−δ) f̃i|2g̃i(−δ) =
|∇gi(−δr2

i
)Fi(−δr2

i
)|2

gi(−δr2
i
)

ti
=

Fi(−δr2
i
) − (1 + δr2

i
)2Rgi(−δr2

i
)

ti
, (3.79)

where we have used the identity (1 − t)2Ri + |∇Fi |2 = Fi. From (3.78), we obtain (1 + δr2
i
)Rgi(−δr2

i
)

is uniformly bounded on Bg̃i(−δ)(qi, L). Moreover,

ti = (1 + δr2
i ) fi(q

−δr2
i

i
) = (1 + δr2

i )s
−δr2

i

i
, (3.80)

Therefore, it follows from (3.77) that

lim
i→∞

(1 + δr2
i
)2Rgi(−δr2

i
)

ti
= 0 (3.81)

uniformly on Bg̃i(−δ)(qi, L). On the other hand, it follows from (3.79) that Fi(−δr2
i
) is ri/2-Lipschitz

with respect to g̃i(−δ). Therefore, for any y ∈ Bg̃i(−δ)(qi, L),

f̃i(y) =r−1
i t
− 1

2

i
(Fi(y,−δr2

i ) − ti)

=r−1
i t
− 1

2

i
(

√

Fi(y,−δr2
i
) −
√

ti)(

√

Fi(y,−δr2
i
) +
√

ti)

≤r−1
i t
− 1

2

i

L

2
ri3
√

ti ≤
3

2
L, (3.82)

where we have used the fact that limi→∞ t−1
i

r2
i
= 0 from (3.80). Then it is clear that

lim
i→∞

Fi(−δr2
i
)

ti
= lim

i→∞

f̃irit
1
2

i
+ ti

ti
= 1

uniformly on Bg̃i(−δ)(qi, L). In addition, we compute

Hessg̃i(−δ) f̃i

=r−1
i t
− 1

2

i
Hessgi(−δr2

i
)Fi

=
1

2
r−1

i t
− 1

2

i
gi(−δr2

i ) − (1 + δr2
i )r−1

i t
− 1

2

i
Rcgi(−δr2

i
)

=
1

2
rit
− 1

2

i
g̃i(−δ) − (1 + δr2

i )r−1
i t
− 1

2

i
Rcg̃i(−δ). (3.83)
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Therefore, it follows from (3.82), (3.83) and the standard regularity theorem for elliptic equations

that f̃i converges smoothly to a smooth function f∞ on M∞ and

Hessg∞ f∞ = 0, (3.84)

since lim
i→∞

t−1
i r2

i = 0. Furthermore, it follows from the combination of (3.79), (3.80) and (3.81) that

|∇g∞ f∞|2 = 1. (3.85)

Therefore, f∞ is not a constant. From (3.84) and (3.85), we conclude that (M∞, g∞) is isometric to

(Σ∞ × R, g′∞ × gE), where Σ∞ is the level set of f∞. It follows immediately from Lemma 3.8 that

(M∞, g∞) = (S n−1 × R, λgc) for some constant λ > 0. Notice that (M∞, g∞) cannot be flat Rn since

by (3.68) and (3.75) that Ri(q
−δ
i

)/Ri(qi) ≥ C > 0 uniformly. From the estimate (3.78), it is clear that

λ ≥ K−1.

Now we fix the parameter δ = δ(n) > 0 small enough such that the pseudolocality Theorem [48,

Theorem 24] can be applied. Combining with [17, Theorem 3.1], we conclude that for any L > 0,

|Rmg̃i
| ≤ C(n)

on Bg̃i
(qi, L) × [−δ, 0], if i is sufficiently large. Therefore, we conclude that

(Mi, qi, g̃i(t))t∈[−δ,0]

C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (S n−1 × R, pc, gc(t))t∈[−δ,0]

since Rg̃i
(qi, 0) = n−1

2
. Therefore, we can derive the contradiction as in the proof of Proposition 3.11.

�

Proposition 3.16 implies that E is an end of the Ricci shrinker. Moreover, it follows from (3.68)

and (†) that |Rm| is quadratically decaying. It is well-known (e.g., [40]) that the tangent cone at

infinity concerning this end is a metric cone over a smooth cross-section.

Next, we show that any point in E far away from Σ(t0) is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck. We

only sketch the proof as it is similar to the proofs of Proposition 3.12 and Proposition 3.16.

Proposition 3.17. Under the assumptions (†), (3.65) and (3.66), for any ǫ > 0, there exists a

constant η4 = η4(ǫ, n, δ0, A, B) > 0 such that if ǫ0 ≤ η4, then any point x ∈ Σ(η−1
4

t0,∞) ⊂ E1 is the

center of an evolving ǫ-neck.

Proof. We prove it by contradiction. Suppose for fixed ǫ, n and A the conclusion does not hold.

Then there exists a sequence of Ricci shrinkers (Mn
i
, pi, gi, fi) satisfying all the assumptions and

xi ∈ Σ(i2t0,i,∞) which is not the center of an evolving ǫ-neck. Now we set ti = fi(xi). We claim that

lim inf
i→∞

ǫ2,i
ti

t1,i
> 0. (3.86)

Otherwise, it follows from the assumption (3.65) and (3.68) that

lim sup
i→∞

max
Σ(t0,i ,ti)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Ri −
n − 1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0.
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Therefore, the same proof of Proposition (3.12) shows that xi is the center of an evolving normalized

ǫ-neck for sufficiently large i.

By the same proof as in that of Proposition 3.16 we have

(Mi, xi, g̃i)
C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

(

S n−1 × R, pc, gc

)

(3.87)

where g̃i = r−2
i

gi and Ri(xi) =
n−1

2
r−2

i
. For a fixed number L > 1 and y ∈ Bgi

(xi, Lri), one can prove

as (3.76) that

lim
i→∞

fi(y)

ti
= 1

uniformly for y, where ti = fi(xi). If we set ψt
i
(y) = yt, then we can prove as (3.75) that

9

10

ti

1 + |t| ≤ fi(y
t) ≤ 11

10

ti

1 + |t| (3.88)

for any (y, t) ∈ Bgi
(xi, Lr2

i
) × [−Lr2

i
, 0]. Since

ri =

√

1 +
n − 1

2
σiti

for some

ĉ1ǫ2,it
−1
1,i ≤ σi ≤ ĉ2ǫ2,it

−1
1,i ,

it is clear from (3.86) and (3.88) that

fi(y
t) ≥ 9

10

ti

1 + Lr2
i

=
9

10

ti

1 + L(1 + n−2
2
σiti)

≥ t1,i.

In particular, yt ∈ E1
i
. Therefore, we can apply (3.68) and prove exactly as (3.78) that

1

1 + |t|Ri(y
t) ≤ fi(y

t)

fi(y)
Ri(y

t) ≤ 2

ti

1
2

n−1
u−1

i
+ ĉ1

ǫ2,i

t1,i

≤ K
2

n−1
+ ĉ2

ǫ2,i

t1,i
ti
≤ Kr−2

i

for (y, t) ∈ Bgi
(xi, Lr2

i
) × [−Lr2

i
, 0], where ui = fi(y

t). Therefore, we conclude that for g̃i(t) :=

r−2
i

gi(r
2
i
t), Rg̃i

(y, t) is uniformly bounded on Bg̃i(0)(y, L) × [−L, 0] since

Rg̃i
(y, t) =

r2
i

1 + |t|Ri(y
t) ≤ K.

Then it is clear as before that

(Mi, xi, g̃i(t))t≤0

C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (Mn

∞, x∞, g∞(t))t≤0

for a complete smooth Ricci flow solution (M∞, g∞(t))t≤0 with uniformly bounded curvature. From

(3.87) and the backward uniqueness of the Ricci flow [39, Theorem 1.1], we conclude that

(M∞, g∞(t))t≤0 = (S n−1 × R, gc(t))t≤0.

However, this implies that xi is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck for large i, which is a contradiction.

�
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Cap region

In this subsection, we assume that (3.46) is violated in the other direction and hence there exists a

t2 ∈ (t0,∞) such that on Σ(t0, t2)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

R − n − 1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ǫ2 (3.89)

and

max
Σ(t2)

R =
n − 1

2
+ ǫ2. (3.90)

Now we set E2 = Σ(t2, s) ⊂ E and prove the following result.

Proposition 3.18. With the assumptions above, there exists a positive constants ĉ3, ĉ4 depending

only on n, A and B such that

1
2

n−1
− ĉ3ǫ2t−1

2
t
≤ R(x) ≤ 1

2
n−1
− ĉ4ǫ2t−1

2
t

(3.91)

for any x ∈ E2, where t = f (x). Moreover, R(ψt(x)) is increasing for t ≥ 0 as long as ψt(x) stays in

E2.

Proof. By our assumption, there exists z ∈ Σ(t2) such that

R(z) =
n − 1

2
+ ǫ2.

From Lemma 3.8, we may assume on Σ(t2) that

n − 1

2
+

1

2
ǫ2 ≤ R ≤ n − 1

2
+

3

2
ǫ2. (3.92)

Recall from (3.70) we have

(

2

n − 1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0

)

R2 − R ≤ tRt ≤
(

2

n − 1
+ c1ǫ

1
3

0

)

R2 − R (3.93)

for some constant c1 = c1(n) > 0. By considering the ODE with the given initial values in (3.92),

we obtain

1

2
n−1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0
− c2ǫ2t−1

2
t

≤ R(t) ≤ 1

2
n−1
+ c1ǫ

1
3

0
− c3ǫ2t−1

2
t

(3.94)

for any t ≥ t2. Here, the constants c2 and c3 are determined by

1

2
n−1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0
− c2ǫ2

=
n − 1

2
+

1

2
ǫ2. (3.95)
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and

1

2
n−1
+ c1ǫ

1
3

0
− c3ǫ2

=
n − 1

2
+

3

2
ǫ2. (3.96)

It is clear from (3.94), (3.95), (3.96) and the definition of ǫ2 that (3.91) holds if ǫ0 is sufficiently

small. Now the last statement follows from (3.91) and (3.93) since on E2,

(

2

n − 1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0

)

R2 − R > 0.

�

Parallel to Proposition (3.11) and Proposition 3.16, we have the following result.

Proposition 3.19. Under the assumptions (†), (3.89) and (3.90), there exists σ4 = σ4(n, δ0, A, B) >

0 such that if ǫ0 ≤ σ4, then s < ∞ and there exists a point q ∈ Σ(s) such that

R(q) = ǫ1 f (q), (3.97)

if ǫ0 is sufficiently small.

Proof. By (3.91), the scalar curvature blowup before the time t =
2t2

(n−1)ǫ2 ĉ4
. Therefore, we must have

s < ∞. We move on to show (3.97).

From our definition of E in (†), there exists a point q ∈ Σ(s) such that at q either

R = ǫ1 f or |∇kRm| = BR
k
2
+1

for some 0 ≤ k ≤ 4. Notice that the second possibility can be excluded exactly as Proposition 3.16,

if ǫ0 is sufficiently small and we sketch the proof below.

Assume there exists a sequence of Ricci shrinkers (Mi, gi, fi) with the end Ei = Σ(t0,i, si) satisfy-

ing (†), (3.89) and (3.90) with ǫ0,i → 0. Moreover, there exists a qi ∈ Σ(si) at which

|∇kRmi| = BR
k
2
+1

i

for a fixed 0 ≤ k ≤ 4.

Claim 1.

lim inf
i→∞

ǫ2,i
si

t2,i
> 0. (3.98)

Proof of Claim 1: Otherwise, it follows from the assumption (3.89) and (3.91) that

lim sup
i→∞

max
Σ(t0,i ,si)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Ri −
n − 1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0.

Therefore, the same proof of Proposition (3.11) yields a contradiction.
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Now we set r−2
i
= 2

n−1
Ri(qi). Then it is clear from (3.91) that ri ≤ 1. Moreover, we define

qt
i
= ψt

i
(qi), st

i
= fi(q

t
i
) and fix a constant δ = δ(n) ∈ (0, 1/20) determined later.

Claim 2. For any t ∈ [−2δr2
i
, 0], we have

si

1 + |t| ≤ st
i ≤

si

(1 + |t|)1−ǫ1,i
. (3.99)

Proof of Claim 2: For any t ∈ [−2δr2
i
, 0] we have

d fi(q
t
i
)

dt
=
|∇gi

fi|2gi

1 − t
(qt

i) =
fi − Ri

1 − t
(qt

i).

Since 0 ≤ Ri(q
t
i
) ≤ ǫ1,i fi(q

t
i
) by our assumptions, it is clear that

(1 − ǫ1,i)
fi(q

t
i
)

1 − t
≤

d fi(q
t
i
)

dt
≤

fi(q
t
i
)

1 − t
.

By solving the above ODE, we immediately obtain (3.99).

Claim 3. For any fixed number L > 1, t ∈ [−2δr2
i
,−L−1r2

i
] and y ∈ Bgi

(

qt
i
, L(1 + |t|)− 1

2 ri

)

, we

have

si

1 + 2δ
≤ fi(y) ≤ si (3.100)

for sufficiently large i.

Proof of Claim 3: We compute

|2
√

fi(y) − 2

√

st
i
| = |2

√

fi(y) − 2

√

fi(q
t
i
)| ≤ Lri√

1 + |t|
.

Therefore, it follows from (3.99) that

2
√

fi(y) ≤ 2

√

st
i
+

Lri√
1 + |t|

≤
2
√

si

(1 + |t|)
1−ǫ1,i

2

+
Lri√
1 + |t|

. (3.101)

Since L−1r2
i
≤ |t| ≤ δr2

i
≤ δ, there exists a universal constant c1 > 0 such that

2
√

si −
2
√

si

(1 + |t|)
1−ǫ1,i

2

≥ c1|t|
√

si ≥ c1L−1r2
i

√
si ≥

Lri√
1 + |t|

. (3.102)

Here, the last inequality follows from the fact that lim supi→∞ s−1
i

r−2
i
= 0 since Ri ≤ ǫ1,i fi on

Ei. Therefore, the second inequality in Claim 3 follows from (3.101) and (3.102). Similarly, we

compute

2
√

fi(y) ≥ 2

√

st
i
− Lri√

1 + |t|
≥

2
√

si − L
√

1 + |t|
≥

2
√

si√
1 + 2δ

since limi→∞ si = ∞ and |t| ≤ δ. Therefore, the first inequality in Claim 3 follows.
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Combining (3.98) and (3.100), we conclude that y ∈ E2
i
.

