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QUANTITATIVE UNIQUENESS FOR MEAN CURVATURE FLOW

TOBIAS HOLCK COLDING AND WILLIAM P. MINICOZZI II

To our friend Gang Tian.

Abstract. We show how to use the arguments of [CM2] to get a stronger effective version
of uniqueness of blowups that has a number of consequences.

0. Introduction

There is a natural scaling for a mean curvature flow (MCF) Ms ⊂ Rn+1, where space and
time dilate parabolically. A general limit flow at a space-time point (x̄, s̄) is a limit of a

sequence of rescalings 1

µi

(

Msi−µ2
i
s − xi

)

centered at a sequence of points (xi, si) → (x̄, s̄)

with µi → 0. Typically, the time-slices of the limit are non-compact and the convergence is
on compact sets. When the dilations are all centered at the same point, then the limit flow
is called a tangent flow.

A tangent flow at the origin in space-time is the limit of a sequence of rescaled flows 1

δi
Mδ2

i
t

where δi → 0. By a monotonicity formula of Huisken, [H], and an argument of Ilmanen and
White, [I, W2], tangent flows are shrinkers, i.e., self-similar solutions of MCF that evolve by
rescaling. A priori, different sequences δi could give different tangent flows and the question
of the uniqueness of the blowup is whether it is independent of the sequence. Uniqueness
has strong implications for regularity, [CM4], cf. [W3, W4].

A singular point is cylindrical if some tangent flow is a multiplicity one cylinder Sk ×
Rn−k; [CM2] proved that cylindrical blowups are unique. The main tool was a Lojasiewicz-
type inequality that led to a rate of decay for the gaussian area and a rate of convergence
to the limit. This was inspired by the way that Lojasiewicz proved uniqueness for finite
dimensional analytic gradient flows, [L]. The formal similarities to [L] helped frame the
problem. However, those methods did not apply for a number of reasons, including the
non-compactness of the time-slices. Instead new ideas and techniques were required.

The next theorem will illustrate why effective uniqueness is useful. Suppose that for
s ∈ [−1, 1], λ(Ms) ≤ λ0 and Ms satisfies:

(A) The origin (0, 0) is a cylindrical singularity with blow up C = Sk√
2k

×Rn−k.

(B) There are sequences xi → 0, si → 0 and µi → 0 so that

1

µi

(

Msi−µ2
i

− xi

)

converges smoothly with multiplicity one to O(C), where O is a rotation in Rn+1.

We will see that O(C) = C, i.e., the two cylinders are the same:

Theorem 0.1. If (A) and (B) hold, then O(C) = C.

The authors were partially supported by NSF DMS Grants 2405393 and 2304684.
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2 QUANTITATIVE UNIQUENESS FOR MEAN CURVATURE FLOW

If the sequence in (B) was centered at the origin in space-time (i.e., if xi = 0 and si = 0),
then this is uniqueness of cylindrical blow ups from [CM2]. The more general case, where
the centers of the rescalings converge to the origin, will follow from an effective uniqueness
theorem; see Theorem 0.5 below.

It is cleanest to state the effective uniqueness for solutions of the rescaled MCF. The
rescaled MCF is the gradient flow for the F -functional or Gaussian surface area

F (Σ) = (4π)−n/2

∫

Σ

e−
|x|2

4 dµ .(0.2)

The entropy, [CM1], is the supremum of the Gaussian surface areas over all centers and
scales

λ(Σ) = sup
c>0,x0∈Rn+1

F (x0 + cΣ) .(0.3)

Definition 0.4. We will say that distR(Σ,Γ) < ǫ if BR ∩ Σ can be written as a C2,α graph
over (a subset of) Γ of a function with C2,α norm less than ǫ.

The next theorem shows that if a rescaled MCF starts off close to a cylinder and F does
not decrease much, then the flow does not change much. They key point is that this is
independent of the time flowed. In the theorem, Σt is an n-dimensional rescaled MCF with
entropy λ(Σt) ≤ λ0 and all constants are allowed to depend on n and λ0.

Theorem 0.5. There exist c, α, ǫ1, ǫ2 > 0 and R1, R2 > 2n so that if Σt is defined on [t1, t2],

(1) distR1
(Σt, C) < ǫ1 for t ∈ [t1, t1 + 2], and

(2) |F (Σti)− F (C)| < ǫ2 for i = 1, 2,

then distR2
(Σt,Σt1+1) < c |F (Σt1)− F (C)|α + c |F (Σt2)− F (C)|α for t ∈ [t1 + 1, t2].

