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GAUSS CURVATURE FLOW WITH SHRINKING OBSTACLE

KI-AHM LEE AND TAEHUN LEE

Abstract. We consider a flow by powers of Gauss curvature under the obstruction that
the flow cannot penetrate a prescribed region, so called an obstacle. For all dimensions and
positive powers, we prove the optimal curvature bounds of solutions and all time existence
with its long time behavior. We also prove the C

1 regularity of free boundaries under a
uniform thickness assumption.

1. Introduction

We study an evolution of hypersurfaces by powers of Gauss curvature under the restriction
that the hypersurface cannot enter a prescribed region. The prescribed region is called an
obstacle, and we assume that it shrinks slowly with time.

Recall that for a given number α > 0, a one-parameter family of immersions X : Mn ×
[0, T ) → R

n+1 defining complete convex hypersurfaces Σt = X(Mn, t) is a solution of the
α-Gauss curvature flow if X satisfies

∂

∂t
X(p, t) = Kα(p, t)~n(p, t).

Here K(p, t) and ~n(p, t) are the Gauss curvature and the inward unit normal vector of Σt at
X(p, t), respectively.

The classical Gauss curvature flow (α = 1) was first introduced by Firey [14] to model the
process of wearing stone on a beach. Later, Chow [9] generalizes this flow to the α-Gauss
curvature flow (α > 0). Since then, many authors have studied this flow, and most of them
focused on the analysis of singularities which was completely carried out when α ≥ 1

n+2 , see

[2, 3, 6, 5] and the references therein. See also [4] for the case 0 < α < 1
n+2 and n = 1.

Note that the evolution of any closed initial hypersurface under the α-Gauss curvature flow
develops a singularity.

We consider an α-Gauss curvature flow with an obstacle in R
n+1, which will block the

development of collapsing of the hypersurface to a point. Precisely, given a strictly convex,
closed hypersurface Σ0 in R

n+1, we consider a time dependent obstacle Φ = Φt inside of Σ0,
which is a one-parameter family of strictly convex, closed hypersurfaces. We then evolve the
hypersurface Σ0 by the α-Gauss curvature flow, α > 0, on the condition that the evolving
hypersurface Σt cannot penetrate the obstacle Φt for all time. Here the obstacle shrinks slowly
with time, and for example one can consider obstacles of the form

Φt =
1+e−t

2 Φ0.
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We remark that if the obstacle shrinks quickly so that it disappears in a finite time, then it
cannot prevent the development of the collapse. The precise definition of obstacles will be
given in Definition 2.1 below.

Note that in general the evolutions of such hypersurfaces cannot be defined in the classical
sense since the speed ∂

∂tX has jump discontinuities when the hypersurface Σt touches the
obstacle Φt for the first time. Thus we need to consider a generalized concept of solutions,
that is, viscosity solutions.

A one-parameter family of immersions X : Mn × [0, T ) → R
n+1 with Σt = X(Mn, t) is

said to be a viscosity solution to the α-Gauss curvature flow with a shrinking obstacle if it
satisfies

∂

∂t
X(p, t) = Kα(p, t)~n(p, t) for all X(p, t) /∈ Φt,

conv(Σt) ⊇ conv(Φt) for all 0 ≤ t < T,
〈

∂

∂t
X,~n

〉

≤ Kα in Mn × [0, T ),

(1.1)

in the viscosity sense (see Definition 2.3), where conv(Σ) denotes the convex hull of Σ.
As we discussed above, the solutions to (1.1) are at most Lipschitz continuous in the time

variable, which induces that solutions to (1.1) have at most C1,1 regularity. We will show that
solutions to (1.1) have indeed C1,1 regularity, and therefore this is the optimal regularity.

Theorem 1.1. Let Σ0 be a closed strictly convex smooth hypersurface that encloses a shrink-
ing obstacle Φ (Definition 2.1). Then (1.1) starting from Σ0 has a unique viscosity solution
{Σt}t≥0 that exists for all time, and the solution {Σt}t≥0 has the optimal regularity which is
C1,1(Sn × [0,∞)). In particular, principal curvatures λ1, . . . , λn of Σt are globally bounded
away from zero and infinity. Moreover, there exists a finite time T ∗ = T ∗(n, α,Σ0,Φ) such
that Σt = Φt for t ≥ T ∗.

It is worth noting that our result for the optimal regularity relies on several curvature
bounds. We first prove that the several curvatures are bounded by some constant that depends
on T . By showing that the final shape of the solution becomes exactly the same shape as the
obstacle after a finite time T ∗, we can remove the time dependence in the curvature estimates.