Claim 4. If we set g̃i(t) = r−2
i

gi(r
2
i
t), then

(Mi, qi, g̃i(t))t∈[−δ,0]

C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (S n−1 × R, pc, gc(t))t∈[−δ,0]

for a complete smooth Ricci flow (Mn
∞, g∞(t))t∈[−δ,0) with uniformly bounded curvature.

Proof of Claim 4: For any L > 1 and (y, t) ∈ Bgi

(

qt
i
, L(1 + |t|)− 1

2 ri

)

× [−2δr2
i
,−L−1r2

i
], it follows

from Proposition 3.18 that Ri(y) is bounded above by Ri(φ
u(y)), where u = s− f (y). Since the scalar

curvature is almost constant on Σ(s) by Lemma 3.8, we have

1

1 + |t|Ri(y) ≤ (n − 1)r−2
i .

The rest of the proof follows exactly like that of Proposition 3.16, and we can derive a contradiction

as before.

In sum, the proof is complete. �

Corollary 3.20. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.19, there exists ĉ5 = ĉ5(n, A, B) > 0 such

that

s ≥ ĉ5

ǫ2

t2 and R(q) ≥ ĉ5

ǫ2

. (3.103)

Proof. By our assumption (†), R(q) = ǫ1 f (q) ≥ n. Therefore, it follows from (3.91) that

s ≥ n + 1

n(n − 1)ĉ4

t2

ǫ2

.

Consequently,

R(q) = ǫ1s ≥ n + 1

n(n − 1)ĉ4

ǫ1t2

ǫ2

≥ n + 1

(n − 1)ĉ4

1

ǫ2

.

�

Next, we show that any point in E far away from Σ(t0) is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck. We

omit the proof as it is similar to the proofs of Proposition 3.17 and Proposition 3.19.

Proposition 3.21. Under the assumptions (†), (3.65) and (3.66), for any ǫ > 0, there exists η5 =

η5(ǫ, n, δ0, A, B) > 0 such that if ǫ0 ≤ η5, then any point x ∈ Σ(η−1
5

t0, s) ⊂ E2 is the center of an

evolving ǫ-neck.

For later applications, we show that any point in E2 has a positive curvature operator.

Proposition 3.22. Under the assumptions (†), (3.65) and (3.66), there exists σ5 = σ5(n, A, B) > 0

such that if ǫ0 ≤ σ5, then

Rm ≥ δǫ2

R2

f

for δ = δ(n) > 0 on E2.
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Proof. From (3.6), we have

Rabcd =
R

(n − 1)(n − 2)
(gacgbd − gadgbc) + O(ǫ0R).

Moreover, it follows from (2.2) that

Rabcn =
Rabcl fl

|∇ f | =
∇bRac − ∇aRbc

|∇ f | =
∇b

◦
Rac − ∇a

◦
Rbc +

∇bRgac

n−1
− ∇aRgbc

n−1

|∇ f | .

Therefore, it is clear from (3.18) and Lemma 3.7 that

Rabcn = O(ǫ
1
2

0
f −

1
2 R

3
2 ).

In addition, from the computation in the proof of Proposition 2.2, we have

Rancn =
2RakclRkl − RkcRka − Rac/2 + ∆Rac − ∇2

acR/2

|∇ f |2
. (3.104)

From direct calculations,

2RakclRkl =2RabcdRbd + 2RabcnRbn + 2RancnRnn

=2RabcdRbd + O( f −1R3) + O( f −2R4)

=
2R

(n − 1)(n − 2)
(gacgbd − gadgbc)Rbd + O(ǫ0R2) + O(ǫ1R2)

=
2R2gac

(n − 1)(n − 2)
− 2RRac

(n − 1)(n − 2)
− 2RRnn

(n − 1)(n − 2)
+ O(ǫ0R2)

=
2R2gac

(n − 1)2
+ O(ǫ0R2), (3.105)

where we have used (3.4) and (3.5). In addition,

RkcRka = RbcRab + RcnRan =
R2

(n − 1)2
+ O(ǫ0R2). (3.106)

Combining (3.105), (3.106), (3.38) and Lemma 3.10, it follows from (3.104) that

Rancn =
1

|∇ f |2

(

R2

(n − 1)2
− R

2(n − 1)

)

gac + O(ǫ
1
3

0
f −1R2). (3.107)

Since R ≥ n−1
2
+

ǫ2

2
on E2, we obtain from (3.107) that

Ranan ≥ c1ǫ2

R2

f

for some constant c1 = c1(n) > 0. For any two-form w, we decompose it as

w = w̃ + xaea ∧ en,
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where w̃ is the two-form on Σ. If we set |x| =
√

∑n−1
a=1 x2

a, then we compute

Rm(w,w) =Rm(w̃, w̃) + 2xaRm(w̃, ea ∧ en) + xaxbRanbn

≥ R

(n − 1)(n − 2)
|w̃|2 − c2ǫ0R|w̃|2 − c2|x||w̃|ǫ

1
2

0
f −

1
2 R

3
2 + xaxbRanbn

≥ R

(n − 1)(n − 2)
|w̃|2 − c2ǫ0R|w̃|2 − c2|x||w̃|ǫ

1
2

0
f −

1
2 R

3
2 + c1|x|2ǫ2 f −1R2 − c3|x|2ǫ

1
3

0
f −1R2

for some constants c2 and c3 depending only on n, A and B. Since ǫ2 = ǫ
1
4

0
, it follows from the mean

value inequality that

Rm(w,w) ≥ c1

2
ǫ2 f −1R2(|x|2 + |w̃|2) =

c1

2
ǫ2 f −1R2|w|2,

if ǫ0 is sufficiently small. �

4 Estimates on the cap region

Throughout this section, we assume (†), (3.89), (3.90) and ǫ0 is small enough such that Proposition

3.19 holds. We will fix ǫ1 and choose ǫ′
1

to be a small parameter which may depend on ǫ1. In

particular, we assume ǫ′
1
≤ ǫ

1
2

1
and hence ǫ0 = ǫ

1
2

1
which is also fixed.

Define

D ≔ the connected component of M\IntΣ(t0, s) containing Σ(s). (4.1)

From Proposition 3.18 there exists a point q ∈ Σ(s) such that

R(q) = ǫ1 f (q) = ǫ1s.

First we prove

Proposition 4.1. Under the above assumptions, there exist positive constants m1,m2 depending

only on n such that

0.9

ǫ−1
1
+ m2L

≤ R(y)

s
≤ 1.1

ǫ−1
1
+ m1L

(4.2)

for any L ∈ [0, s/2] and y ∈ Σ(s − L).

Proof. We first prove Σ(s/2, s) ⊂ E2. Otherwise, there exist s1 ∈ [s/2, s] and a point x ∈ Σ(s1) such

that Σ(s1, s) ⊂ E2 and

R(x) =
n − 1

2
+ ǫ2. (4.3)
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From (3.70) we have on E that

tRt ≥
(

2

n − 1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0

)

R2 − R.

Consequently, solving the ODE yields that

R(qt) ≥ 1

2
n−1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0
− δ1t

(4.4)

for any t ∈ [s1, s], where qt = φt−s(q) ∈ Σ(t) and δ1 is determined by

ǫ1s = R(q) =
1

2
n−1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0
− δ1s

. (4.5)

Since R(q) ≫ 1 by (3.103), it follows from (4.4) and (4.5) that

R(qs1) ≥ n

2
. (4.6)

However, (4.6) contradicts (4.3) by Lemma 3.8.

Now it is clear that (4.4) holds for any t ∈ [s/2, s]. Therefore, it follows from (4.4) and (4.5) that

for L ∈ [0, s/2],

R(qs−L) ≥ 1

2
n−1
− c1ǫ

1
3

0
− δ1(s − L)

=
1

1
ǫ1s
+ δ1s − δ1(s − L)

=
1

1
ǫ1s
+ δ1L

and hence

R(qs−L)

R(q)
≥ 1

1 + δ1sǫ1L
. (4.7)

From (4.5) and the fact that R(q) ≫ 1, we know that δ1s ≈ 2
n−1

. Combining (4.7) and Lemma 3.8,

we conclude that

min
Σ(s−L)

R ≥ 0.9R(q)

1 + m2ǫ1L

for some constant m2 = m2(n) ≈ 2
n−1

. Therefore,

min
Σ(s−L)

R ≥ 0.9s

ǫ−1
1
+ m2L

.

Now the other inequality in (4.2) can be proved similarly by considering

tRt ≤
(

2

n − 1
+ c1ǫ

1
3

0

)

R2 − R,

which follows from (3.70). �
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Next, we prove

Proposition 4.2. Under the above assumptions, for any small ǫ1 > 0, there exist τ1 = τ1(ǫ1, n, δ0, A, B) >

0 and L1 = L1(ǫ1, n, δ0, A, B) > 0 such that if ǫ′
1
≤ τ1, then

diamgD ≤ L1√
s

and sup
D

| f − s| ≤ L1.

In particular, D is compact and ∂D = Σ(s).

Proof. We prove it by contradiction. Suppose for fixed ǫ1 the conclusion does not hold. Then there

exists a sequence of Ricci shrinkers (Mn
i
, gi, fi) satisfying all the assumptions with ǫ′

1,i
→ 0 and

diamgi
Di ≥

i2
√

si

, or sup
Di

| fi − si| ≥ i2. (4.8)

From Proposition 3.18, there exists a point qi ∈ Σ(si) satisfying

Ri(qi) = ǫ1 fi(qi) = ǫ1si.

Now we define f̃i := fi − si and g̃i := sigi. From direct calculations, we have

Rg̃i
+ |∇g̃i

f̃i|2g̃i
=

Ri + |∇gi
fi|2gi

si

=
fi

si

= 1 +
f̃i

si

(4.9)

and

Hessg̃i
f̃i + Rcg̃i

= Hessgi
fi + Rci =

gi

2
=

g̃i

2si

. (4.10)

For any L > 1 and y ∈ Bg̃i
(qi, L), it follows from (4.9) that

| f̃i(y)| ≤ 2L and Rg̃i
(y) ≤ 2 (4.11)

if i is sufficiently large. Therefore, it follows from (4.11) and Theorem 3.1 that

|Bg̃i
(qi, 1)|µi

≥ v0 (4.12)

for some v0 = v0(n, A) > 0, where µi := e− f̃i dVg̃i
is the weighted measure. Combining (4.9)-(4.12),

it follows from the main result [44, Theorem 1.1] and its variant [44, Theorem 10.2] that by taking

a subsequence if necessary,

(Mi, qi, g̃i, f̃i)
pointed−Gromov−Hausdor f f
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (X∞, q∞, d∞, f∞) , (4.13)

where (X∞, d∞) is a length space, f∞ is a Lipschitz function on (X∞, d∞). The space X∞ has a natural

regular-singular decomposition X∞ = R ∪ S satisfying

(a). The singular part S is a closed set of Minkowski codimension at least 4. Namely, we have

dimM S ≤ n − 4. (4.14)
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(b). The regular part R is an open manifold with smooth metric g∞ satisfying Ricci steady soliton

equation

Rc∞ + Hessg∞ f∞ = 0. (4.15)

(c). The convergence (4.13) can be improved to

(Mi, qi, g̃i, f̃i)
pointed−Ĉ∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (X∞, q∞, g∞, f∞) . (4.16)

(d). On the regular part R,

R∞ + |∇ f∞|2 = 1. (4.17)

Note that (4.16) implies that away from S, the convergence is smooth. This follows from the

bootstrapping argument based on (4.9) and (4.10), see [44]. Moreover, (4.15) and (4.17) follow

from (4.10) and (4.9), respectively, by taking the limit.

In addition, it follows from [34, Theorem 4.10] that the regular part R is geodesically convex.

Therefore, the limit (X∞, q∞, d∞, f∞) is a Ricci steady soliton conifold in the sense of Definition

A.1.

By our assumptions, any point y ∈ Bg̃i
(qi, L) ∩ E2

i
satisfies (†) and (4.2). Furthermore, y is an

evolving ǫ-neck by Proposition 3.21. Therefore, the corresponding limit set E∞ of E2
i

under the

convergence (4.16) is an end of (X∞, d∞). On the other hand, it follows from Theorem A.22 that

(X∞, d∞) has only one end. In other words, D∞ := X∞\E∞ is a compact set, which fact in turn

yields that diamd∞D∞ < ∞. Since f∞ is 1-Lipschitz and f∞(q∞) = 0, it is clear that sup
D∞

| f∞| < ∞.

Therefore, for some L1 > 0 and sufficiently large i, we have

diamg̃i
Di ≤ L1, sup

Di

| fi − si| ≤ L1,

which contradicts (4.8). The proof is established by this contradiction. �

We have the following definition, which measures how close the neighborhood of a point in a

Ricci shrinker is to a Ricci steady soliton conifold.

Definition 4.3 (Center of an ǫ-steady soliton conifold). Let (Mn, g, f ) be a Ricci shrinker and let

x̄ ∈ M such that f (x̄) = s . We say that x̄ is the center of an ǫ-steady soliton conifold if, after

rescaling the metric by the factor s, the neighborhood Bg(x̄, ǫ−1s−
1
2 ) is ǫ-close in the Gromov-

Hausdorff sense to a nontrivial (X, q, d, f ) ∈ S(n).

From the proof of Proposition 4.2, we immediately have

Corollary 4.4. Under the above assumptions, for any ǫ, ǫ1 > 0, there exists τ2 = τ2(ǫ, ǫ1, n, δ0, A, B) >

0 such that if ǫ′
1
≤ τ2, then any point in D is the center of an ǫ-steady soliton conifold.

Next, we estimate the scalar curvature on the cap region. Before that, we recall the following

Sobolev inequality proved in [48].
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Theorem 4.5. ([48, Theorem 1]) For any Ricci shrinker (Mn, g, f ) with µ(g) ≥ −A, there exists a

C = C(n, A) > 0 such that for any compactly supported locally Lipschitz function u, we have

(∫

u
n

n−2 dV

)
n−2

n

≤ C

∫

4|∇u|2 + Ru2 dV.

Notice that the Sobolev inequality is scaling-invariant and also holds at different time slices of

the Ricci flow associated with a Ricci shrinker. Now we have

Proposition 4.6. Under the above assumptions, for any small ǫ1 > 0, there exist positive numbers

τ3 = τ3(ǫ1, n, δ0, A, B) and L2 = L2(ǫ1, n, δ0, A, B) such that if ǫ′
1
≤ τ3, then

L−1
2 s ≤ R ≤ s + L1 (4.18)

on D, where L1 is the same constant in Proposition 4.2.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume τ3 ≤ τ1 and the conclusion of Proposition 4.2 holds.