The proof of Theorem 0.5 gives a stronger notion of closeness and a bound for the distance
traveled, but the statement of Theorem 0.5 suffices for applications. We will use the theorem
to prove Theorem 0.1. It also implies the uniqueness of cylindrical blow down limits for
ancient mean curvature flows.

We are grateful to Brian White for raising the question that is proven in Theorem 0.1.

1. Model case

We will illustrate the ideas behind the effective uniqueness results in the finite dimensional
model case of the gradient flow of an analytic function.

Suppose that F is a function on Rn with ∇F (0) = 0 and F satisfies the gradient Lo-
jasiewicz inequality, [L],

|F (x)− F (0)|1+τ ≤ |∇F (x)|2(1.1)

for some τ ∈ (1/3, 1) and all x ∈ B2.
Let γ(t) be a gradient flow line for F , so that γ′(t) = −∇F ◦ γ(t) and

∂t F (γ(t)) = −|∇F |2(γ(t)) .(1.2)

Lojasiewicz used (1.1) to prove that if γ has 0 as a limit point, then γ has finite length and
converges to 0 as t → ∞; this is the Lojasiewicz uniqueness theorem, [L].
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The next proposition shows that if a subsegment of γ starts and ends near the critical
point, then it’s length has a fixed upper bound that is independent of the time that γ
flows. The Lojasiewicz uniqueness theorem is a corollary, but the proposition applies more
generally, including where F ◦ γ goes just a bit below F (0).

Proposition 1.3. There exist c, α, ǫ > 0 so that if γ is defined on [t1, t2],

γ(ti) ⊂ B 1

4

and |F (0)− F (γ(ti))| < ǫ ,(1.4)

then γ has length at most c |F (γ(t1))− F (0)|α + c |F (0)− F (γ(t2))|
α < 1

2
.

Proposition 1.3 is stated as a length bound since that is easy to understand and clearly
implies the uniqueness theorem. The argument actually gives the slightly stronger bound

∑

i

[F (γ(i))− F (γ(i+ 1))]
1

2 ≤ c |F (γ(t1))− F (0)|α + c |F (0)− F (γ(t2))|
α .(1.5)

The reason this is stronger is because the fundamental theorem of calculus and the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality give that

(
∫ i+1

i

|γt|

)2

=

(
∫ i+1

i

√

−∂t (F ◦ γ)

)2

≤ −

∫ i+1

i

∂t (F ◦ γ)

= F (γ(i))− F (γ(i+ 1) ,(1.6)

so the length of the segment of γ from t = i to t = i+ 1 is at most (F (γ(i))− F (γ(i+ 1))
1

2 .

1.1. The proof in the model case. The next lemma proves the proposition in the special
case where F ◦ γ stays above F (0).

Lemma 1.7. There exist c, α, ǫ > 0 so that if γ is defined on [t1, t2], γ(t1) ∈ B 1

2

, and

F (0) < F (γ(t2)) < F (γ(t1)) < F (0) + ǫ ,(1.8)

then γ has length at most c [F (γ(t1))− F (0)]α < 1

4
.

Proof. It is convenient to translate in time so that t1 = 0. Define T ∈ (0, t2] by

T = max {t ∈ (0, t2] | γ(t) ∈ B1} .(1.9)

Given t ∈ [0, T ], set f(t) = F (γ(t))− F (0), so that 0 < f < ǫ, f ′ = −|∇F |2(γ(t)) and (1.1)
gives that

f 1+τ ≤ −f ′ .(1.10)

Since f > 0, f−τ is well-defined and the chain rule gives
(

f−τ
)′
= −τ f−1−τ f ′ ≥ τ .(1.11)

Integrating this gives that f−τ(t) ≥ f−τ (0) + τ t and, thus,

f(t) ≤
(

f−τ (0) + τ t
)− 1

τ .(1.12)
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Since τ < 1, we have that 1

τ
= 1 + 3 δ with δ > 0. Let L be the length of γ restricted to

[0, T ]. Since γ is a gradient flow, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives

L2 =

(
∫ T

0

√

−f ′

)2

≤

(
∫ T

0

(−f ′) (1 + t)1+δ

)
∫ T

0

(1 + t)−1−δ

≤
1

δ

(
∫ T

0

(−f ′) (1 + t)1+δ

)

.(1.13)

Integrating by parts and using (1.12) bounds the last integral by
∫ T

0

(−f ′) (1 + t)1+δ = −[f (1 + t)1+δ]T0 + (1 + δ)

∫ T

0

f (1 + t)δ ≤ f(0) + 2

∫ T

0

f (1 + t)δ

≤ f(0) + 2

∫ T

0

(

f−τ (1) + τ t
)−1−3 δ

(1 + t)δ(1.14)

≤ f(0) + 2 (f(0))δ τ
∫ T

0

(1 + τ t)−1−2 δ (1 + t)δ ≤ c′ [f(0)]2α ,

where c′, α > 0 depend on δ but are independent of T . Using this in (1.13) gives that

L ≤ c [f(0)]α ≤ c ǫα .(1.15)

As long as ǫ > 0 is small enough, then γ must stay inside B 3

4

⊂ B1, so we conclude that

T = t2 and, thus, L is the entire length of γ on [t1, t2]. �

The previous lemma is all that would be needed for the Lojasiewicz uniqueness theorem.
We turn next to the general case where F ◦ γ is allowed to go below F (0).

Proof of Proposition 1.3. Let L = Length(γ). We will consider three cases, depending on
whether F is above or below F (0) along γ.

Case 1: F (γ(t2)) ≥ F (0). By continuity, we can assume that F (γ(t2)) > F (0) and, thus,
Lemma 1.7 gives that

L ≤ c [F (γ(t1))− F (0)]α .(1.16)

Case 2: F (0) ≥ F (γ(t1)). Similarly to the first case, we can assume that F (0) > F (γ(t1)).
In this case, we reverse the parameterization1 of γ to get a curve γ̃(t) = γ(−t) that is the
gradient flow to F̃ = −F . The curve γ̃ has the same length as γ, but it now satisfies the
first case. Thus, Lemma 1.7 gives that

L ≤ c [F (0)− F (γ(t2))]
α .(1.17)

Case 3: F (γ(t1)) > F (0) > F (γ(t2)). This follows by introducing a new endpoint t′ ∈ (t1, t2)
where F (γ(t′)) = F (0), and using the first case to bound the length of γ on [t1, t

′] and the
second case for the interval [t′, t2]. Thus, we get that

L ≤ c [F (γ(t1))− F (0)]α + c [F (0)− F (γ(t2))]
α .(1.18)

This completes the proof.
�

1The assumptions here are symmetric in t1 and t2, so case 2 can be reduced to case 1. MCF is not
symmetric under time reversal and we will use a slightly different approach there.
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2. A discrete effective uniqueness theorem

The Lojasiewicz gradient inequality led to an effective version of the Lojasiewicz unique-
ness theorem for finite dimensional gradient flows. We will need a discrete version of this,
where the derivative is replaced by a difference. This is given in the next proposition which
should be thought of as an effective version of lemma 6.9 in [CM2].

Proposition 2.1. Given C ≥ 1 and τ ∈ (1/3, 1), there exist constants c, α > 0 so that if
xj > 0 is a non-increasing sequence with x1 ≤ 1 and

x1+τ
j+1 ≤ C (xj − xj+1) ,(2.2)

then
∑

j |xj − xj+1|
1

2 ≤ c xα
1 .

To illustrate how this will be used, let γ be a finite dimensional gradient flow as in the
previous section. If we set f = F ◦ γ and xj = f(j)−F (0), then the discrete version of (1.2)
says that

x1+τ
j+1 ≤ xj − xj+1 .(2.3)

Thus, Proposition 2.1 gives that |xj − xj+1|
1

2 is summable, bounding the length by (1.6).
We will use a similar approach in the next section to get an effective uniqueness theorem for
mean curvature flow.

We will use the following calculus lemma in the proof of Proposition 2.1.