To prove curvature estimates, we employ the method of penalization, which allows pene-
tration of the obstacle up to order of δ > 0 and then recovers the original obstacle problems
by pushing the hypersurfaces out of the obstacle as δ → 0. In the other words, we obtain
smooth approximate solutions, uδ, of (∗δ) that will converge to the solution of (1.1) as the
penalty increases, i.e. δ → 0 .

A crucial ingredient in this paper is the smallest curvature estimate (Lemma 6.3) established
by applying the maximum principle argument to the quantity

λ−1
mine

−χβδ(u−ϕ),

where λmin = min{λ1, . . . , λn} and βδ is the penalty term defined in Section 2. The constant
χ will be chosen in terms of the minimum value of Gauss curvature which we will estimate in
Corollary 4.2.

Let us review some related results for stationary obstacles, Φt ≡ Φ0. In [20], we studied
the obstacle problem in dimension n = 2 with 0 < α ≤ 1. In that paper, we established the
optimal curvature bounds for principal curvatures, 0 ≤ λ1, λ2 ≤ C. We point out that for
stationary obstacles the lowest principal curvature may become zero. For the mean curvature
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flow, Rupflin and Schnürer [27] studied an obstacle problem by considering graphical mean
curvature flows in one dimension higher. They proved local C1,1 regularity for solutions in
the graphical setting, which implies the existence of solutions for all time in the original
dimension. See also [1, 15, 25].

Once the optimal regularity of solutions to obstacle problems is established, the main
interest will be a question of regularity of its free boundaries. In obstacle problems, a free
boundary of a solution is the interface between a coincidence set and non-coincidence set of
the solution and its obstacle.

To find a local regularity of free boundaries, we use the following local graph representation
of (1.1): for functions w : Q1 → R and φ : Q1 → R such that Σt and Φt are locally represented
by the graphs of w and φ, respectively, we consider

∂

∂t
w =

det(D2w)α

(1 + |Dw|2)
(n+2)α−1

2

in Ω(w),

w ≤ φ in Q1

∂

∂t
w ≤

det(D2w)α

(1 + |Dw|2)
(n+2)α−1

2

in Q1,

(1.2)

where Qr = Br × (−r2, 0) ⊂ R
n × R is the parabolic ball of radius r and Ω(w) = {(x, t) ∈

Q1 : w(x, t) < φ(x, t)} is the non-coincidence set. Note that the coincidence set Λ(w) and the
free boundary Γ(w) is then given by Λ(w) = Q1 \ Ω(w) and Γ(w) = ∂Ω(w).

The regularity of free boundaries has been studied by many authors since the seminal work
of Caffarelli [7] which proves local C1 regularity of free boundaries in obstacle problems for
a class of elliptic equations and the Stefan problem. In the first named author’s thesis [19]
and [23], the authors analyzed the regularity of free boundaries in the obstacle problem for a
fully nonlinear operator. See also [21, 22] for double obstacle problems.

In the recent works [12, 13], Figalli and Shahgholian proved C1 regularity of free boundaries
for general fully nonlinear elliptic/parabolic equations of the form F (D2w) = 1 or F (D2w)−
∂tw = 1. Soon after Indrei and Minne [17] extended the result to the equations F (D2w, x) =
f(x) and F (D2w, x, t) − ∂tw = f(x, t), where F and f are Lipschitz continuous in both the
space and time variable. We note that in these results F is assumed to be convex in the
hessian variable.

However, our equation (1.2) does not fall into the known cases. This is because our F
has Dw dependence which is not Lipschitz continuous in the time variable although it is
Lipschitz in the space variable after establishing the optimal C1,1 regularity. We stress that
most geometric PDEs have similar gradient dependence on the operator, which requires some
extra work.

As indicated above, the theory for the free boundary regularity has been developed for
convex operators. Hence we assume α ≤ 1

n to make the operator − det(·)α convex. We

will prove C1 regularity of the free boundary Γ(w) under the so called uniform thickness
assumption on the coincidence set Λ(w).