In particular, we have

R(y) ≤ f (y) ≤ s + L1, ∀ y ∈ D. (4.19)

For the other direction, we assume the inequality does not hold. Then there exists a sequence of

Ricci shrinkers (Mn
i
, qi, gi, fi) satisfying all the assumptions with ǫ′

1,i → 0 such that

Ri(xi) < i−2si (4.20)

for some xi ∈ Di. For t ≤ 0, we define

g̃i(t) ≔ sigi(s−1
i t), F̃i(t) ≔ Fi(s−1

i t) − si, �̃i ≔ ∂t − ∆g̃i(t),

where Fi(t) = (1 − t) fi(t). Direct calculation shows that

|∇g̃i(t)F̃i(t)|2g̃i(t)
=s−1

i |∇gi(s−1
i

t)Fi(s−1
i t)|2

gi(s−1
i

t)
=

Fi(s−1
i

t) − (1 − s−1
i

t)2Rgi(s−1
i

t)

si

.

Thus we obtain

|∇g̃i(t)F̃i(t)|2g̃i(t)
+ (1 − s−1

i t)2Rg̃i(t) = 1 +
F̃i(t)

si

.

Moreover, we compute

∂tF̃i(t) = s−1
i ∂tFi(s−1

i t) = −s−1
i (1 − s−1

i t)Rgi(s−1
i

t) = −(1 − s−1
i t)Rg̃i(t) (4.21)

and

∆g̃i(t)F̃i(t) = s−1
i ∆gi(s−1

i
t)Fi(s−1

i t) = s−1
i

(

n

2
− (1 − s−1

i t)Rgi(s−1
i

t)

)

=
n

2si

− (1 − s−1
i t)Rg̃i(t). (4.22)
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Combining (4.21) and (4.22), we obtain

�̃iF̃i(t) = (∂t − ∆g̃i(t))F̃i(t) = −
n

2si

. (4.23)

Now we define the following parabolic balls

P1
i ≔ {(y, t) | |F̃i(y, t)| ≤ 2L1, −2L1 ≤ t ≤ 0},

P2
i ≔ {(y, t) | |F̃i(y, t)| ≤ 4L1, −4L1 ≤ t ≤ 0}.

In the following proof, all positive constants Ci in the following proof depend only on n, δ0, A, B

and ǫ1 and the corresponding inequalities hold for sufficiently large i. It follows from (4.2) and

(4.19) that

0 ≤ Rg̃i(t) ≤ C1 (4.24)

on P2
i
, since by the definition we know

Rg̃i(t)(z) = s−1
i Rgi(s−1

i
t)(z) = s−1

i (1 − s−1
i t)−1Rgi(0)(ψ

s−1
i

t

i
(z))

for any point z. Since F̃i(qi, 0) = 0, it follow from (4.21) and (4.24) that

0 ≤ F̃i(qi, t) ≤ C2

for t ∈ [−4L1, 0].

Claim 1. Suppose u is a nonnegative function such that

�̃iu ≤ 0, on P2
i .

Then we have

max
P1

i

u2 ≤ C3

"
P2

i

u2 dVg̃i(t)dt (4.25)

for some C3 > 0.

Proof of Claim 1: The proof follows verbatim as [44, Lemma 9.7] by using the Moser iteration.

Notice that the Sobolev inequality and the control of Rg̃i(t) on P2
i

are guaranteed by Theorem 4.5

and (4.24) respectively. Moreover, the cutoff functions ηk in the proof of [44, Lemma 9.7] can be

defined similarly by using F̃i and ηk can be estimated similarly by using (4.23). We omit the details.

Next we define for any τ > 0,

Pi(τ) = P2
i ∩ {(z, t) | Rg̃i(t)(z) < τ}.

Claim 2. There exists a constant C4 > 0 such that

|Pi(2i−2)| ≥ C4. (4.26)

Here the volume is with respect to dVg̃i(t)dt.
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Proof of Claim 2: It follows from (4.20) that (xi, 0) ∈ P1
i
. Then the proof follows exactly as that

of [44, Lemma 9.8] by using (4.25).

It is clear from (4.26) that for any i sufficiently large, there exists ti ∈ [−2L1, 0] such that

|Σi|dVg̃i(ti)
≥ C5,

where Σi = Mi × {ti} ∩ Pi(2i−2) and C5 =
C4

2L1
. Now, we define

Ωi := ψ
s−1

i
ti

i

(

pr(Σi)
)

where pr is the projection onto Mi. Then we compute

|Ωi|dVg̃i(0)
≥ 1

2
(1 − s−1

i ti)
n
2 |Ωi|dVg̃i(0)

=
1

2
|Σi|dVg̃i(ti)

≥ C6, (4.27)

where C6 = C5/2. On the other hand, for any (z, ti) ∈ Σi, we have

F̃i(z, ti) = Fi(z, t) − si = (1 − s−1
i ti) fi(z

′, 0) − si

where z′ = ψ
s−1

i
ti

i
(z). Therefore, it follows from the definition of P2

i
and (4.18) that

| f̃i(z′)| = | fi(z′, 0) − si| ≤ 4L1 + 1. (4.28)

As in the proof of Proposition 4.2, by taking a subsequence if necessary, we have

(Mi, qi, g̃i, f̃i)
pointed−Ĉ∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (M∞, q∞, g∞, f∞) ,

where (M∞, q∞, g∞, f∞) is a steady soliton conifold. Notice that limz→∞ f∞(z) = −∞ by our as-

sumptions. Combining (4.27) and (4.28), we conclude that there exists a point z ∈ R such that

Rg∞(z) = 0.

By applying the strong maximum principle for ∆ f∞R∞ = −2|Rc∞|2 ≤ 0, we conclude that R∞ ≡ 0

on R. However, this contradicts the fact that R∞(q∞) = ǫ1.

In sum, the proof is complete. �

As observed above, the cap region is modeled on a steady soliton conifold if ǫ′
1

is sufficiently

small. In general, it is difficult to classify all steady soliton conifolds even though there are no singu-

larities. However, under some special conditions, we can classify all such steady soliton conifolds.

For the definition of PIC2, see [2, Section 7.5].

Theorem 4.7. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n) be non-compact such that (R, g) has PIC2. Suppose there

exists a compact set C satisfying

(a). The singular part S ⊂ C.
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(b). For any x ∈ X\C, the scalar curvature satisfies
c1

d(p, x)
≤ R(x) ≤ c2

d(p, x)
, where c1, c2 are

two positive constants.

(c). For any sequence qi → ∞, qi is the center of an evolving ǫi-neck with ǫi → 0.

Then (X, d) is isometric to the Bryant soliton up to scaling.

Proof. Since (R, g) has PIC2 on R, it implies that sec ≥ 0 on R. Combined with the identity

R + |∇ f |2 = 1 as (X, d) is nontrivial, we conclude that |Rm| is uniformly bounded on R. For any

x ∈ R, we define λ = λ(x) to be the largest constant such that S := Rm − λI has weakly PIC2. By

our assumption, λ > 0 on R.

Claim 1. λ satisfies the following inequality on R.

∆ fλ ≤ 0

Proof of the Claim 1: By our definition, S is contained in the boundary of PIC2 cone. For fixed

x ∈ R, there exists a four-frame {e1, e2, e3, e4} ∈ Tx M and constants u, v ∈ [0, 1] such that

S 1313 + u2S 1414 + v2S 2323 + u2v2S 2424 − 2uvS 1234 = 0.

Therefore, it follows from [2, Proposition 7.21] that

Q(S )1313 + u2Q(S )1414 + v2Q(S )2323 + u2v2Q(S )2424 − 2uvQ(S )1234 ≥ 0, (4.29)

where Q is a quadratic term of the curvature tensor, see [31] for its precise definition.

In addition, we have

Q(S ) = Q(Rm) − 2λRc©∧ id + 2(n − 1)λ2I, (4.30)

where ©∧ is the Kulkarni-Nomizu product. Therefore, it follows from (4.29) and (4.30) that

Q(Rm)1313 + u2Q(Rm)1414 + v2Q(Rm)2323 + u2v2Q(Rm)2424 − 2uvQ(Rm)1234

≥2λ
(

R11 + R33 + u2(R11 + R44) + v2(R22 + R33) + u2v2(R22 + R44)
)

− 2(n − 1)λ2(1 + u2 + v2 + u2v2) ≥ 0,

where for the last inequality, we have used Rii ≥ (n − 1)λ since S has weakly PIC2. Therefore, we

conclude that

∆ fλ ≤
∆ f (Rm)1313 + u2∆ f (Rm)1414 + v2∆ f (Rm)2323 + u2v2∆ f (Rm)2424 − 2uv∆ f (Rm)1234

(1 + u2)(1 + v2)

= − Q(Rm)1313 + u2Q(Rm)1414 + v2Q(Rm)2323 + u2v2Q(Rm)2424 − 2uvQ(Rm)1234

(1 + u2)(1 + v2)
≤ 0

at x, where we have used the equation ∆ f Rm = −Q(Rm).

Hence, we have on R,

∆ f λ ≤ 0.
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Since λ is positive on R, it follows from Proposition A.10 that

inf
K∩R

λ > 0 (4.31)

for any compact set K. Since the regular part R is geodesically convex and (X, d) is the completion

of (R, g), it follows from [61] that (X, d) is an Alexandrov space with sec ≥ 0.

Claim 2. f is a concave function on (X, d) with a unique critical point.

Proof of the Claim 2: Since Hess f = −Rc < 0, it is clear that f is concave on (R, g) in the sense

that for any geodesic γ(t) contained in R, f (γ(t)) is concave. Now we fix a geodesic γ(t)t∈[0,L] in X

such that γ(0) = x and γ(L) = y. For any small number ǫ > 0, we set x′ = γ(ǫ) and y′ = γ(L − ǫ).
Since R is dense, we can take two sequences xn → x′ and yn → y′ such that xn and yn are contained

in R. From the geodesical convexity of R, there exists a geodesic γn ⊂ R connecting xn and yn.

Since the geodesic in an Alexandrov space is not branching, γn converges to γ(t)t∈[ǫ,L−ǫ]. By taking

the limit, we immediately conclude that f (γ(t)) is concave for t ∈ [ǫ, L− ǫ]. Since ǫ > 0 is arbitrary,

f (γ(t)) is concave for any t ∈ [0, L]. Therefore, f is concave in the sense of [60, Definition 1.1].

We fix a point x ∈ X. Starting from x, we denote the gradient flow of f by α(t) for t ≥ 0, see [60,

Section 2]. If α(t)t∈[0,∞) is contained in a compact set K of X, then there exists a sequence ti → ∞
such that |∇ f |(α(ti)) → 0, since f is bounded on K. By taking a subsequence, we may assume

α(ti) converges to a point y ∈ K. By the lower semicontinuity of |∇ f | [60, Corollary 1.3.5], y is a

critical point of f . If α(t)t∈[0,∞) is not contained in any compact set, there exists a sequence si such

that α(si) → ∞. By our assumption (b), R(α(si)) → 0. However, this contradicts the fact that R is

increasing along α(t) as long as α(t) is outside C since 〈∇R,∇ f 〉 = 2Rc(∇ f ,∇ f ) ≥ 0. In any case, f

has a critical point. Without loss of generality, we set p to be a critical point of f .

It follows from (4.31) that for any constant c, there exists a constant δ > 0 such that (Xc, d) is

an Alexandrov space with sec ≥ δ, where Xc = {x ∈ C | f (x) ≥ c}. By this reason, f is a strictly

concave function on X. Therefore, it is a standard fact that p is the unique critical point which is

also the maximum point.

Claim 3. X\{p} ⊂ R.

Proof of the Claim 3: Otherwise, we set q ∈ S and q , p such that f (q) = t is minimal. Notice

that by our assumption (b), the choice of t is possible. By our assumption, |∇ f |(q) > 0 since p is the

only critical point of f . From the lower semicontinuity of |∇ f | [60, Corollary 1.3.5], we conclude

that there exists a small δ > 0 such that

|∇ f | ≥ δ (4.32)

on B(q, δ). Now we take any positive sequence ri → 0 and define di = r−1
i

d, gi = r−2
i

g and

fi = r−1
i

( f − f (q)). From the definition, it is clear that on R

Hessgi
fi = −r−1

i Rci. (4.33)

Now we have

(X, q, di, fi)
pointed−Gromov−Hausdor f f
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

(

Kq, 0, d∞, f∞
)

,
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where (Kq, d∞) is the tangent cone at q and f∞ is a locally Lipschitz function. In addition, it follows

from (4.33) and the same arguments in Claim 1 that f∞ is both concave and convex on Kq.

For any s < t, it is clear from our choice of t that f −1(s) ∩ B(q, δ) ⊂ R on which the |Rm| is
uniformly bounded. Moreover, for any x ∈ f −1(s) ∩ B(q, δ), it follows from (4.32) that the second

fundamental form at x, which is
Hess f

|∇ f | (x), is uniformly bounded. Therefore, we conclude that

(

f −1
i ((−∞, 0)), q, gi, fi

) C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

(

f −1
∞ ((−∞, 0)), 0, d∞, f∞

)

.

Here, for the smooth convergence, we have used ∆ f Rm = −Q(Rm) to obtain the higher order

estimates of Rm on f −1(s) ∩ B(q, δ). Moreover, we have

( f −1
∞ ((−∞, 0)), d∞) = (Rn ∩ {xn < 0}, gE).

In particular, it follows from the smooth convergence of fi to f∞ on f −1
∞ ((−∞, 0)) and (4.32) that

f∞ is not a constant. Since f∞ is both convex and concave, it is clear (see [60, Lemma 2.1.4]) that

(Kq, d∞) is isometric to (Y × R, d′ × gE), where Y is a metric cone isometric to any level set of f∞.

Therefore, it is immediate from (4.33) that Y is smooth and hence isometric to Rn−1. From this, we

conclude that (Kq, d∞) is isometric to (Rn, gE). However, this implies that q ∈ R, which contradicts

our assumption.

Claim 4. p ∈ R.