Lemma 2.4. Fix C ≥ 1 and τ ∈ (1/3, 1]. If 0 < b < a ≤ 1 and b1+τ ≤ C (a− b), then

b−τ − a−τ >
1

12C
.(2.5)

Proof. We will consider two cases. Suppose first that 2 b ≤ a, so that

b−τ − a−τ ≥
(a

2

)−τ

− a−τ = (2τ − 1) a−τ ≥ (2τ − 1) > 2
1

3 − 1 .(2.6)

Since 2
1

3 − 1 is greater than 1

12
(and C ≥ 1), we see that (2.5) holds in this case.

In the remaining case, we have that a < 2 b. If we define g(x) = x−τ for x ∈ [b, a], then
g′ = −τ x−1−τ is increasing. Therefore, the fundamental theorem of calculus gives that

a−τ − b−τ =

∫ a

b

g′(x) dx ≤ g′(a) (a− b) = −τ a−1−τ (a− b) .(2.7)

Combining this with the assumption that b1+τ ≤ C (a− b), we see that

b−τ − a−τ ≥ τ a−1−τ (a− b) ≥
τ

C

(

b

a

)1+τ

>
τ

C
2−1−τ ,(2.8)

where the last inequality used that a < 2 b. Since τ ∈ (1/3, 1], we have that τ 2−1−τ > 1

12

and, thus, we get (2.5) in this case as well. �

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Lemma 2.4 gives for each j that

x−τ
j+1 − x−τ

j >
1

12C
.(2.9)
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Iterating this, we see that

x−τ
j+1 > x−τ

1 +
j

12C
.(2.10)

Since τ ∈ (1/3, 1), we have that 1

τ
= 1+3 δ with 0 < δ < 1. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

(for sums) gives that
(

N
∑

j=1

|xj − xj+1|
1

2

)2

≤

(

N
∑

j=1

(xj − xj+1) j
1+δ

)

N
∑

j=1

j−1−δ <
2

δ

N
∑

j=1

(xj − xj+1) j
1+δ ,(2.11)

where the last inequality used that
∞
∑

j=1

j−1−δ < 1 +

∫ ∞

1

x−1−δ dx = 1 +
1

δ
=

δ + 1

δ
<

2

δ
.(2.12)

Using the summation by parts formula

N
∑

j=1

bj (xj+1 − xj) = [bN+1xN+1 − b1x1]−

N
∑

j=1

xj+1 (bj+1 − bj)(2.13)

with bj = j1+δ, we see that

N
∑

j=1

j1+δ (xj − xj+1) ≤ x1 +

N
∑

j=1

xj+1 ((j + 1)1+δ − j1+δ) ≤ x1 + 2

N
∑

j=1

xj+1 (j + 1)δ ,(2.14)

where the last inequality used that [(j + 1)p − jp] ≤ 2 (j + 1)p−1 for any p ∈ (1, 2). Inserting
the bound (2.10), this becomes

N
∑

j=1

j1+δ (xj − xj+1) ≤ x1 + 2

N
∑

j=1

(j + 1)δ
(

x−τ
1 +

j

12C

)−1−3 δ

.(2.15)

Since x1 < 1, we have that

N
∑

j=1

(j + 1)δ
(

x−τ
1 +

j

12C

)−1−3 δ

= (12C)δ
N
∑

j=1

(

j + 1

12C

)δ (

x−τ
1 +

j

12C

)−1−3 δ

≤ (12C)δ
N
∑

j=1

(

x−τ
1 +

j

12C

)−1−2 δ

(2.16)

≤ (12C)δ xτ δ
1

N
∑

j=1

(

1 +
j

12C

)−1−δ

,

where the last inequality used that x1 < 1. The last sum is uniformly bounded independent
of N , so we see that

N
∑

j=1

j1+δ (xj − xj+1) ≤ x1 + c′ xα′

1 ,(2.17)

where c′ = c′(C, τ) and α′ = α′(τ) > 0. Combining this with (2.11) gives the claim. �
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3. Applications to mean curvature flow

In this section, we will prove the effective uniqueness theorem for rescaled mean curvature
flow and apply it to prove Theorem 0.1. The idea is that if a flow is initially close to a
cylinder C and its Gaussian density does not change much, then it remains close to C. A
version of this was used in [CM4] to prove a stratification theorem and sharp estimates for
the size of the singular set. Recall that there is a fixed entropy bound λ0 throughout.2

3.1. The Lojasiewicz inequality. The next theorem from [CM2] gives a discrete version of
a gradient Lojasiewicz-type inequality for rescaled MCF3. In the theorem, C = Sk√

2k
×Rn−k

is a shrinking cylinder.