To describe the thickness assumption, we first define the minimal diameter (also known
as the minimal width) MD(E) of a set E by the minimum distance between two parallel
hyperplanes that contain the set E. Then the thickness of Λ(w) at x0 in each time slice
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t ∈ [t0 − r2, t0 + r2] is measured as

dr(w, x0, t0) = inf
|t−t0|≤r2

MD(Λ(w)t ∩Br(x0))

r
,

where Λ(w)t = {x ∈ B1 : (x, t) ∈ Λ(w)} is the time slice of Λ(w) with respect to t. We
say that Λ(w) satisfies a uniform thickness condition if there exists ε > 0 such that for all
0 < r < 1

4 and (x, t) ∈ Γ(w) ∩Qr, it holds dr(w, x, t) > ε.

Theorem 1.2. Let w be a solution to (1.2) with α ≤ 1
n . If Λ(w) satisfies a uniform thickness

condition, then the free boundary Γ(w) is locally a C1 graph in space-time.

The thickness condition is necessary for Theorem 1.2 since the free boundary Γ(w) may
have arbitrary lower dimensional shapes such as a point when solutions to (1.2) touch the
obstacle for the first time.

We remark that there is another free boundary problem arising in the Gauss curvature flow,
the Gauss curvature flow with flat sides. Hamilton [16] observed that if an initial hypersurface
has flat sides, then its evolution by the Gauss curvature flow also has flat sides for some time,
in contrast with the mean curvature flow whose flat sides disappear instantly. In the problem,
free boundaries are the interface between flat sides and non-flat sides. Comparing with our
obstacle problem that has growing contact sets, this free boundary problem has shrinking
flat sides. In dimension n = 2, regularity for the free boundary has been established by
Daskalopoulos and Hamilton [10] for short time and by Daskalopoulos and the first named
author [11] for all time. See also [8] for waiting time effects when an initial data is smooth
enough. Note that the same phenomena were observed for the α-Gauss curvature flow when
1
2 < α ≤ 1 and n = 2, see [18].
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we fix geometric notation and define a

shrinking obstacle. We also introduce a penalty term to approximate (1.1) and present short
time existence and evolution equations for the approximate solutions. In Section 3, we prove
that the penalty term is bounded, which ensures uniform curvature estimates later and then
the convergence of approximating solutions to solutions of the obstacle problem. In Section
4-6, we establish several curvature bounds possibly depending on the existing time T . By
estimating the speed function, we prove upper and lower bounds for the Gauss curvature in
Section 4 and 5, respectively. We then obtain both the upper and lower bounds for principal
curvatures in Section 6. The proof of Theorem 1.1 and 1.2 are presented respectively in
Section 7 and 8.

2. Preliminaries

Throughout the paper we use the Einstein summation convention in which repeated upper
and lower indices are summed.

For a smooth hypersurface Σn in R
n+1, we denote the induced metric by g = {gij}, the

second fundamental form by h = {hij}, and the Weingarten map by W = {hji}. The principal
curvatures are the eigenvalues ofW denoted by λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λn. We will use the mean curvature
H = λ1 + · · ·+ λn and the Gauss curvature K = λ1 · · · λn.

If Σn is compact without boundary and strictly convex, then the Gauss map ν : Σn → S
n

given by the outward unit normal vector to Σn is a diffeomorphism. In the case we describe
the hypersurface Σn as its support function u : Sn → R defined by u(z) =

〈

ν−1(z), z
〉

. In
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other words, the hypersurface Σn is the image of the embedding ν−1(z) = ∇u(z) + u(z)z,
where ∇ is the Levi-Civita connection on S

n induced by the standard metric g = {gij}. It
can be checked that the second fundamental form h is expressed as

hij = ∇i∇ju+ ugij, (2.1)

and that the eigenvalues of hij with respect to g are the reciprocal of the principal curvatures,
i.e.,

hijg
jk = gijb

jk (2.2)

where b = {bij} is the inverse of the second fundamental form h.

Initial data. Let Σ0 be a strictly convex, closed initial hypersurface embedded in R
n+1

and u0 : Sn → R be the support function of Σ0. Both Σ0 and u0 are used as initial data.
Geometric quantities associated to the initial data will be used with subscript 0, for example
H0, K0, and so on.

Obstacle. Let {Ω(t)}t≥0 be a family of bounded open sets that are strictly convex. We
always assume that Ω(t) shrinks in t, that is, Ω(t1) ⊃ Ω(t2) for t1 < t2, and that the limit
Ω∞ := ∩t≥0Ω(t) has an interior point. For convenience, we assume that the limit obstacle
Ω∞ contains the origin. We also assume that the initial obstacle Ω(0) is strictly enclosed

by the initial data, i.e., Ω(0) ⊂ conv(Σ0), where conv(Σ0) denotes the convex hull of Σ0.
We denote the boundary of Ω(t) by Φt and the support function of Φt by ϕ(·, t) : Sn → R.
Denote furthermore the principal curvatures of Φt by µ1, · · · , µn (not necessarily in increasing
order). Other geometric quantities associated to the obstacle will be used with subscript Φ,
for example HΦ, KΦ, and so on.