Proof of the Claim 4: From Claim 2, any point in X\{p} is regular with uniformly bounded |Rm|.
Therefore, for any sequence ri → 0, the convergence

(X, p, r−1
i d)

pointed−Gromov−Hausdor f f
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

(

Kp, 0, d∞
)

is smooth away from the vertex. Moreover,

(Kp, d) = (Rn/Γ, gE) (4.34)

where Γ ≤ O(n) is a finite subgroup acting freely on S n−1. If we set the nontrivial level set of f by

Σ, then near p we have two foliations by Σ and S n−1/Γ respectively. Then it is easy to see that Σ

and S n−1/Γ are h-cobordant. Indeed, by our assumption, there exist a region in M homeomorphic

to Σ× [0, 4] and an embedding of N × [1, 3] into the interior of Σ× [1, 4] such that N × {k} separates

Σ × {k} and Σ × {k + 1} for 1 ≤ k ≤ 3. By an easy topological argument, the compact manifold

bounded by N × {1} and Σ × {3} is a cobordism such that the boundary inclusions are homotopy

equivalences. In particular, Σ and N are homotopic and hence Γ must be trivial. From (4.34), we

have

(Kp, d) = (Rn, gE)

and hence p ∈ R.

In sum, we have proved that S = ∅ and hence (X, p, d, f ) is a smooth steady soliton. The rest of

the proof follows from the classification theorem of Brendle [3, Theorem 1.2]. �

Combining the results in Section 3 and Section 4, we are able to prove Theorem 1.2 now. Let us

first recall and fix notations.

For any constants n, δ0, A, B and ǫ, we define the following constants:
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• Let σ̄ ≔ min{σ1(n, B), σ2(n, δ0, A, B), σ3(n, δ0, A, B), σ4(n, δ0, A, B), σ5(n, A, B)}, where σ1,

σ2, σ3, σ4 and σ5 are functions in Proposition 3.4, Proposition 3.11, Proposition 3.16, Propo-

sition 3.19 and Proposition 3.22, respectively.

• Let η̄ ≔ min{η3(ǫ, n, δ0, A, B), η4(ǫ, n, δ0, A, B), η5(ǫ, n, δ0, A, B)}, where η3, η4 and η5 are

functions in Proposition 3.12, Proposition 3.17 and Proposition 3.21, respectively.

• Let σ ≔ min{σ̄2, η̄2}.

• Let η ≔ min{σ 1
2 , η̄, τ1(σ, n, δ0, A, B), τ2(σ, n, δ0, A, B), τ3(σ, n, δ0, A, B)}, where τ1, τ2 and τ3

are functions in Proposition 4.2, Corollary 4.4 and Proposition 4.6, respectively.

• Let L ≔ max{L1(σ, n, δ0, A, B), L2(σ, n, δ0, A, B)}, where L1 and L2 are functions in Proposi-

tion 4.2 and Proposition 4.6, respectively.

We close this section with the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. From our assumptions, the condition (1.5) in particular holds for ǫ1 = σ and

ǫ′
1
= η. With our choice of σ, η and L, it is clear from the results of Section 3 and Section 4 that the

conclusion holds. �

5 Proof of the main theorem

The purpose of this section is to prove Theorem 1.1. As we discussed in the introduction, the key

ingredient is to show each point in the Ricci shrinker is either in a cylinder-like neighborhood or in

a Bryant-soliton-like neighborhood, then we apply the symmetry improvement argument.

We recall the following definition of the curvature cone from [8]. Here CB(Rn) denotes the vector

space of algebraic curvature tensor.

Definition 5.1. A cone Ĉ in CB(Rn) has the property (∗) if it satisfies the following conditions:

• Ĉ is closed, convex, O(n)-invariant, and of full-dimension.

• Ĉ is transversally invariant under Hamilton’s ODE:
dRm

dt
= Q(Rm).

• Every algebraic curvature tensor Rm ∈ Ĉ\{0} has positive scalar curvature.

• The identity I lies in the interior of Ĉ.

For later applications, we mainly consider the following example from [4, Definition 2.2].

Example 5.2. For any parameter σ ∈ (0, 2) and θ ≥ 0, we define the cone Cσ,θ as the set

{Rm = S + H ©∧ id | S ∈ PIC2 ,Rc0(S ) = 0, tr(H)id − (n − 2σ)H ≥ 0, tr(H) − θscal(S ) ≥ 0} ,

where H is a symmetric bilinear form,©∧ is the Kulkarni-Nomizu product, Rc0 is the traceless Ricci,

and PIC2 denotes the cone consists of curvature tensor satisfying the weakly PIC2 condition. It
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follows from [4, Theorem 2.5] and the definition that Cσ,θ has the property (∗) if σ ∈ (1, 2) and

θ ∈ (0, θ̄(n)) for a constant θ̄ depending only on n.

We denote C1+θ,θ by Ĉ(θ) for θ ∈ (0,min{1/2, θ̄}). It is clear from the definition that

Rc ≥ −C(n)θR (5.1)

for any Rm ∈ Ĉ(θ). Furthermore, it is easy to see that the curvature tensor of S n−1 × R lies in

Ĉ(θ). Indeed, we can write the curvature tensor as Rm = H ©∧ id, where Hi j = δi j for i, j ≥ 2 and

H1i = −δ1i and hence it is easy to check from the definition.

If a cone Ĉ has the property (∗), we have the following result (see, e.g., [55, Lemma 4.2]).

Lemma 5.3. Let Ĉ in CB(Rn) be a cone with property (∗). Then there exists two positive constants

τ and K depending only on the cone such that

Q(Rm) − τR2I ∈ TRmĈ and |Rm| ≤ KR

for any Rm ∈ Ĉ.

We prove the following theorem, which implies that locally the Ricci flow associated with a

Ricci shrinker almost preserves the cone Ĉ. Recall that on the Ricci flow associated with a Ricci

shrinker, F(x, t) := (1 − t) f (x, t) for any t < 1. Moreover, the constant τ and K are from Lemma 5.3

which depends only on the cone Ĉ.

Theorem 5.4. Let Ĉ in CB(Rn) be a cone with (∗). There exist constants δ = δ(n, τ,K) > 0 and

C = C(n) > 0 satisfying the following property. For any Ricci flow (Mn, g(t))t<1 associated with a

Ricci shrinker, we define λ(x, t) be the minimal number such that Rm(x, t) + λ(x, t)I ∈ Ĉ, for any

(x, t) ∈ M × (−∞, 1). For any r > 0, ǫ > 0, if ǫ + r−2 ≤ δR on P2 := {(x, t) | F(x, t) ≤ 2r, 0 ≤ t < 1}
and λ ≤ ǫ on {(x, 0) | F(x, 0) ≤ 2r}, then

λ ≤ ǫ +Cr−2

on P1 := {(x, t) | F(x, t) ≤ r, 0 ≤ t < 1}.

Proof. We fix a smooth function η on [0,∞) such that 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, η = 1 on [0, 1] and η = 0 on [2,∞).

Furthermore, |η′|2 ≤ Cη
3
2 and |η′′| ≤ Cη

1
2 for a universal constant C. If we set φ = φr = η

(

F
r

)

, it

follows from the identities of F (see [48, Section 3] for details) that

|∇φ|2 ≤ Cφ
3
2 r−1 and |�φ| ≤ Cφ

1
2 r−1 (5.2)

for some constant C depending only on n.

From our definition, the curvature operator

S ≔ Rm + λI (5.3)

lies on the boundary of Ĉ. Therefore, it follows from Lemma 5.3 that

Q(S ) − τscal2(S )I ∈ TS Ĉ, (5.4)
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where scal(S ) is the scalar curvature of S . Direct calculation yields that

Q(S ) = Q(Rm) + 2λRc©∧ id + 2(n − 1)λ2I, (5.5)

scal(S ) = R + n(n − 1)λ. (5.6)

Combining (5.4), (5.5) and (5.6), we have

Q(Rm) + 2λRc©∧ id + 2(n − 1)λ2I − τ(R + n(n − 1)λ)2I ∈ TS Ĉ. (5.7)

Moreover, it follows from Lemma 5.3 again that

|S | ≤ Kscal(S ) = K (R + n(n − 1)λ) ,

which implies that

|Rm| ≤ C1(R + |λ|) (5.8)

for some C1 = C1(n,K) > 0. In light of (5.3), direct calculation(with Uhlenbeck’s trick) yields that

�S = (∂t − ∆)S = Q(Rm) + (�λ)I =
{

Q(Rm) − λ2I
}

+ (�λ + λ2)I. (5.9)

Note that Q(Rm) − λ2I ∈ TS Ĉ if 0 ≤ λ ≤ δ1R for some small constant δ1 = δ1(n,K, τ) > 0.

Actually, under this condition, it follows from (5.8) that

2λRc©∧ id + 2(n − 1)λ2I ≤ C2λ(λ + R)I

for some C2 = C2(n,K) > 0. Combining the above inequality with (5.7), we have

Q(Rm) +
(

C2λ(λ + R) − τ(R + n(n − 1)λ)2
)

I ∈ TS Ĉ.

If δ1 is sufficiently small, then C2λ(λ+R)− τ(R+n(n−1)λ)2 ≤ −λ2. Consequently, we have proved

that

Q(Rm) − λ2I ∈ TS Ĉ (5.10)

if 0 ≤ λ ≤ δ1R.

On the other hand, the choice of λ in (5.3) implies that �S is not in the interior of TS Ĉ, see [18,

Claim 3 on Page 11] for details. Therefore, it follows from (5.10) and (5.9) that

�λ ≤ −λ2

wherever 0 ≤ λ ≤ δ1R. Thus we have

�(φλ) =(�φ)λ + φ(�λ) − 2〈∇φ,∇λ〉 ≤ (�φ)λ − φλ2 − 2〈∇ log φ,∇(φλ)〉 + 2
|∇φ|2
φ

λ.

Plugging (5.2) into the above inequality, we obtain

�(φλ) ≤ − φλ2 +Cr−1
√

φλ − 2〈∇ log φ,∇(φλ)〉 ≤ Cr−2 − 2〈∇ log φ,∇(φλ)〉 (5.11)

for some C = C(n). Applying the maximum principle to (5.11), we obtain

φλ ≤ ǫ +Cr−2

as long as ǫ +Cr−2 ≤ δ1R. If we set δ = δ1

C
in our assumption, then the conclusion follows. �
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Remark 5.5. In the proof of Theorem 5.4, a key fact we use is that Ĉ is transversally invariant

under Hamilton’s ODE. This restriction excludes many well-known cones like {Rm ≥ 0}, PIC1, and

PIC2. Another critical fact we use is the existence of a good cutoff function from (5.2), which is not

available for general non-compact Ricci flows.

The following lemma follows directly from Definition 2.5 and Definition B.1.

Lemma 5.6. For any n and ǫ > 0, there exists a constant τ4 = τ4(ǫ, n) > 0 satisfying the following

property.

Suppose (Mn, g(t)) is an n-dimensional Ricci flow solution and (x̄, t̄) is a spacetime point. Then

(x̄, t̄) is ǫ-symmetric in the sense of Definition B.1 if (x̄, t̄) is the center of an evolving τ4-neck with

respect to S n−1 × R.

Proposition 5.7. There exists a small constant ǫ̂ = ǫ̂(n) > 0 satisfying the following property.

Suppose (Mn, p, g, f ) is a Ricci shrinker and (Mn, g(t))t≤0 is the associated ancient Ricci flow

solution. If

dPGH

{

(Mn, p, g), (S n−1 × R, pc, gc)
}

< ǫ̂, (5.12)

then one of the following conclusions hold:

(A). The flow is δ1-symmetric of type A (cf. Definition B.3 and Theorem B.2).

(B). The flow is δ2-symmetric of type B, and Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 are satisfied (cf.

Definition B.4 and Theorem B.5).

(C). The flow is δ4-symmetric of type C, and Assumption 1 and Assumption 3 are satisfied (cf.

Definition B.6 and Theorem B.7).

Proof. First, we fix some constants and parameters as follows:

A = −µ(S n−1 × R, gc) + 1, B =1, δ0 =
1

2
,

ǫ1 = σ = σ(n, δ0, A, B), ǫ0 =ǫ
1
2

1
, ǫ2 = ǫ

1
4

0
,

L = L(n, δ0, A, B), ǫ′1 =η = η(n, δ0, A, B, ǫ),

where σ, L and η are functions defined in Theorem 1.2. Notice that ǫ′
1

and η depend on n and ǫ and

all other constants depend only on n.

We argue by contradiction.

If the Proposition were wrong, we could find a sequence of Ricci shrinkers (Mn
i
, pi, gi, fi) which

does not satisfy any situation of (A), (B), or (C) and satisfy

(Mi, pi, gi, fi)
pointed−Gromov−Hausdor f f
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (S n−1 × R, gc, pc).

Note that the above convergence can be improved (cf. [44, Theorem 1.1]) as follows

(Mi, pi, gi)
C∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

(

S n−1 × R, pc, gc

)

. (5.13)

Furthermore, by [44, Proposition 8.8], we know µ(Mi, gi) → µ(S n−1 × R, gc). Consequently, there

exists a sequence ri → +∞ satisfying the following properties if i is sufficiently large.
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1. {x ∈ Mi | ri ≤ fi(x) ≤ 2ri} consists of two components, denoted by Σ1
i
(ri, 2ri) and Σ2

i
(ri, 2ri),

which satisfy the condition (1.5) of Theorem 1.2.

2. Each point in {x ∈ Mi | fi(x) ≤ η−1ri} is the center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck.

From Theorem 1.2, there exist sets E1
i

and E2
i

with ∂E1
i
= Σ1

i
(ri) and ∂E2

i
= Σ2

i
(ri) such that one of

the following holds:

(A). Both E1
i

and E2
i

are ends of Mi.

(B). E1
i

is compact and E2
i

is an end of Mi.

(C). Both E1
i

and E2
i

are compact.

We shall discuss the above situations case by case.

Case A: If (A) happens, then the flow (Mi, gi(t))t≤0 is δ1-symmetric of type A.

We take ǫ ≤ τ4(δ1, n), where τ4 is from Lemma 5.6 and δ1 is the constant in Theorem B.2. It

follows from Theorem 1.2 that any point in Σ1
i
(η−1ri,∞) or Σ2

i
(η−1ri,∞) is the center of an evolving

normalized τ4-neck. Combining with property 2 above, we conclude from Lemma 5.6 that each

point (x, 0) ∈ Mi × {0} is δ1-symmetric. Moreover, it is easy to see Mi is diffeomorphic to S n−1 ×R.

Therefore, (Mi, gi) is δ1-symmetric of type-A at time 0, see Definition B.3.

Since the associated Ricci flow gi(t) of (Mi, gi) is self-similar, we claim that each spacetime

point (x̄, t̄) ∈ Mi × (−∞, 0] is also δ1-symmetric. Indeed, it follows from the definition of the

diffeomorphisms ψt
i

(2.12) that

ψ
θ(s)

i
◦ ψt̄

i = ψ
s
i ,

where θ(s) = s−t̄
1−t̄

. Therefore, for any s ≤ t̄,

gi(s) = (1 − s)(ψs
i )∗gi = (1 − t̄)(1 − θ(s))(ψt̄

i)
∗(ψθ(s)

i
)∗gi = (1 − t̄)(ψt̄

i)
∗gi(θ(s)).