Theorem 3.1. (Theorem 6.1 in [CM2]) There exist constants C, R̄, ǫ and τ ∈ (1/3, 1) so
that if Σs is a rescaled MCF for s ∈ [t− 1, t+ 1] with distR̄(Σs, C) < ǫ for each s, then

|F (Σt)− F (C)|1+τ ≤ C (F (Σt−1)− F (Σt+1)) .(3.2)

In the extreme case where F does not change, this theorem says that any static solution
that is sufficiently close to a cylinder on a large set, must have the same gaussian area as
the cylinder, cf. [CIM, CM3]. A similar statement holds in higher codimension, [CM5]; cf.
[Z] and see [CS] for asymptotically conical shrinkers.

3.2. Staying close to the cylinder. To keep applying the Lojasiewicz inequality, we must
show that the gradient flow does not move very far from the critical point. This was clear in
the model case that directly bounds the length of the curve (see the discussion after (1.15)).
This is more subtle now since the natural bound that we get is in L1, but the closeness that
is required is as a C2,α graph in a fixed ball. This is summarized in the following lemma:

Lemma 3.3. Given ǫ > 0 and R̄ ≥ 2n, there exist C̃, ǫ1, µ > 0 and R > R̄ so that if
distR(Σt, C) ≤ ǫ1 for t ∈ [t1, t1 + 2] and

N
∑

j=0

(F (Σt1+j)− F (Σt1+j+1))
1

2 ≤ µ ,(3.4)

then distR̄(Σt, C) ≤ C̃ µ for t ∈ [t1+1, t1+N +1] and distR̄(Σt, C) ≤ ǫ for t ∈ [t1, t1+N +3].

Proof. This follows as in (1) on page 268 of [CM2]. Since we have an entropy bound and
initial closeness to the cylinder, the Brakke estimate, [W1], gives local a priori curvature

2There are generalizations to the case of a local entropy bound, cf. [S].
3There are two small differences in the statement here versus in [CM2]. The first is that [CM2] assumes an

entropy bound, while that is assumed everywhere here. Second, [CM2] was aimed at uniqueness of tangent
flows, so there is an implicit assumption there that F is above the cylinder. That is however not used in the
proof there (the first line of the proof is for the absolute values of the difference).
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bounds4. We use the entropy bound, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (3.5) to get that

(4 π)−
n

2

N
∑

j=0

∫ t1+j+1

t1+j

∫

Σt

|xt| e
− |x|2

4 ≤ C (4 π)−
n

2

N
∑

j=0

(
∫ t1+j+1

t1+j

∫

Σt

|xt|
2 e−

|x|2

4

)

1

2

= C

N
∑

j=0

(F (Σt1+j)− F (Σt1+j+1))
1

2 < C µ ,(3.5)

Combining the curvature bound with parabolic estimates and the above L1 bound gives
higher derivatives as desired. Repeating this and using the uniform bound from (3.5) gives
the first claim. The second claim follows from the first. �

The bound on the distance in the lemma is sufficient for the applications here. It is
possible to obtain finer estimates and structure near a cylinder, cf. [CCMS, CHH, G, HK]
and [CIKS] for Ricci flow.

3.3. Proofs of the main results. We are now ready to prove the effective uniqueness
theorem for rescaled mean curvature flow. The proof is modeled on the proof of Proposition
1.3 in the model case, with the same three cases depending on the range of F .5

Proof of Theorem 0.5. Let C, R̄ > 1, ǫ > 0 and τ ∈ (1/3, 1) be given by Theorem 3.1. Then
let R > R̄ and ǫ1, µ > 0 be given by Lemma 3.3. We will consider three cases.

Case 1: F (Σt2) ≥ F (C). By continuity and a limiting argument, we can assume that
F (Σt2) > F (C). Define a sequence xj > 0 by

xj = F (Σt1+2j−1)− F (C) .(3.6)

This sequence is non-increasing since Σt is the gradient flow for F . Define N to be the largest
integer with

n
∑

j=1

|xj − xj+1|
1

2 ≤ µ .(3.7)

It follows from Lemma 3.3 and Theorem 3.1 (and the monotonicity of F ) that for j ≤ N

x1+τ
j+1 ≤ C (xj − xj+1) .(3.8)

Therefore, Proposition 2.1 gives c, α > 0 so that
∑

j≤N

|xj − xj+1|
1

2 ≤ c xα
1 .(3.9)

As long as x1 is small enough, this is below µ and we see that N takes us all the way to t2.
Combining (3.9) with Lemma 3.3 gives the claim.