Definition 2.1 (shrinking obstacles). An obstacle Φ is said to be shrinking if its support func-
tion ϕ is in C3,1(Sn×[0,∞)) and satisfies (i) ∂tϕ < 0, (ii) the speed−∂tϕ is non-increasing, (iii)
the final shape conv(Φ∞) has an interior point, and (iv) the principal curvatures µ1, . . . , µn

are non-decreasing and bounded.

A natural example of the shrinking obstacle is any strictly convex hypersurface that ho-
mothetically shrinks with decreasing speed, i.e., if A : [0,∞) → (0, 1] with A(0) = 1 and
limt→∞A(t) > 0 is decreasing and convex, then A(t)ϕ0(z) is a shrinking obstacle. More
generally, given an initial shape Ω0 and a final shape Ω∞ with their support function ϕ0 and
ϕ∞ satisfying ϕ0 > ϕ∞ > 0, the obstacle defined by

ϕ(·, t) = e−tϕ0 + (1− e−t)ϕ∞

is clearly shrinking.
Note that for a > 0, a rescaled obstacle ϕa(·, t) = ϕ(·, at) is also shrinking and has the

same initial and final shape with ϕ. Moreover, given an initial data Σ0, the following holds if
we choose a small enough:

−∂tϕ
a(·, 0) = −a∂tϕ0 < min

Sn
Kα

0 and − ∂tϕ
a(·, 0) < min

Sn
Kα

Φ0
.

Thus we additionally assume for simplicity that the shrinking obstacle satisfies

−∂tϕ0 < min
Sn

Kα
0 and − ∂tϕ0 < min

Sn
Kα

Φ0
.
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Remark 2.2. The condition (ii) and (iv) in Definition 2.1 ensure that the obstacle is a super-
solution of the α-Gauss curvature flow. Indeed, since the principal curvatures µi of Φ(·, t)
are non-decreasing and the speed −∂tϕ is non-increasing, we obtain that −∂tϕ ≤ −∂tϕ0 ≤
Kα

Φ0
≤ Kα

Φt
. We point out that if the obstacle Φ is not a supersolution, then the solution to

(1.1) might be separated from the obstacle after it has the same shape with the obstacle.

Let Mn be an n-dimensional smooth manifold, and let X(·, t) : Mn → R
n+1 (0 ≤ t < T )

be a one-parameter family of smooth immersions for some T ∈ (0,∞] with an image Σt =
X(Mn, t) which is a strictly convex, closed hypersurface. For the family {Σt}, we still denote
by g = {gij} the induced metrics and by h = {hij} the second fundamental forms, where they
depend on the variable t. We say that u : Sn × [0, T ) → R is a support function of the family
{Σt} if u(·, t) : Sn → R is the support function of Σt.

In terms of the support function, we rewrite the obstacle problem (1.1) as

−∂tu = Kα in {u > ϕ},

u ≥ ϕ in S
n × [0, T ),

−∂tu ≤ Kα in S
n × [0, T ).

(2.3)

Here u and ϕ are the support functions of Σt and Φt, respectively, and K is the Gauss
curvature of Σt. Moreover, by (2.1) and (2.2), the Gauss curvature becomes

K = det(gijhjk) = det(bijgjk) =
det(gij)

det(hij)
=

det(gij)

det(∇i∇ju+ ugij)
. (2.4)

Combining (2.3) and (2.4), we rewrite the obstacle problem (1.1) again as

min

{

∂tu+

(

det(gij)

det(∇i∇ju+ ugij)

)α

, u− ϕ

}

= 0. (2.5)

We recall the notion of viscosity solutions to (2.5) or equivalently (1.1).

Definition 2.3 (viscosity solution). A continuous function u ∈ C(Sn × [0, T )) is a viscosity
subsolution (supersolution) of (2.5) if for any point (x0, t0) ∈ S

n× (0, T ), the left hand side of
(2.5) is nonpositive (nonnegative) for all test functions η ∈ C2(Sn × [0, T )) touching u from
above (below) at (x0, t0), i.e., η(x0, t0) = u(x0, t0) and η(x, t) ≥ (≤)u(x, t). We say that u is
a viscosity solution of (2.5) if it is both a subsolution and supersolution of (2.5).