We set ψt̄
i
(x̄) = x, then (x, 0) is δ1-symmetric. By comparing the similar parabolic neighborhoods in

the Definition B.1 based at (x, 0) and (x̄, t̄) respectively, it is easy to see (x̄, t̄) is also δ1-symmetric,

since the CMC foliation is unique, see [9, Proposition D.1]. In particular, ifU = {U(a) : 1 ≤ a ≤
(

n
2

)

}
is the collection of vector fields in the Definition B.1 around (x, 0), then Ū = {Ū(a) = (ψt̄

i
)−1
∗ U(a) :

1 ≤ a ≤
(

n
2

)

} is the collection around (x̄, t̄). In summary, we know the flow (Mi, gi(t))t≤0 is δ1-

symmetric of type-A .

Case B: If (B) happens, then the flow (Mi, gi(t))t≤0 is δ2-symmetric of type B, and Assumption 1

and Assumption 2 in Appendix B are satisfied.

In this case, it follows from Theorem 1.2 that there exists si ≥ 2ri and a point qi ∈ Σ(si) with

fi(qi) = ǫ1Ri(qi). By our choice of parameters, any point x ∈ Mi\Di is the center of an evolving

normalized ǫ-neck, where Di = E1
i
\Σ1

i
(ri, si). Moreover, we fix a point zi ∈ Di to be a maximum

point of fi.
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Claim 1: On P2,i = {(x, t) | Fi(x, t) ≤ 2ri, 0 ≤ t < 1}, we have

Ri ≥
1

2
. (5.14)

Proof of Claim 1: For any (x, t) ∈ Mi × [0, 1) with Fi(x, t) ≤ 2ri, we have (1 − t) fi(ψ
t
i
(x)) ≤ 2ri

by the definition of Fi. If fi(ψ
t
i
(x)) ≤ ri, then ψt

i
(x) is the center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck.

In particular, Ri(ψ
t
i
(x)) ≥ 1 and hence

Ri(x, t) =
1

1 − t
Ri(ψ

t
i(x)) ≥ 1.

If fi(ψ
t
i
(x)) ≥ ri, then it follows from Lemma 3.2 that

R(ψt
i(x)) ≥ ri

fi(ψ
t
i
(x))

and hence

Ri(x, t) =
1

1 − t
Ri(ψ

t
i(x)) ≥ 1

1 − t

ri

fi(ψ
t
i
(x))
≥ 1

2
.

Claim 2: If we set f̃i = fi − si and g̃i = sigi, then (Mi, qi, g̃i, f̃i) converges smoothly in the

Cheeger-Gromov sense to the Bryant soliton.

Proof of Claim 2: We consider a continuous family of cones Ĉ(θ) from Example 5.2, for θ a

small positive number.

For any small θ, since the curvature tensor of S n−1 × R is contained in Ĉ(θ), then there exists a

sequence vi → 0+ such that

Rmi + viI ∈ Ĉ(θ).

on {(x, 0) ∈ Mi × {0} | Fi(x, 0) ≤ 2ri}. Therefore, it follows from (5.14) and Theorem 5.4 that

Rmi + (vi +C1r−2
i )I ∈ Ĉ(θ) (5.15)

on P1,i = {(x, t) | Fi(x, t) ≤ ri, 0 ≤ t < 1}, for some constant C1 = C1(n) > 0, if i is sufficiently large.

Now we define the set Xi ≔ E1
i
\Σ1

i
(ri, 2ri) and the following subsets



























Ai ≔ {x ∈ Xi | there exists a point y with fi(y) ≤ ri such that ψt
i
(y) = x for some t ∈ (0, 1)},

Bi ≔ {x ∈ Xi | |∇ fi|(x) = 0},
Ci ≔ Xi\(Ai ∪ Bi).

It is clear that Ai, Bi and Ci are disjoint and Ai is open. Moreover, from our construction Bi∪Ci ⊂ Di.

For any x ∈ Ai with ψt
i
(y) = x for some fi(y) ≤ ri, we compute

Fi(y, t) = (1 − t) fi(y, t) = (1 − t) fi(ψ
t
i(y)) ≤ fi(y) ≤ ri,
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where we have used the ODE inequality

d fi(ψ
t
i
(y))

dt
=
|∇ fi|2(ψt

i
(y))

1 − t
≤

fi(ψ
t
i
(y))

1 − t
.

Therefore, it follows from (5.15) that

Rmi(x) + (1 − t)(vi +C1r−2
i )I ∈ Ĉ(θ).

In particular, we have for any x ∈ Ai,

Rmi(x) + (vi +C1r−2
i )I ∈ Ĉ(θ). (5.16)

Next we define

Yi ≔ the closure of the interior part of Bi ∪ Ci.

Zi ≔ (Bi ∪ Ci)\Yi.

It is clear that Zi has no interior point and Zi ⊂ ∂Ai. From the continuity, we conclude from (5.16)

that on Zi

Rmi + (vi +C1r−2
i )I ∈ Ĉ(θ). (5.17)

Now we claim that there exists a constant C2 = C2(n) > 0 such that

Ri ≥ (1 −C2θ)si

on ∂Yi if i is sufficiently large.

Indeed, if x ∈ Bi, then Ri(x) = fi(x) and hence by (1.6) that

lim
i→∞

Ri(x)

si

= lim
i→∞

fi(x)

si

= 1

uniformly since x ∈ Di. If x ∈ Ci, we denote the gradient flow generated by
∇ fi
|∇ fi |2

by φt
i

and there

exist y ∈ Bi and ti < 0 such that

lim
t→t+

i

φt
i(x) = y.

Moreover, it follows from (1.6) again that ti > −L since both x, y ∈ Di. From the choice of x, there

exists a sequence x j ∈ Ai → x. We define y j = φ
ti
i
(x j). Then it is clear that y j → y. Now we have

the ODE:

dRi(φ
t
i
(x j))

dt
=
〈∇Ri,∇ fi〉
|∇ fi|2

(φt
i(x j)) =

2Rci(∇ fi,∇ fi)

|∇ fi |2
(φt

i(x j)). (5.18)

From the definition of Ĉ(θ) and (5.1), it is clear that Rc ≥ −CθR for any Rm ∈ Ĉ(θ). Combining

this fact with (5.17), we have on Ai that

Rci ≥ −CθRi (5.19)
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for some constant C = C(n) > 0, if i is sufficiently large. Hence, it follows from (5.18) and (5.19)

that

dRi(φ
t
i
(x j))

dt
≥ −CθRi(φ

t
i(x j))

and hence

Ri(x j) ≥ e−Cθ|ti |Ri(φ
ti
i
(x j)) = e−Cθ|ti |Ri(y j) ≥ e−CθRi(y j).

Notice that Ri(y) = fi(y) since y is a critical point of fi. By taking j→ ∞, we conclude

Ri(x) ≥ e−CθRi(y) = e−Cθ fi(y)

and hence by (1.6)

Ri(x) ≥ (1 −C2θ)si (5.20)

if i is sufficiently large. Now we have the elliptic equation

∆ fi Ri = Ri − 2|Rci|2 ≤ Ri −
2

n
R2

i ≤ 0

on Yi, where for the last inequality we have used Yi ⊂ Di and (1.6). From (5.20) and the maximum

principle, we have on Yi,

Ri ≥ (1 −C2θ)si. (5.21)

From Theorem 1.2 (c), we have

(Mi, qi, g̃i, f̃i)
pointed−Ĉ∞−Cheeger−Gromov
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (X∞, q∞, d∞, f∞) ,

where (X∞, q∞, d∞, f∞) ∈ S(n) is a nontrivial steady soliton conifold. From (5.16), (5.17) and

(5.21), we have

Rmg̃i
+ s−1

i (vi +C1r−2
i )I ∈ Ĉ(θ) (5.22)

on Ai ∪ Zi and

Rg̃i
≥ 1 −C2θ (5.23)

on Zi. Therefore, for any x ∈ R, it follows from (5.22), (5.23) and the smooth convergence that

Rm∞(x) ∈ Ĉ(θ) or R∞(x) ≥ 1 − C2θ.

Now we let θ→ 0 and conclude that

Rm∞(x) ∈ Ĉ(0) or R∞(x) = 1.
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Here, we have used the fact that |∇ f∞|2 + R∞(x) = 1 on R. Notice that the set {x ∈ R | R∞(x) = 1}
has no interior point since otherwise from ∆ f∞R∞ = −2|Rc∞|2 and the analyticity that Rc∞ ≡ 0 on

R, which contraditcs the fact that R∞(q∞) = ǫ1. By continuity, we have

Rm∞(x) ∈ Ĉ(0)

for any x ∈ R. In addition, it follows from [4, Proposition 2.3] that Ĉ(0) ⊂ PIC2. Therefore, it

implies that on R

Rm∞ ∈ PIC2.

Now we claim that (R, g) has strictly PIC2. Indeed, it follows from Proposition 3.22, Proposition

4.1 and the smooth convergence that

Rm∞(x) >
c(n)

t
R∞(x) > 0

if f∞(x) = −t < 0. Therefore, it follows from the geodesic convexity of R and the strong maximum

principle (see [10, Proposition 9]) that (R, g) has strictly PIC2.

Moreover, one can show as [15, Lemma 6.1] that − f∞ is comparable to the distance function

d∞(z∞, ·) outside a compact set, where z∞ is the limit point of zi. From Proposition 4.1 we conclude

c1

d∞(z∞, x)
≤ R∞(x) ≤ c2

d∞(z∞, x)

for x outside a compact set, where c1, c2 are positive constants.

Combined with Proposition 3.21, it is clear that all assumptions of Theorem 4.7 are satisfied.

Therefore, we conclude that the limit steady soliton conifold (X∞, d∞) must be isometric to the

Bryant soliton. In particular, it implies that (Mi, qi, g̃i, f̃i) converges smoothly in the Cheeger-

Gromov sense to the Bryant soliton whose maximum of the scalar curvature is 1.

In addition, if we set g̃i(t) = sigi(s−1
i

t), then the Ricci flow (Mi, qi, g̃i(t))t≤0 converges smoothly

to the Ricci flow associated with the Bryant soliton.

Claim 3: There exists a constant θ0 = θ0(n) > 0 such that for sufficiently large i if (x, t) ∈
Mi × (−∞, 0] satisfies

λi(x, t) ≤ θ0Ri(x, t),

where λi is the minimal eigenvalue of Rci, then x is δ1-symmetric in the sense of Definition B.1.

Proof of Claim 3: We may assume that the parameter ǫ < τ4(δ1, n) so that any point x ∈ Mi\Di

is δ1-symmetric. From Claim 2, it is clear that (Di, sigi) converges smoothly to a cap in the Bryant

soliton. Therefore, there exists a constant θ0 depending only on n that

λi ≥ θ0Ri,

on Di, if i is sufficiently large. In other words, any point x ∈ Mi with λi(x) ≤ θ0Ri(x) is contained in

Mi\Di and hence δ1-symmetric.
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Since the Ricci flow (Mi, gi(t))t≤0 associated with (Mi, gi) is self-similar, it is clear that if a

spacetime point (x, t) satisfies

λi(x, t) ≤ θ0Ri(x, t),

then (x, t) is δ1-symmetric.

Claim 4: There exist constants ǫ′ = ǫ′(n) > 0 and Λ0 = Λ0(n) > 0 such that for ǫ ≤ ǫ′ and

sufficiently large i, if (x, t̄) ∈ Mi × (−∞, 0] and dgi(t̄)(zi, x) ≥ Λ0Ri(zi, t̄)
− 1

2 , then

λi(y, t) ≤
θ0

2
Ri(y, t),

for any (y, t) ∈ Bgi(t̄)(x, L̄Ri(x, t̄)−
1
2 ) × [−L̄Ri(x, t̄)−1, t̄], where L̄ is the constant from Theorem B.2.

Proof of Claim 4: We choose our parameter ǫ small enough so that if a point x ∈ Mi is the

center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck, then λi(x) ≤ θ0

2
Ri(x) and Ri(u) ≥ 0.9Ri(v) for any u, v ∈

Bgi
(x, L̄Ri(x)−

1
2 ).

Assume y ∈ Bgi
(x, L̄Ri(x)−

1
2 ) ∩ Di, then

Ri(x) ≥ 9

10
Ri(y) ≥ 9s

10L
,

where the last inequality follows from (1.6). Therefore,

dgi
(zi, x) ≤ dgi

(zi, y) + dgi
(y, x) ≤

















L + L̄

(

10L

9

) 1
2

















s−
1
2 .

On the other hand, since zi is a critical point of fi, it follows from (1.6) that

lim
i→∞

Ri(zi)

si

= lim
i→∞

fi(zi)

si

= 1.

From (1.6) again, if we take Λ0 = 2L + 2L̄
(

10L
9

) 1
2 , then for any point x with di(x, zi) ≥ Λ0Ri(zi)

− 1
2 ,

Bgi
(x, L̄Ri(x)−

1
2 ) must be contained in Mi\Di and hence

λi(y) ≤ θ0

2
Ri(y)

for any y ∈ Bgi
(x, L̄Ri(x)−

1
2 ).

In addition, for any (y, t) ∈ Bgi
(x, L̄Ri(x)−

1
2 ) × [−L̄Ri(x)−1, 0], ψt

i
(y) < Di since fi(ψ

t
i
(y)) ≤ fi(y).

Therefore, for the associated Ricci flow (Mi, gi(t))t≤0, if (x, 0) ∈ Mi × (−∞, 0] and dgi(0)(zi, x) ≥
Λ0Ri(zi, 0)−

1
2 , then

λi(y, t) ≤
θ0

2
Ri(y, t),

for any (y, t) ∈ Bg(0)(x, L̄Ri(x, 0)−
1
2 ) × [−L̄Ri(x, 0)−1, 0]. Therefore, the Claim follows from the

self-similarity of (Mi, gi(t))t≤0.
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Now we fix ǫ = min{τ4(δ1, n), τ4(δ2, n), ǫ′(n)}, where δ2 is from Theorem B.5. From Claim 2-

Claim 4, it is clear that Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 in Appendix B are satisfied. Moreover,

if i is sufficiently large, (Mi, gi(t)) is δ2-symmetric of type-B at time 0 in the sense of Definition

B.4. From the self-similarity of (Mi, gi(t)) as in Case A, we immediately conclude that (Mi, gi(t)) is

δ2-symmetric of type-B at time t for any t ≤ 0.