4The Brakke estimate is applied to the corresponding MCF, giving an interior estimate forward in time
on the MCF. Translating this back to the rescaled MCF, the estimate now holds on a definite larger scale
(because of the scaling of the flow). This is why there is no loss on the spatial region when the argument is
repeated. See page 268 in [CM2], cf. [CIM] for the static case.

5One difference is that time-reversal is not allowed for MCF (the regularity is destroyed), so the case
where F is below F (C) is not equivalent to the case where it is above.
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Case 2: F (C) ≥ F (Σt1). By continuity and a limiting argument, we can assume that
F (C) > F (Σt2). Define a sequence yj < 0 by

yj = F (Σt1+2j−1)− F (C) .(3.10)

Note that the negative sign on the yj’s means that |F (Σt)− F (C)| is non-decreasing, which
is the opposite of what we had in case 1. Define N to be the largest integer with

n
∑

j=1

|yj − yj+1|
1

2 ≤ µ .(3.11)

It follows from Lemma 3.3 and Theorem 3.1 that for j ≤ N

|yj|
1+τ ≤ C (yj − yj+1) ,(3.12)

where the negative sign on yj is why we bound |yj|
1+τ instead of |yj+1|

1+τ .
We now want to work backwards, so we set xj = −yN−j . This makes the xj ’s positive,

non-increasing, and gives us (3.8) (in place of (3.12)). As in case 1, Proposition 2.1 gives
c, α > 0 so that

∑

j≤N

|xj − xj+1|
1

2 ≤ c xα
1 .(3.13)

As long as x1 is small enough, this is below µ and we see that N takes us all the way to t2.
Combining (3.13) with Lemma 3.3 gives the claim.

Case 3: F (Σt1) > F (C) > F (Σt2). This time we divide the sequence F (Σt1+2j−1)−F (C) into
two sequences (the positive ones, then the negative ones) and argue as in the two previous
cases on each part.

�

3.4. Applications. A MCF Ms gives a rescaled MCF Σt is given by setting Σt =
1√
−s
Ms,

t = − log(−s), s < 0.
Using the theorem, we can now prove Theorem 0.1:

Proof of Theorem 0.1. For each i, define a rescaled MCF Σi centered at (xi, ti) by

Σi
t = e

t

2 (Msi−e−t − xi) .(3.14)

Set Ti = −2 log µi, so that Ti → ∞ since µi → 0.

By the assumption (B), we have that Σi
Ti

= 1

µi

(

Msi−µ2
i

− xi

)

satisfies

Σi
Ti

→ O(C) ,(3.15)

F (Σi
Ti
) → F (C) .(3.16)

Furthermore, since xi → 0 and si → 0 and the origin is a cylindrical singularity, given any
δ1, R > 0, we can choose i′ and t0 > 0 so that

distR(Σ
i
t, C) < δ1 ,(3.17)

∣

∣F ((Σi
t)− F (C)

∣

∣ < δ1(3.18)

for t ∈ [t0 − 1, t0 +2] for all i ≥ i′. Thus, we can apply Theorem 0.5 to get that the distance
from C to O(C) is arbitrarily small, completing the proof. �
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It is well-known that the uniqueness of cylindrical blow downs is a consequence of [CM2].
It also follows easily from Theorem 0.5.

When Ms is an ancient MCF with bounded entropy, a blow down is a limit of a sequence
of rescaled flows M i

s = λ−1

i Mλ2
i
s with λi → ∞. It follows from Huisken’s monotonicity [H],

that the blow down must be self-similarly shrinking. If one blow down (i.e., a limit for some
sequence λi → ∞) is cylindrical, then we can construct rescaled MCF’s as in the proof of
Theorem 0.1 that start close to a cylinder and so that the F functional stays close to F (C).
Theorem 0.5 then gives that this rescaled flow is almost a fixed point on the entire stretch
and, thus, every blow down is the same cylinder.