Let β : R → R be a non-decreasing, concave, smooth function such that

β(x) = 0 for x ≥ 1, β′′(x) = 0 for x < 0, β(0) = −1.

Given a constant δ > 0 and an shrinking obstacle Φ in Definition 2.1, we define βδ(x) =
C0β(x/δ), where C0 = ‖KΦ‖

α
L∞(Sn×[0,∞)) < ∞. For convenience, we choose δ < minSn(u0 −

ϕ0) so that βδ(u− ϕ) = 0 at the initial time.
To prove the existence and regularity results, we approximate (2.3) by the following singular

perturbation problem:

−∂tu = Kα + βδ(u− ϕ) in S
n × (0, T ),

u(·, 0) = u0 on S
n.

(∗δ)

We say that a one-parameter family {Σt}0≤t≤T of hypersurfaces Σt is a solution to (∗δ) if the
support function of Σt satisfies (∗δ). We write βδ instead of βδ(u− ϕ).
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Let L denote the highest order terms of the linearized operator of −Kα. Then it follows
from (2.4) that

L = αKαbij∇i∇j .

The associated inner product 〈·, ·〉L and norm ‖·‖L are defined by
〈

∇A,∇B
〉

L
= αKαbij∇iA∇jB

and
∥

∥∇A
∥

∥

2

L
=
〈

∇A,∇A
〉

L
, respectively, for smooth functions A and B on S

n × [0, T ).
The short time existence follows from the standard argument as in [9] (see also [20] for

instance) that is based on the inverse function theorem. In fact, since the linearized operator
of βδ(u−ϕ) does not produce any second order term, the proof in [9] can be applied without
modifications.

Lemma 2.4 (Short time existence). If Σ0 = X0(M
n) is a strictly convex hypersurface, then

(∗δ) has a unique smooth solution {Σt}0≤t<T for short time.

Under the flow (∗δ), geometric quantities also evolve.

Lemma 2.5. Let {Σt} be a solution to (∗δ) and u : Sn × (0, T ] → R be the support function
of {Σt}. Then the following holds:

(∂t − L)u = αKαHu− (nα+ 1)Kα − βδ (2.6)

(∂t − L)Kα = αK2αH + Lβδ + αKαHβδ (2.7)

(∂t − L)hij = −Cij + (nα− 1)Kαgij − αKαHhij −∇
2
ijβδ − βδgij (2.8)

where Cij = α2Kαbklbpq∇ihpq∇jhkl + αKαbkpblq∇ihpq∇jhkl.

Proof. By (2.1) and (2.2), we have

Lu = αKαbij∇i∇ju = αKαbij(hij − ugij) = nαKα − αKαHu.

Then the equation (2.6) follows from ∂tu = −Kα − βδ.
To prove (2.7), we recall (2.4) so that

∂tK = −Kbij∂thij = Kbij(∇i∇j(−∂tu) + (−∂tu)gij).

Using −∂tu = Kα + βδ and (2.2) again, we see that

∂tK
α = αKα−1∂tK = L(Kα + βδ) + (Kα + βδ)αK

αH

which gives (2.7).
For the last assertion, note first that

∂thij = −∇i∇j(K
α + βδ)− (Kα + βδ)gij . (2.9)

On the other hand, since ∇jK
α = −αKαbkl∇jhkl and ∇ib

kl = −bkpblq∇ihpq, we have

∇i∇jK
α = α2Kαbklbpq∇ihpq∇jhkl + αKαbkpblq∇ihpq∇jhkl − αKαbkl∇i∇jhkl

= C − αKαbkl∇i∇jhkl.
(2.10)

To proceed further we need the following result that we will prove in the next lemma:

∇k∇lhij = ∇i∇jhkl − hkjgil + gklhij − hklgij + gkjhil.

Multiplying with αKαbkl we get

Lhij = αKαbkl∇i∇jhkl + αKα(−gij +Hhij − ngij + gij),
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and substituting this into (2.10) we obtain

∇i∇jK
α = Cij − Lhij + αKα(Hhij − ngij).

This together with (2.9) gives the desired result. �

Lemma 2.6. The second fundamental form hij satisfies

(i) ∇h is totally symmetric, i.e., ∇khij = ∇ihkj = ∇jhki,

(ii) ∇k∇lhij = ∇i∇jhkl − hkjgil + gklhij − hklgij + gkjhil.