Case C: If (C) happens, then the flow (Mi, gi(t))t≤0 is δ4-symmetric of type C, and Assumption 1

and Assumption 3 in Appendix B are satisfied.

In this case, it follows from Theorem 1.2 that there exist s1
i
, s2

i
≥ 2ri and points q1

i
∈ Σ1

i
(s1

i
)

and q2
i
∈ Σ2

i
(s2

i
) with fi(q

1
i
) = ǫ1Ri(q

1
i
) and fi(q

2
i
) = ǫ1Ri(q

2
i
) . By our choice of parameters,

any point x ∈ Mi\Di is the center of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck, where Di = D1
i
∪ D2

i
=

(E1
i
\Σ1

i
(ri, s1

i
)) ∪ (E2

i
\Σ2

i
(ri, s2

i
)). Moreover, we fix points z1

i
∈ D1

i
and z2

i
∈ D2

i
to be a maximum

point of fi on D1
i

and D2
i
, respectively.

If we set g̃1
i
= s1

i
gi, g̃2

i
= s2

i
gi, f̃ 1

i
= fi − s1

i
and f̃ 2

i
= fi − s2

i
. Following the the discussion in case

B, it is clear that both (Mi, q
1
i
, g̃1

i
, f̃ 1

i
) and (Mi, q

2
i
, g̃2

i
, f̃ 2

i
) converge smoothly in the Cheeger-Gromov

sense to the Bryant soliton. Furthermore, there exist constants ǫ′′ = ǫ′′(n) > 0 and Λ1 = Λ1(n) > 0

such that for ǫ ≤ ǫ′′ and sufficiently large i, if (x, t̄) ∈ Mi × (−∞, 0], dgi(t̄)(z
1
i
, x) ≥ Λ1Ri(zi, t̄)

− 1
2 and

dgi(t̄)(z
2
i
, x) ≥ Λ1Ri(zi, t̄)

− 1
2 , then

λi(y, t) ≤
θ0

2
Ri(y, t),

for any (y, t) ∈ Bgi(t̄)(x, L̄Ri(x, t̄)−
1
2 ) × [−L̄Ri(x, t̄)−1, t̄].

Now we fix ǫ = min{τ4(δ1, n), τ4(δ4, n), ǫ′′(n)}, where δ4 is from Theorem B.7. From Claim 3,

Claim 4 and the discussion above, it is clear that Assumption 1 and Assumption 3 in Appendix B

are satisfied. Moreover, if i is sufficiently large, (Mi, gi(t)) is δ4-symmetric of type-C at time 0 in

the sense of Definition B.6. Applying the self-similarity of (Mi, gi(t)) as in Case A, we immediately

conclude that (Mi, gi(t)) is δ4-symmetric of type-C at time t for any t ≤ 0.

In conclusion, for each large i, the associated ancient Ricci flow (Mi, gi(t))t≤0 must locate in one

of the situations of (A), (B), or (C). However, this contradicts our assumption at the beginning. This

contradiction establishes the proof of this Proposition. �

Now we are able to finish the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1: It follows from the combination of Theorem B.2, Theorem B.5 and The-

orem B.7 that each ancient Ricci flow solution (Mn, g(t))t≤0 satisfying one of (A), (B) or (C) in

Proposition 5.7 is rotationally symmetric. Then we can apply Kotschwar’s classification [38] to

obtain that (M, g) must be isometric to S n, S n−1 × R, or Rn. Applying (1.2) again, we know that

(M, g) can only be S n−1 × R. �
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6 Further discussion

In this paper, we mainly focus on the model space (S n−1 × R, gc). One can also consider the model

space
(

(S n−1/Γ) × R, gc

)

, where Γ ≤ O(n) is a finite subgroup acting freely on S n−1. Then we can

also define a spacetime (x, t) in a Ricci flow (M, g(t)) to be the center of an evolving (normalized)

ǫ-neck if the model space S n−1 × R is replaced by (S n−1/Γ) × R.

The following theorem is another version of Theorem 1.2 in this case, whose proof is almost

identical and hence omitted.

Theorem 6.1. For any positive constants n,N, A, B, ǫ and δ0 ∈ (0, 1), there exist positive constants

σ = σ(n,N, δ0, A, B), L = L(n,N, δ0, A, B) and η = η(n,N, δ0, A, B, ǫ) satisfying the following

property.

Let (Mn, g, f ) be a Ricci shrinker with















































































|∇iRm| ≤ BR
i
2
+1, ∀ 0 ≤ i ≤ 4 on Σ(t0, s0),

R ≤ ǫ1 f on Σ(t0, s0),

|
◦

RmΣ| ≤ ǫ′1R on Σ(t0),
∣

∣

∣R − n−1
2

∣

∣

∣ ≤ ǫ′
1

on Σ(t0),

(1 − δ0)s0 ≥ t0 ≥ nǫ−1
1
,

µ(g) ≥ −A,

Σ(t0) is diffeomorphic to S n−1/Γ with |Γ| ≤ N.

If ǫ1 ≤ σ and ǫ′
1
≤ η, then one of the following statements holds.

(a). There exists an end E with ∂E = Σ(t0) such that any point in Σ(η−1t0,∞) ⊂ E is the center

of an evolving normalized ǫ-neck. Moreover, E is asymptotic to
(

(S n−1/Γ) × R, gc

)

with rate

O(r−τ(n)).

(b). There exists an end E with ∂E = Σ(t0) such that any point in Σ(η−1t0,∞) ⊂ E is the cen-

ter of an evolving ǫ-neck. Moreover, E is asymptotic to a regular cone with cross section

diffeomorphic to S n−1/Γ.

(c). There exists a compact set E with ∂E = Σ(t0), a number s ≥ s0 and a point q ∈ Σ(s) such that

R(q) = σs. Moreover, any point in Σ(η−1t0, s) ⊂ E is the center of an evolving ǫ-neck and any

point in the cap D := E\Σ(t0, s) is the center of an ǫ-steady soliton conifold. Furthermore,

diamgD ≤ L
√

s
, sup

D

| f − s| ≤ L and L−1s ≤ inf
D

R ≤ sup
D

R ≤ s + L.

However, the following conjecture originally proposed in [47] is still open.

Conjecture 6.2. For any n > 0 and N > 0, there exists a small constant ǫ = ǫ(n,N) > 0 with the

following property.

Suppose (Mn, p, g, f ) is a Ricci shrinker such that

dPGH

{

(Mn, p, g),
(

(S n−1/Γ) × R, pc, gc

)}

< ǫ

with |Γ| ≤ N, then (M, g) is isometric to
(

(S n−1/Γ) × R, pc, gc

)

.

59



Notice that the same proof of Theorem 1.1 does not go through. The key point is another version

of Theorem 4.7 corresponding to (S n−1/Γ)×R does not hold. In fact, in this case one can show (X, d)

in Theorem 4.7 is isometric to (Rn/Γ, gBr), where gBr is the quotient metric of the Bryant soliton. In

other words, even though the cap region is modeled by (Rn/Γ, gBr), the underlying topology of the

cap is unclear. A deeper bubble may exist and converge to the singularity of (Rn/Γ, gBr). For this

reason, one cannot apply the theorems of symmetry as done in the proof of Theorem 1.1.

However, if we assume f has no critical point outside a compact set, we have the following

weaker theorem.

Theorem 6.3. There exists a small constant ǫ = ǫ̂(n,N) > 0 satisfying the following property.

Suppose (Mn, p, g, f ) is a Ricci shrinker such that |∇ f | > 0 on {x ∈ M | f (x) ≥ n} and

dPGH

{

(Mn, p, g),
(

(S n−1/Γ) × R, pc, gc

)}

< ǫ̂

with |Γ| ≤ N, then (M, g) is isometric to
(

(S n−1/Γ) × R, pc, gc

)

.

Proof. Suppose the conclusion does not hold, there exists a sequence of Ricci shrinkers (Mn
i
, pi, gi, fi)

such that

(Mi, pi, gi, fi)
pointed−Gromov−Hausdor f f
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

(

(S n−1/Γi) × R, pc, gc, fc
)

for |Γi| ≤ N, but no (Mi, gi) is isometric to
(

(S n−1/Γi) × R, gc

)

. Since there are only finitely many

conjugacy classes of subgroups of O(n) with order no larger than N, we may assume Γi = Γ for a

fixed Γ ≤ O(n) acting freely on S n−1.

If i is large, the conclusion of Theorem 6.1 holds. Since fi is assumed to be regular on {x ∈ Mi |
fi(x) ≥ n}, we conclude as in the proof of Theorem 1.1 that each Mi is diffeomorphic to (S n−1/Γ)×R
and each point is the center of an evolving normalized δ1-neck. By considering the universal cover

(M̃i, g̃i, f̃i) of (Mi, gi, fi). We can apply Theorem B.2 by iteration and conclude that (M̃i, g̃i, f̃i) is

rotationally symmetric. From [38, Theorem 1], (M̃i, g̃i) is isometric to (S n−1 × R, gc). This implies

that (Mi, gi) is isometric to
(

(S n−1/Γ) × R, gc

)

, which is a contradiction. �

On the other hand, inspired by the main theorem of [21], it is natural to guess that all generalized

round cylinders are also rigid in Ricci shrinkers.

Conjecture 6.4. For any n and 2 ≤ k ≤ n − 2, there exists a small constant ǫ = ǫ(n) > 0 with the

following property.

Suppose (Mn, p, g, f ) is a Ricci shrinker such that

dPGH

{

(Mn, p, g), (S n−k × Rk, pc, gc)
}

< ǫ,

then (M, g) is isometric to (S n−k × Rk, gc).
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Appendix

A Steady soliton conifold

Following Chen-Wang [24], we introduce the concept of the steady soliton conifold and prove many

fundamental properties.

Definition A.1. Let S(n) be the collection of geodesic spaces (Xn, p, d, g, f ) with the following

properties.

1. f is a locally Lipschitz function defined on X and f (p) = 0.

2. X has a disjoint regular-singular decomposition X = R ∪ S, where R is the regular part, S
is the singular part. A point is called regular if it has a neighborhood that is isometric to

a totally geodesic convex domain of some smooth Riemannian manifold. A point is called

singular if it is not regular.

3. (R, g) is an open (possibly incomplete) Riemannian manifold of dimension n with R ≥ 0 and

satisfies the Ricci steady soliton equation

Rc f := Rc + Hess f = 0. (A.1)

4. R is geodesically convex, i.e., for any pair of points x, y ∈ R, there exists a shortest geodesic

in R connecting x and y.

5. dimM S ≤ n − 4, where dimM means Minkowski dimension.

6. Every tangent space of x ∈ S is a metric cone of Hausdorff dimension n. Moreover, if Y is a

tangent cone of x, then the unit ball B(x̂, 1) centered at vertex x̂ must satisfy

|B(x̂, 1)| ≤ (1 − δ0)ωn

for some uniform positive number δ0 = δ0(n) > 0. Here the volume is the n-dimensional

Hausdorff measure and ωn is the volume of the unit ball in Rn.

Note that (X, d) is called a (Riemannian) conifold if all the properties in the above definition

except equation (A.1) are satisfied (cf. Definition 1.2 of [24]). The geodesic space (X, d) is the

completion of (R, g). The equation (A.1) justifies the “steady soliton” in the name. By taking the

divergence of (A.1), we obtain R + |∇ f |2 = λ on R for a constant λ ≥ 0. If λ = 0, then R ≡ 0 and f

is a constant. From the equation ∆ f R = −2|Rc|2 on R, we conclude that Rc ≡ 0 on R. In this case,

(X, d) is a Ricci-flat Riemannian conifold and is called a trivial steady soliton conifold. If λ > 0,

we rescale the metric such that λ = 1 and hence

R + |∇ f |2 = 1 (A.2)

on R. In this case, (X, d) is called a nontrivial Ricci steady soliton. In the following, we derive

some geometric and analytic properties of (X, d) ∈ S(n). Most results are generalizations of the
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corresponding results in [34] for smooth metric measure spaces and can be proved similarly as

in [24]. Moreover, we define the weighted measure e− f dV by µ, where dV is the n-dimensional

Hausdorff measure and denote the volume with respect to dµ by | · |µ.

Proposition A.2. (Volume comparison) Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). For any 0 < r1 < r2 and x ∈ X, we

have

|B(x, r2)|µ
rn

2

≤ er2
|B(x, r1)|µ

rn
1

. (A.3)

Proof. If (X, d) is smooth, then (A.3) follows from [68, Theorem 1.2] since Rc f ≥ 0 and |∇ f | ≤ 1

by (A.2). For the general case, we can derive the result as [24, Proposition 2.3]. �

Next, we have the following segment inequality, which is a generalization of [34, Theorem 2.6]

by following the argument of [24, Proposition 2.6]

Proposition A.3. (Segment inequality) Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). For any L > 0, there exists a constant

C1 = C1(n, L) > 0 such that if A1, A2 are two subsets of B(q, r) ⊂⊂ B(p, L), we have

∫

A1×A2

Fu(x, y) dµ(x)dµ(y) ≤ C1r(|A1|µ + |A2|µ)

∫

B(q,3r)

u dµ,

where u is a nonnegative continuous function on B(q, 3r) and

Fu(x, y) := inf
γ

∫ d(x,y)

0

u(γ(t)) dt

with infimum being taken over all geodesics connecting q1 and y.

Definition A.4. The Sobolev space N1,2(X, µ) is the subspace of L2(X, µ) consisting of functions u

for which the norm

‖u‖2
N1,2 = ‖u‖2L2 + inf

ui

lim inf
i→∞

‖hi‖2L2 < ∞,

where the limit infimum is taken over all upper gradients hi of the functions ui satisfying ‖ui−u‖L2 →
0. Notice that for any domain Ω ⊂ X, one can define N1,2(Ω, µ) similarly. Also, N

1,2
c , N

1,2
0

and N
1,2
loc

can be defined as the usual Sobolev space.

The definition of the upper gradient can be found in Cheeger [16, Definition 1.1]. Notice that the

only difference between N1,2(X, µ) and the one defined in [24, Definition 2.10] is the former uses

the measure dµ. Similar to [24, Corollary 2.12] and [24, Proposition 2.12], we have

Proposition A.5. C∞c (R) ∩ N1,2(X, µ) is dense in N1,2(X, µ). Moreover, for any open set Ω ⊂ X, the

restriction map N1,2(Ω, µ)→ W1,2(R ∩ Ω, µ) is an isomorphic isometry.