References

[CIKS] T. Carson, J. Isenberg, D. Knopf and N. Sesum, Singularity formation of complete Ricci flow solu-

tions, Adv. Math. 403 (2022), Paper No. 108326, 52 pp.
[CCMS] O. Chodosh, K. Choi, C. Mantoulidis and F. Schulze, Mean curvature flow with generic low-entropy

initial data, Duke Math. J. 173 (2024), no. 7, 1269–1290.
[CS] O. Chodosh and F. Schulze, Uniqueness of asymptotically conical tangent flows, Duke Math. J. 170

(2021), no. 16, 3601–3657.
[CHH] K. Choi, R. Haslhofer and O. Hershkovits, Ancient low-entropy flows, mean-convex neighborhoods,

and uniqueness, Acta Math. 228 (2022), no. 2, 217–301.
[CIM] T.H. Colding T. Ilmanen and W.P. Minicozzi II, Rigidity of generic singularities of mean curvature

flow. Publ. Math. IHES 121 (2015), 363–382.
[CM1] T.H. Colding and W.P. Minicozzi II, Generic mean curvature flow I; generic singularities, Annals of

Math., Volume 175 (2012), Issue 2, 755–833.
[CM2] T.H. Colding and W.P. Minicozzi II, Uniqueness of blowups and Lojasiewicz inequalities. Ann. of

Math. (2) 182 (2015), no. 1, 221–285.
[CM3] T.H. Colding and W.P. Minicozzi II, Lojasiewicz inequalities and applications , Surveys in differential

geometry 2014. Regularity and evolution of nonlinear equations, 63–82, Surv. Differ. Geom., 19, Int.
Press, Somerville, MA, 2015.

[CM4] T.H. Colding and W.P. Minicozzi II, The singular set of mean curvature flow with generic singulari-

ties , Invent. Math. 204 (2016), no. 2, 443–471.
[CM5] T.H. Colding and W.P. Minicozzi II, Regularity of elliptic and parabolic systems , Ann. Sci. Ec. Norm.

Super. (4) 56 (2023), no. 6, 1883–1921.
[G] Z. Gang, On the non-degenerate and degenerate generic singularities formed by mean curvature flow,

Adv. Math. 457 (2024), Paper No. 109937.
[HK] R. Haslhofer and B. Kleiner, Mean curvature flow with surgery, Duke Math. J. 166 (2017), no. 9,

1591–1626.
[H] G. Huisken, Asymptotic behavior for singularities of the mean curvature flow. J. Differential Geom. 31

(1990), no. 1, 285–299.
[I] T. Ilmanen, Singularities of Mean Curvature Flow of Surfaces, preprint, 1995,

http://www.math.ethz.ch/˜/papers/pub.html.
[L] S. Lojasiewicz, Ensembles semi-analytiques, IHES notes (1965).
[S] A. Sun, Local entropy and generic multiplicity one singularities of mean curvature flow of surfaces, J.

Differential Geom. 124 (2023), no. 1, 169–198.
[W1] B. White, A local regularity theorem for mean curvature flow. Ann. of Math. 161 (2005), 1487–1519.
[W2] B. White, Partial regularity of mean-convex hypersurfaces flowing by mean curvature, Int. Math. Res.

Notices (1994) 185–192.
[W3] B. White, The size of the singular set in mean curvature flow of mean-convex sets, J. Amer. Math.

Soc. 13 (2000), no. 3, 665–695
[W4] B. White, The nature of singularities in mean curvature flow of mean-convex sets, J. Amer. Math.

Soc. 16 (2003), no. 1, 123–138.

http://www.math.ethz.ch/~/papers/pub.html


QUANTITATIVE UNIQUENESS FOR MEAN CURVATURE FLOW 11

[Z] J. Zhu, Lojasiewicz inequalities for mean convex self-shrinkers, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN 2023, no. 2,
1236–1254.

MIT, Dept. of Math., 77 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, MA 02139-4307.

Email address : colding@math.mit.edu and minicozz@math.mit.edu


	0. Introduction
	1. Model case
	1.1. The proof in the model case

	2. A discrete effective uniqueness theorem
	3. Applications to mean curvature flow
	3.1. The Lojasiewicz inequality
	3.2. Staying close to the cylinder
	3.3. Proofs of the main results
	3.4. Applications

	References