Proof. Since ∇khij = ∇khji, it suffices to show that ∇khij = ∇ihkj. Recall that hij =

∇i∇ju+ ugij and ∇g = 0. Then we compute

∇khij = ∇k(∇i∇ju+ ugij) = ∇i∇k∇ju−Rkipj∇
p
u+ (∇ku)gij,

where Rkipj denotes the Riemannian curvature tensor on the sphere. Since

Rijkl = gikgjl − gilgjk, (2.11)

we find

∇khij = ∇i(hkj − ugkj)− (gkpgij − gkjgip)∇
p
u+ (∇ku)gij = ∇ihkj ,

and the first assertion follows.
To prove the second assertion, note that we have shown ∇lhij = ∇ihlj . Again by (2.11),

we obtain that

∇k∇lhij = ∇k∇ihlj = ∇i∇khlj −Rkiplg
prhrj −Rkipjg

prhrl

= ∇i∇jhkl − (gkpgil − gklgip)g
prhrj − (gkpgij − gkjgip)g

prhrl

= ∇i∇jhkl − hkjgil + gklhij − hklgij + gkjhil

and the conclusion follows. �

3. Uniform boundedness of the penalty term

To extract a solution from approximate solutions of (∗δ), we need several estimates that will
be presented in this and the following three sections. In this section we establish the uniform
boundedness of the penalty term βδ(u− ϕ). Once we obtain the estimate, any possible limit
of subsequence of the approximate solutions can not pass through the obstacle Φ. Indeed,
since βδ(x) → −∞ as δ → 0 for each x < 0, we conclude from the uniform boundedness of
βδ(u− ϕ) that

lim inf
δ→0

(u− ϕ) ≥ 0.

Lemma 3.1. Let u be a solution of (∗δ) in S
n × [0, T ). Then

−C0 ≤ βδ(u(z, t) − ϕ(z, t)) ≤ 0 for (z, t) ∈ S
n × [0, T ),

where C0 = ‖KΦ‖
α
L∞(Sn×[0,∞)) is independent of δ.

Proof. The inequality βδ ≤ 0 follows from the definition of βδ. To obtain the lower bound,
assume that there exists a point (z0, t0) in S

n × [0, T ) such that u = ϕ at (z0, t0) for the first
time. Since the initial hypersurface Σ0 strictly encloses the initial obstacle Φ0, we see t0 > 0,
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and u−ϕ attains an interior minimum at (z0, t0) over S
n× [0, t0]. At the minimum point, we

have

∇(u− ϕ) = 0, ∇
2
(u− ϕ) ≥ 0, (u− ϕ)t ≤ 0, u = ϕ,

and it follows

K =
det gij

det(∇i∇ju+ ugij)
≤

det gij

det(∇i∇jϕ+ ϕgij)
= KΦ.

Then

−ϕt ≤ −ut = Kα + βδ(u− ϕ) ≤ Kα
Φ + βδ(0),

and hence it is contradict to our choice of βδ(0) = −‖KΦ‖
α
L∞(Sn×[0,∞)) in the definition of the

penalty term since ϕt < 0. Therefore, we conclude u > ϕ for all (z, t) ∈ S
n × [0, T ). Hence,

the monotonicity of the function βδ : R → R implies

βδ(u− ϕ) ≥ βδ(0) = −‖KΦ‖
α
L∞(Sn×[0,∞)) = −C0

for all (x, t) ∈ S
n × [0, T ). �

Remark 3.2. In the proof, we have shown u > ϕ for all (z, t) ∈ S
n × [0, T ), which means that

the evolving hypersurface Σt under (∗δ) cannot penetrate or even touch the obstacle. This
is because |βδ(0)| is chosen sufficiently large. If one consider that the condition |βδ(0)| has
another uniform constant, for example |βδ(0)| = 1, then one can prove u > ϕ−C(δ) for some
constant C(δ) with C(0+) = 0, in which case the hypersurface might penetrate the obstacle
but the depth of penetration is controlled.

4. Speed estimates I: Uniform positive lower bounds

In this section we prove uniform positive lower bounds for the speed of the solution to (∗δ).
As a direct corollary, we also obtain uniform positive lower bounds on the Gauss curvature
of Σt.