Combining Proposition A.2 and Proposition A.3, we obtain the following local L2-Poincaré

inequality and local L2-Sobolev inequalities as [34, Proposition 2.7, 2.9]
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Proposition A.6. (Local L2-Poincaré inequality) Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). For any L > 0, there exists

a constant C2 = C2(n, L) > 0 such that for any B(q, r) ⊂ B(p, L), we have

−
∫

B(q,r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

u − −
∫

B(q,r)

u dµ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

dµ ≤ C2r2−
∫

B(q,r)

|∇u|2 dµ,

for any u ∈ N
1,2
loc

(X, µ), where

−
∫

B(q,r)

u dµ :=
1

|B(q, r)|µ

∫

B(q,r)

u dµ.

Proposition A.7. (Local L2-Sobolev inequality) Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). For any L > 0, there exists

a constant C3 = C3(n, L) > 0 such that for any B(q, r) ⊂ B(p, L), we have

(∫

B(q,r)

u
n

n−2 dµ

)
n−2

n

≤ C3r2

|B(q, r)|
2
n
µ

∫

B(q,r)

|∇u|2 + r−2u2 dµ, (A.4)

for any u ∈ N
1,2
loc

(X, µ).

Definition A.8. Suppose u ∈ N
1,2
loc

(Ω, µ) and h ∈ L2
loc

(Ω, µ). Then ∆ f u ≤ h in the weak sense if for

any nonnegative v ∈ N
1,2
c (Ω, µ),

−
∫

Ω∩R
〈∇u,∇v〉 dµ ≤

∫

Ω

vh dµ.

Moreover, we say u is a harmonic function if ∆ f u = 0 in the weak sense.

As the singular part S has high codimension, we can extend any bounded subharmonic function

on the regular part globally. The following lemma can be proved similarly as [24, Proposition 2.19].

Lemma A.9. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n) and Ω a bounded open domain. Suppose u is a bounded

function on R ∩ Ω satisfying

∆ f u = h ≥ 0.

Then u ∈ N
1,2
loc

(Ω, µ) and ∆ f u = h in the weak sense on Ω.

Next, we prove a quantitative version of the strong maximum principle.

Proposition A.10. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). Given any L and q ∈ B(p, L), suppose u is a bounded,

nonnegative, continuous function on B(q, 3) ∩ R such that

∆ f u ≤ 0 (A.5)

in the weak sense on B(q, 2)∩R. Then there exists a constant δ1 = δ1(n, L) > 0 such that if u(y) = τ

for some y ∈ B(q, 1) ∩ R, then

|{u ≤ 2τ} ∩ B(q, 2)|µ ≥ δ1|B(q, 2)|µ.

In particular, either u ≡ 0 on B(q, 2) ∩ R or

inf
B(q,1)∩R

u > 0.
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Proof. It follows from Lemma A.9 that u ∈ N1,2(B(q, 2), µ) and (A.5) holds on B(q, 2), by the same

argument of [24, Proposition 2.19]. If u = 0 at some point in B(q, 2) ∩ R, it follows from the

classical strong maximum principle that u ≡ 0 on B(q, 2) ∩ R. Therefore, we may assume u > 0 on

B(q, 2) ∩ R.

Since (2τ − u)+ is a bounded subharmonic function (with respect to ∆ f ) in N1,2(B(q, 2), µ). We

can apply (A.7), (A.4) and the standard Moser iteration to obtain

‖(2τ − u)+‖L∞(B(q,1)) ≤ C

(

1

|B(q, 1)|µ

∫

B(q,2)

|(2τ − u)+|2 dµ

)
1
2

≤ C

(

−
∫

B(q,2)

|(2τ − u)+|2 dµ

)
1
2

(A.6)

for some constant C = C(n, L) > 0, where we have used (A.3) for the last inequality. Since u is

continuous on B(q, 2) ∩ R and u(y) = τ for some y ∈ B(q, 1) ∩ R, it follows from (A.6) that

τ ≤ C

(

−
∫

B(q,2)

|(2τ − u)+|2 dµ

) 1
2

≤ 2Cτ

( |{u ≤ 2τ} ∩ B(q, 2)|µ
|B(q, 2)|µ

) 1
2

.

Therefore, the proof of (A.5) is complete. For the last conclusion, if infB(q,1)∩R u = 0, then there

exists a sequence yi ∈ B(q, 1) ∩ R with u(yi) = τi → 0. Applying (A.5) for τ = τi, we conclude that

there exists a point z ∈ B̄(q, 1) ∩ R such that u(z) = 0, which is a contradiction. �

As an application, we have

Proposition A.11. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n) be compact. Then Rc ≡ 0 on R.

Proof. Since X is compact and f is locally Lipschitz, there exists a point q ∈ X such that

f (q) = inf
X

f .

From the equation ∆ f ( f − f (q)) = −(|∇ f |2 + R) ≤ 0, we conclude from Proposition A.10 that

f ≡ f (q). In this case, it follows from the steady soliton equation that Rc ≡ 0 on R. �

Next, we have the following existence result and gradient estimates for harmonic functions. The

proof follows verbatim from [24, Proposition 2.26].

Proposition A.12. LetΩ ⊂ X be a bounded domain and v a continuous function in N1,2(Ω, µ). Then

there is a unique solution u ∈ N1,2(Ω, µ) solving the Dirichlet problem

∆ f u = 0 in Ω and u − v ∈ N
1,2
0

(Ω, µ).

Moreover, the weak maximum principle holds for u, that is,

sup
Ω

u = sup
∂Ω

u, inf
Ω

u = inf
∂Ω

u.

Next, we have the following splitting result.
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Proposition A.13. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). Suppose there exists a smooth function b on R satisfying

∆ f b = s and |∇b| = t

on R, where s and t are constants with t > 0. Then (X, d) is isometric to (Y × R, d′ × dgE
), where

(Y, d′) is a Ricci steady soliton conifold.

Proof. It follows from the Weitzenböck formula that on R

0 =
1

2
∆ f |∇b|2 = |Hess b|2 + Rc f (∇b,∇b) + 〈∇∆ f b,∇b〉 = |Hess b|2.

Therefore, Hess b = 0 and one can prove as [24, Lemma 2.31] that the gradient flow of ∇b preserves

the regular point. Now the conclusion follows easily. �

For any u, v ∈ N1,2(X, µ), we define a nonnegative symmetric bilinear from E by

E (u, v) :=

∫

R
〈∇u,∇v〉 dµ.

It can be proved (see [24, Proposition 2.15]) that E is an irreducible, strongly local and regular

Dirichlet form. The associated semigroup (Pt)≥0 can be expressed as

Pt(u)(y) =

∫

u(x)p(t, x, y) dµ(x), ∀u ∈ L2(X, µ), t > 0.

Here, p(t, x, y) is called the heat kernel with respect to E . Notice the ∆ f can be regarded as the

unique generator concerning E and the domain of ∆ f , denoted by Σ(∆ f ), is a subspace of L2(X, µ).

We have the following estimates which follow from [64] and [65] as [24, Proposition 2.20], see

also [34, Theorem 3.1].

Theorem A.14. (Heat kernel estimates) There exists a unique heat kernel p(t, x, y) with respect to

the Dirichlet form E .

1. p(t, x, y) is stochastically complete. That is,

∫

p(t, x, y) dµ(x) = 1.

2. For any L > 0, there exists a constant C5 = C5(n, L) > 0 such that

C−1
5

|B(x,
√

t)|µ
exp















−d2(x, y)

C−1
5

t















≤ p(t, x, y) ≤ C5

|B(x,
√

t)|µ
exp

(

−d2(x, y)

C5t

)

for any x, y ∈ B(p, L) and 0 < t < L2.

Next, we have the following Bakry-Émery condition.
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Proposition A.15. (Bakry-Émery condition) Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). Then for any u ∈ Σ(∆ f ) with

∆ f u ∈ N1,2(X, µ) and v ∈ L∞ ∩ Σ(∆ f ) with v ≥ 0 and ∆ f v ∈ L∞,

1

2

∫

|∇u|2∆ f v dµ ≥
∫

v〈∇u,∇∆ f u〉 dµ.

Proof. If u ∈ C∞c (R), then it follows from the Weitzenböck formula that

1

2
∆ f |∇u|2 = |Hess u|2 + Rc f (∇u,∇u) + 〈∇u,∇∆ f u〉 ≥ 〈∇u,∇∆ f u〉.

Then for any v ∈ L∞ ∩ Σ(∆ f ) with v ≥ 0 and ∆ f v ∈ L∞, it is clear from the integration by parts that

1

2

∫

|∇u|2∆ f v dµ ≥
∫

v〈∇u,∇∆ f u〉 dµ.

Now the general case follows by approximating u by functions in C∞c (R) as Proposition A.5. �

Now we obtain the following result. For the definition of RCD(K,∞) space, see [29, Definition

2.1].

Theorem A.16. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). Then (X, d, µ) is a RCD(0,∞) space.

Proof. (i), (ii) and (iv) in [29, Definition 2.1] follow from the definition of E , Proposition A.2 and

Proposition A.15, respectively. (iii) in [29, Definition 2.1] follows from Proposition A.5 and the

corresponding result on R. �

For applications, we have the following gradient estimate for the positive harmonic function, see

also [51, Theorem 1.1].

Proposition A.17 (Cheng-Yau estimate). Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n). Suppose Ω = B(x, 4r) and u ∈
L∞(Ω) ∩ N1,2(Ω, µ) satisfies

∆ f u = 0.

Then there exists a constant C4 = C4(n) > 0 such that if x ∈ R,

|∇u|(x) ≤ C4

r
‖u‖L∞(Ω).

Proof. The proof follows verbatim from [24, Proposition 2.24] by using the δ-function property of

the heat kernel and the weighted Sobolev inequality. The latter can be derived from [1, Proposition

2.1], since (X, d, µ) is a RCD(0,∞) space. �

From Proposition A.17, we immediately obtain

Corollary A.18 (Liouville theorem). Suppose u is a harmonic function on R with sublinear growth,

then u ≡ C on R.

Now we recall
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Definition A.19. The first eigenvalue fo ∆ f is defined by

λ := inf
u∈N1,2(X,µ)

E (u, u)
∫

u2 dµ
= inf

u∈C∞c (R)

∫

|∇u|2 dµ
∫

u2 dµ
.

Notice that the last equality holds from Proposition A.5. For any non-compact Ricci steady

soliton conifold, we have the following theorem, which is a generalization of [51, Proposition 2.1].

Theorem A.20. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n) be non-compact. Then λ = 1
4
.

Proof. First we show that λ ≤ 1/4. This can be done by considering the test function u(x) :=

e−
1
4

(1+ǫ)d(p,x)φ(x), where φ is a cutoff function with φ = 1 on B(p, L − 1) and φ = 0 outside B(p, L).

Since the volume |B(p, L)| ≤ LneL|B(p, 1)|µ by (A.3), one can compute directly that λ ≤ 1
4
(1 + ǫ)2

for any ǫ > 0.

Next we compute on R,

∆ f e
f

2 =

(

−1

2
+
|∇ f |2

4

)

e
f

2 ≤ −1

4
e

f

2 .

Since f is locally bounded, the above equation also holds on X in the weak sense. Therefore, we

have λ ≥ 1/4 by the same argument of [51, Lemma 2.2]. �

Theorem A.20 implies, in particular, that any non-compact (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n) admits a positive

Green’s function (see, e.g. [28, Lemma 5.2]):

G(x, y) =

∫ ∞

0

p(t, x, y) dt.

Next, we recall the following definition.

Definition A.21. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n) be non-compact and E an end of X. E is said to be parabolic

if it does not admit a positive harmonic function h satisfying

h = 1

on ∂E and

lim inf
x→E(∞)

h(x) < 1,

where E(∞) denotes the infinity of E. Otherwise, E is said to be nonparabolic.

It is clear from the existence of a positive Green’s function that X has at least one nonparabolic

end.

Now we can follow the same proof as in [51, Theorem 4.1] to prove the following result.

Theorem A.22. Let (X, p, d, f ) ∈ S(n) be non-compact and nontrivial. Then X has only one end.
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Proof. We assume X has at least two ends and derive a contradiction. We first show X has at most

one nonparabolic end. Indeed, if X has two nonparabolic end, one can follow the arguments of [43,

Theorem 21.1, 21.3] to construct a positive, bounded, nonconstant, harmonic function u satisfying

E (u, u) =

∫

|∇u|2 dµ < ∞.

However, this contradicts Corollary A.18. Hence, X has exactly one nonparabolic end E. Suppose

X has more than one end, then we can choose F as a parabolic end. For simplicity, we may assume

that X has exactly two ends E and F.

Claim 1: F contains a geodesic ray γ ⊂ F ∩ R.

Actually, we fix a point q ∈ R ∩ F and a sequence of points yi ∈ R ∩ F. Let αi ⊂ R be a shortest

geodesic connecting q and yi, whose existence is guaranteed by item 4 of Definition A.1. Then αi

converges to a geodesic γ ⊂ F, naturally parametrized by arc length, such that γ(0) = q. Since q

is regular point, there exists a small constant ǫ such that γ([0, ǫ]) ⊂ R. In particular, at each point

y ∈ γ([0, ǫ]), each tangent space at y is Rn. By volume comparison and heat kernel estimate(cf.

[34, Theorem 4.5]), for each sequence rα → 0+, the unit balls in tangent spaces associated to this

sequence and points y = γ(t) varies continuously in Gromov-Hausdorff topology for t ∈ [0.5ǫ,∞).

In particular, the volume of unit balls in tangent spaces is then a continuous function of t. Thus, by

the gap property(Item 6 of Definition A.1), it is a constant independent of t. This means that for

each t ∈ [0.5ǫ,∞), a tangent space of γ(t) is Rn. Therefore, it follows from definition that γ(t) is a

regular point, i.e., γ(t) ∈ R for any t ≥ 0. We define the Busemann function

β(x) = lim
t→∞

(t − d(x, γ(t))).

It follows from the Laplacian comparison that

∆ fβ ≥ −1, |∇β| = 1,

which in turn implies that

∆ f eβ ≥ 0. (A.7)

Claim 2: Fix p ∈ X, for all L > 0 large enough, we have

|B(p, L) ∩ E|µ ≤ CeL. (A.8)

On the end E, the function d(p, ·) + β is uniformly bounded. Therefore, it suffices to show that

for some large s > 0, we have

|{s < −β < t} ∩ E|µ ≤ Cet, ∀ t > s. (A.9)

Actually, by perturbing distance function and the high co-dimension assumption of S(cf. [24, Corol-

lary B.3]), for each small δ > 0, we can find an almost “tubular neighborhood” Tδ of S. The distance

from any point in ∂Tδ to S is comparable to δ, and the (n − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure of
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∂Tδ ∩ K is bounded by C(K)δ2 for dimensional reason, where K is any compact set. Applying

integration by parts away from Tδ, we have

0 ≤
∫

{s<−β<t}\Tδ
(∆ f eβ)e− f =

∫

{−β=s}∩(E\Tδ)
eβe− f −

∫

{−β=t}∩(E\Tδ)

eβe− f +

∫

∂Tδ∩E

〈∇β,~n〉eβe− f ,

where ~n is the outward unit normal vector of ∂Tδ. It follows that

|{β = −t} ∩ (E\Tδ)|µ ≤ et−s |{β = −s} ∩ E|µ +C(E, s, t)δ2et,

where µ is the induced measure on the hypersurfaces. Integrating the above inequality, we obtain

|{s < −β < t} ∩ (E\Tδ)|µ ≤ et−s|{β = −s} ∩ E|µ +C(E, s, t)δ2et.

Letting δ→ 0, we arrive at (A.9). By choosing proper cutoff functions, integration by parts(cf. [24,

Proposition 2.17], [49, Theorem 1.4]) then implies that

|F\B(p, L)|µ ≤ Ce−L. (A.10)

Then we verbatim follow the proof in [51]. Define a cut-off function φ with support in B(p, 2L) such

that φ = 1 on B(p, L) and |∇φ| ≤ CL−1. Using the fact λ1(∆ f ) = 1
4
, and the volume estimate (A.9)

and (A.10), integration by parts implies that

1

2

∫

X

{

∆ f eβ
}

φ2e− f =

∫

X

e
1
2
β

(

∆ f e
1
2
β +

1

4
e

1
2
β

)

φ2e− f ≤
∫

X

|∇φ|2eβe− f ≤ C

L
→ 0.

It then follows from the combination of (A.7) and the above inequality that on R,

∆ f e
β = 0, ∆ f β = −1 and |∇β| = 1.

It follows from Proposition A.13 that (X, d) is isometric to (Y ×R, d′ × dgE
), where (Y, d′) is a Ricci

steady soliton conifold. Since we assume X has at least two ends, Y must be compact. Therefore, it

follows from Proposition A.11 that RcY and hence RcX are identically 0 on R.

In sum, we obtain a contradiction, and the original conclusion holds.

�

B Improvement theorems of symmetry

We recall the following definition, see [9, Definition 4.2].

Definition B.1 (Neck-symmetry). Let (Mn, g(t)) be an n-dimensional Ricci flow solution and let

(x̄, t̄) be a spacetime point with R(x̄, t̄) = n−1
2

r−2. Assume that (x̄, t̄) is the center of an evolving

ǭ-neck for some small positive number ǭ. We say (x̄, t̄) is ǫ-symmetric if there exists a smooth, time-

independent family of vector fieldsU = {U(a) : 1 ≤ a ≤
(

n
2

)

} defined on the closed ball B̄g(t̄)(x̄, 100r)

with the following properties:
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• In Bg(t̄)(x̄, 100r) × [t̄ − 100r2, t̄], we have the estimate

2
∑

l=0

(n
2)

∑

a=1

r2l
∣

∣

∣Dl(LU (a)(g(t)))|2 ≤ ǫ2.

• If t ∈ [t̄ − 100r2, t̄] and ν denotes the unit normal vector to Hamilton’s CMC foliation of the

ǭ-neck at time t, then in Bg(t̄)(x̄, 100r), we have the estimate

(n
2)

∑

a=1

r−2|〈U(a), ν〉|2 ≤ ǫ2.

• If t ∈ [t̄ − 100r2, t̄] and Σ ⊂ Bg(t̄)(x̄, 100r) is a leaf of Hamilton’s CMC foliation of the ǭ-neck

at time t, then

(n
2)

∑

a,b=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

δab − areag(t)(Σ)−
n+1
n−1

∫

Σ

〈U(a),U(b)〉g(t) dµg(t)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ ǫ2.

Now we state the Neck Improvement Theorem proved by Brendle [5, Theorem 8.6] in dimension

3 and Brendle-Naff [9, Theorem 4.8] in general dimension.

Theorem B.2 (Improvement Theorem A). There exists a large constant L̄ (depending only upon n)

and a small constant δ1 (depending only upon L̄ and n) with the following property. Let (Mn, g(t))

be a Ricci flow solution, and let (x0, t0) be a spacetime point that is the center of an evolving δ1-neck

and satisfies R(x0, t0) = n−1
2

r−2. Moreover, suppose that every point in the parabolic neighborhood

Bg(t0)(x0, L̄r) × [t0 − L̄r2, t0) is ǫ-symmetric, where ǫ ≤ δ1. Then (x0, t0) is ǫ
2
-symmetric.

Next, we define the global symmetry of the Ricci flow. We have the following three types.

Definition B.3 (ǫ-symmetry of type-A). Let (Mn, g(t))t≤t̄ be an n-dimensional Ricci flow solution.

(Mn, g(t)) is said to be ǫ-symmetric of type-A at time t̄ if

• M is diffeomorphic to S n−1 × R.

• (x, t̄) is ǫ-symmetric in the sense of Definition B.1 for any x ∈ M.

Now we make the following assumptions for ancient solutions to the Ricci flow.

Assumption 1. There exists a constant θ0 > 0 such that if spacetime point (x, t) of the Ricci flow

(Mn, g(t))t≤0 satisfies

λ1(x, t) ≤ θ0R(x, t),

where λ1 to be the minimal eigenvalue of Rc, then (x, t) is δ1-symmetric in the sense of Definition

B.1, where δ1 is the constant in Theorem B.2.
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Assumption 2. There exists a constant Λ0 > 0 such that for the Ricci flow solution (Mn, g(t))t≤0

with a marked point z, if (x̄, t̄) ∈ M × (−∞, 0] and dg(t̄)(z, x̄) ≥ Λ0R(z, t̄)−
1
2 , then

λ1(x, t) ≤ θ0

2
R(x, t),

for any (x, t) ∈ Bg(t̄)(x̄, L̄R(x̄, t̄)−
1
2 ) × [t̄ − L̄R(x̄, t̄)−1, t̄], where L̄ is the constant in Theorem B.2.

The definition of the symmetry of type-B follows from [9, Definition 5.2]. In the following, we

set rmax(t) = (maxM R(t))−
1
2 .

Definition B.4 (ǫ-symmetry of type-B). The Ricci flow (Mn, g(t))t≤t̄ with Assumption 1 and As-

sumption 2 is called ǫ-symmetric of type-B at time t̄ if M is diffeomorphic to Rn and there exists a

compact domain D ⊂ M and a family of time-independent vector fields U = {U(a) : 1 ≤ a ≤
(

n
2

)

}
which are defined on an open subset containing D such that the following statements hold:

• There exists a point x ∈ ∂D such that λ1(x, t̄) < θ0R(x, t̄).

• For each x ∈ D, we have λ1(x, t̄) > 1
2
θ0R(x, t̄).

• The boundary ∂D is a leaf of Hamilton’s CMC foliation at time t̄.

• For each x ∈ M \ D, the point (x, t̄) is ǫ-symmetric in the sense of Definition B.1.

• In D × [t̄ − rmax(t̄)2, t̄], we have the estimate

2
∑

l=0

(n
2)

∑

a=1

rmax(t̄)2l
∣

∣

∣Dl(LU (a)(g(t)))|2 ≤ ǫ2.

• If Σ ⊂ D is a leaf of Hamilton’s CMC foliation of (M, g(t̄)) that has distance at most 50 rneck(∂D)

from ∂D, then

sup
Σ

(n
2)

∑

a=1

rmax(t̄)−2|〈U(a), ν〉|2 ≤ ǫ2,

where ν is the unit normal vector to Σ in (M, g(t̄)) and rneck(∂D) is defined by the identity

areag(t̄)(∂D) = areag
S n−1

(S n−1)rneck(∂D)n−1.

• If Σ ⊂ D is a leaf of Hamilton’s CMC foliation of (M, g(t̄)) that has distance at most 50 rneck(∂D)

from ∂D, then

(n
2)

∑

a,b=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

δab − areag(t̄)(Σ)−
n+1
n−1

∫

Σ

〈U(a),U(b)〉g(t̄) dµg(t̄)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ ǫ2,

where rneck(∂D) is defined by the identity areag(t̄)(∂D) = areag
S n−1

(S n−1)rneck(∂D)n−1.

Now we can state the improvement theorem for the second type. The proof follows verbatim

from [5, Section 9] and [9, Section 5].
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Theorem B.5 (Improvement Theorem B). There exist positive constants δ2 and δ3 depending only

θ0, Λ0 and n with the following property. Let (Mn, g(t))t≤t̄ be a Ricci flow solution satisfying As-

sumption 1 and Assumption 2. Suppose (Mn, g(t)) is ǫ-symmetric of type-B at time t for any t ≤ t̄

with ǫ ≤ δ2 and the marked point z in the Assumption 2 belongs to D. Moreover, after rescaling

the metric by r−2, the parabolic neighborhood Bg(t̄)(z, δ
−1
3

r) × [t̄ − δ−1
3

r, t̄] is δ3-close in the C[δ−1
3

]-

topology to the Bryant soliton based at the tip whose scalar curvature is 1, where R(z, t̄) = r−2.

Then (Mn, g(t)) is ǫ
2
-symmetric of type-B at t̄.

Assumption 3. There exists a constant Λ1 > 0 such that for the Ricci flow solution (Mn, g(t))t≤0

with two marked points z1, z2, if (x̄, t̄) ∈ M × (−∞, 0], dg(t̄)(z1, x̄) ≥ Λ1R(z1, t̄)
− 1

2 and dg(t̄)(z2, x̄) ≥
Λ1R(z2, t̄)

− 1
2 , then

λ1(x, t) ≤ θ0

2
R(x, t),

for any (x, t) ∈ Bg(t̄)(x̄, L̄R(x̄, t̄)−
1
2 ) × [t̄ − L̄R(x̄, t̄)−1, t̄], where L̄ is the constant in Theorem B.2.

Next, we have the following definition, see [6, Definition 3.1].

Definition B.6 (ǫ-symmetry of type-C). The Ricci flow (Mn, g(t))t≤t̄ with Assumption 1 and As-

sumption 3 is called ǫ-symmetric of type-C at time t̄ if M is diffeomorphic to S n and there exists a

compact domain D ⊂ M and a family of time-independent vector fields U = {U(a) : 1 ≤ a ≤
(

n
2

)

}
which are defined on an open subset containing D such that the following statements hold:

• The domain D is a disjoint union of two domains D1 and D2, each of which is diffeomorphic

to Bn.

• λ1(x, t̄) < θ0R(x̄, t̄) for all points x ∈ M \ D.

• λ1(x, t̄) > 1
2
θ0R(x, t̄) for all points x ∈ D.

• ∂D1 and ∂D2 are leaves of Hamilton’s CMC foliation of (M, g(t̄)).

• For each x ∈ M \ D, the point (x, t̄) is ǫ-symmetric in the sense of Definition B.1.

• The Lie derivative LU (a)(g(t)) satisfies for each k ∈ {1, 2} the estimate

sup
Dk×[t̄−ρ2

k
,t̄]

2
∑

l=0

(n
2)

∑

a=1

ρ2l
k

∣

∣

∣Dl(LU (a)(g(t)))|2 ≤ ǫ2,

where ρ−2
k

:= supx∈Dk
R(x, t̄).

• For each k ∈ {1, 2}, the following property holds. If Σ ⊂ Dk is a leaf of Hamilton’s CMC

foliation of (M, g(t̄)) that has distance at most 50 rneck(∂Dk) from ∂Dk, then

sup
Σ

(n
2)

∑

a=1

ρ−2
k |〈U

(a), ν〉|2 ≤ ǫ2,

where ν is the unit normal vector to Σ in (M, g(t̄)) and rneck(∂Dk) is defined by the identity

areag(t̄)(∂Dk) = areag
S n−1

(S n−1)rneck(∂Dk)n−1.
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• For each k ∈ {1, 2}, the following property holds. If Σ ⊂ Dk is a leaf of Hamilton’s CMC

foliation of (M, g(t̄)) that has distance at most 50 rneck(∂Dk) from ∂Dk, then

(n
2)

∑

a,b=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

δab − areag(t̄)(Σ)−
n+1
n−1

∫

Σ

〈U(a),U(b)〉g(t̄) dµg(t̄)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ ǫ2.

Following the same arguments of [7, Section 3] and [6, Section 3], we have the following theo-

rem.

Theorem B.7 (Improvement Theorem C). There exist positive constants δ4 and δ5 depending only

on θ0, Λ1 and n with the following property. Let (Mn, g(t))t≤t̄ be a Ricci flow solution satisfying

Assumption 1 and Assumption 3. Suppose (Mn, g(t)) is ǫ-symmetric of type-C at time t for any t ≤ t̄

with ǫ ≤ δ4 and the marked points z1 and z2 in the Assumption 3 belong to D1 and D2 respectively.

Moreover, after rescaling the metric by r−2
i

, the parabolic neighborhood Bg(t̄)(zi, δ
−1
5

ri)× [t̄−δ−1
5

ri, t̄]

is δ5-close in the C[δ−1
5

]-topology to the Bryant soliton based at the tip whose scalar curvature is 1

for i = 1, 2, where R(zi, t̄) = r−2
i

. Then (Mn, g(t)) is ǫ
2
-symmetric of type-C at t̄.
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Sup. 52 (2019), 891-925.

[54] A. Naber, non-compact shrinking four solitons with nonnegative curvature, J. Reine Angew.

Math. 645(2010), 125-153.

[55] K. Naff, Shrinking Ricci solitons with positive isotropic curvature, arXiv:1905.10305.

[56] L. Ni, Ancient solution to Kähler-Ricci flow, Math. Res. Lett. 12(2005), no. 5, 633-654.

[57] L. Ni, N. Wallach, On a classification of gradient shrinking solitons, Math. Res. Lett.

15(2008), no. 5, 941-955.

[58] G. Perelman, The entropy formula for the Ricci flow and its geometric applications,

arXiv:math.DG/0211159.

[59] P. Petersen, W. Wylie, On the classification of gradient Ricci solitons. Geom. Topol. 14(2010),

no. 4, 2277-2300.

[60] A. Petrunin, Semiconcave Functions in Alexandrov Geometry, Surveys in Differential Geom-

etry, vol. XI. Int. Press, Somerville (2007).

[61] A. Petrunin, A globalization for non-complete but geodesic spaces, Math. Ann., 366(2016),

no. 1-2, 387-393.
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