Lemma 4.1. Let Σ0 be an initial hypersurface and Φ be a shrinking obstacle. If u : Sn ×
[0, T ) → R is a smooth solution to (∗δ), then

∂t(u− ϕ) ≤ 0 in S
n × [0, T ). (4.1)

Proof. Since Σ0 is strictly convex and minSn(u0 − ϕ(·, 0)) ≥ δ > 0 by our choice of δ, we
have at t = 0, ∂tu = −Kα − βδ = −Kα

0 < 0. On the other hand, from the definition of the
shrinking obstacle Φ, we have

−∂tϕ(·, 0) < min
Sn

Kα
0 ≤ Kα

0

which implies (4.1) at t = 0.
Recall that K = det gij/det(∇i∇ju + ugij). If we differentiate −∂tu = Kα + βδ with

respect to t, we obtain

∂t(−∂tu) = −αKαbij(∇i∇j∂tu+ ∂tugij) + β′
δ(u− ϕ)t. (4.2)

For Z(x, t) := ∂t(u(x, t)− ϕ(x, t)), (4.2) can be rewritten as

−Zt − ∂2
t ϕ = −αKαbij(∇i∇j(Z + ∂tϕ) + (Z + ∂tϕ)gij) + β′

δZ.
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Thus we have

Zt = LZ + (αKαH − β′
δ)Z + αKαbij(∇i∇j∂tϕ+ ∂tϕgij)− ∂2

t ϕ.

To estimate the terms involving the obstacle ϕ, recall that the shrinking obstacle satisfies
∂2
t ϕ ≥ 0 and ∂tµi(·, t) ≥ 0, where µ1(·, t), · · · , µn(·, t) is the principal curvatures of Φt. Since

the second fundamental form of the obstacle is given by

hϕij = ∇i∇jϕ+ ϕgij ,

it follows from the strict convexity of the solution and the property ∂tµi ≥ 0 that

αKαbij(∇i∇j∂tϕ+ ∂tϕgij) = αKαbij∂t(h
ϕ
ij) = αKαbijgjk∂t(g

klhϕlj) ≤ 0.

Note that in the last inequality we have used that the eigenvalues of gklhϕlj = (bϕ)klgϕlj are

1/µ1, · · · , 1/µn which are decrease in time. Hence,

Zt ≤ LZ + (αKαH − β′
δ)Z. (4.3)

Assuming the contrary, we take a time t0 such that supSn×[0,t0] Z > 0. Setm = supSn×[0,t0](αK
αH−

β′
δ) < ∞ and let Z̃ = Ze−mt−t. By (4.3), Z̃ satisfies

Z̃t = Zte
−mt−t − (m+ 1)Ze−mt−t ≤ LZ̃ − Z̃. (4.4)

For a small number ε > 0, we take a point (x1, t1) satisfying Z̃(x1, t1) = ε for the first time.

Clearly, t0 > 0. Then we have that Z̃ ≤ ε on S
n × [0, t1] and Z̃(z1, t1) = ε, and that

∂tZ̃ ≥ 0, ∇iZ̃ = 0, ∇i∇jZ̃ ≤ 0 at (z1, t1),

which is contradict to (4.4). Thus supSn×[0,t] Z ≤ 0 for all t ∈ (0, T ). �

Using the lemma above, we obtain the uniform positive lower bound for the Gauss curva-
ture.

Corollary 4.2. Let Σ0 be an initial hypersurface and Φ be a shrinking obstacle. If {Σt}0≤t<T

is the solution to (∗δ), then the Gauss curvature of Σt has a uniform positive lower bound,
i.e.,

inf
Sn×[0,T )

K ≥ cT > 0,

where cT = c(α, T,Φ) is a constant independent of δ.

Proof. By Lemma 4.1 and the non-positivity of βδ, we have

Kα = −∂tu− βδ ≥ −∂tu ≥ −∂tϕ ≥ min
Sn×[0,T ]

(−∂tϕ) > 0.

Now the conclusion follows by choosing cT = minSn×[0,T ](−∂tϕ)
1/α. �

We will remove the time dependence of the constant cT above after analyzing the long time
behavior of the solution {Σt}.
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5. Speed estimates II: Uniform upper bounds

In the previous section we proved the positive lower bound on the speed −∂tu and the
Gauss curvature K. In this section we will obtain the opposite bounds on the speed and the
Gauss curvature.

Lemma 5.1. Let Σ0 be an initial hypersurface and Φ be a shrinking obstacle. If u : Sn ×
[0, T ) → R is a smooth solution of the penalized problem (∗δ), then

−∂tu ≤ C in S
n × [0, T ),

where C = C(n, α,Σ0,Φ) is a constant independent of δ.

Proof. Let ϕ be the support function of the obstacle and ρ0 =
1
2 minSn ϕ∞ > 0. We consider

an auxiliary function on S
n × [0, T )

w =
Kα(z, t) + βδ(u(z, t) − ϕ(z, t))

u(z, t) − ρ0
.

Notice that the denominator remains positive since u ≥ ϕ ≥ ϕ∞ ≥ 2ρ0 by Lemma 3.1 and
the definition of ρ0.

Our first task is to derive the evolution equation for the quantity w. Since

∇jw =
∇j(K

α + βδ)

u− ρ0
−

Kα + βδ
(u− ρ0)2

∇j(u− ρ0),

Lw =
L(Kα + βδ)

u− ρ0
−

2
〈

∇(Kα + βδ),∇u
〉

(u− ρ0)2
−

Kα + βδ
(u− ρ0)2

Lu+
2(Kα + βδ)

(u− ρ0)3
‖u‖2L

=
L(Kα + βδ)

u− ρ0
−

Kα + βδ
(u− ρ0)2

Lu+
2

u− ρ0

〈

∇w,∇u
〉

L
,

we obtain

(∂t − L)w =
(∂t − L)(Kα + βδ)

u− ρ0
−

Kα + βδ
(u− ρ0)2

(∂t − L)u−
2

u− ρ0

〈

∇w,∇u
〉

L
. (5.1)

It follows from (2.7) in Lemma 2.5 that

(∂t − L)(Kα + βδ) = αKαH(Kα + βδ) + (u− ϕ)tβ
′
δ.

Plugging this and the evolution equation (2.6) in Lemma 2.5 into (5.1) gives that

(∂t − L)w =
(u− ϕ)tβ

′
δ

u− ρ0
−

Kα + βδ
(u− ρ0)2

(αKαHρ0 − (nα+ 1)Kα − βδ)

−
2

u− ρ0

〈

∇w,∇u
〉

L
.

Therefore, we arrive at

(∂t − L)w = −
2

u− ρ0

〈

∇w,∇u
〉

L

+

(

−w −
ϕt

u− ρ0

)

β′
δ −

w

u− ρ0
(αKαHρ0 − (nα+ 1)Kα − βδ).
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Next, we apply the maximum principle argument to w. Fix a time T ′ ∈ (0, T ). Since
S
n × [0, T ′] is a compact set and Σ0 is strictly convex, w attains positive maximum value at

some point (z0, t0) ∈ S
n × [0, T ′]. If t0 = 0, then

w ≤
maxSn(K0)

α

ρ0
, (5.2)

where K0 is the Gauss curvature of the initial hypersurface Σ0. Now we assume that t0 > 0.
Then w has an interior maximum in S

n× [0, T ′] and thus w satisfies at the interior maximum
point

∇w = 0, ∇
2
w ≤ 0, ∂tw ≥ 0.

This gives that

0 ≤

(

−w −
ϕt

u− ρ0

)

β′
δ −

w

u− ρ0
(αKαHρ0 − (nα+ 1)Kα − βδ)

at (z0, t0). If
(

−w − ϕt

u−ρ0

)

(z0, t0) ≥ 0, then at the same point

w ≤
−∂tϕ

ρ0
≤

−∂tϕ0

ρ0
<

minSn K
α
0

ρ0
(5.3)

since ϕ is convex in time variable. Otherwise, it follows from βδ ≤ 0 and β′
δ ≥ 0 that

0 ≤
w

u− ρ0
(−αKαHρ0 + (nα+ 1)Kα)

which implies by the arithmetic-geometric mean and Kα > 0,

nK
1
n ≤ H ≤

nα+ 1

αρ0
(5.4)

at the point (z0, t0). Hence, combining (5.2), (5.3) and (5.4), we conclude that

max
Sn×[0,T ′]

w ≤
1

ρ0
max

{

(max
Sn

K0)
α,

(

nα+ 1

nαρ0

)nα}

=: C1.

Since T ′ is an arbitrary number in (0, T ) and the constant C1 does not depends on T ′, we
conclude that maxSn×[0,T )w ≤ C1.

Finally, by Lemma 4.1, we observe u(z, t) ≤ u0(z) ≤ maxSn u0, which completes the proof
since −∂tu ≤ w(u− ρ0) ≤ C1maxSn u0 =: C. �

Using the uniform boundedness of the penalty term βδ(u − ϕ) and upper bounds on the
speed, we can obtain the following upper bound on the Gauss curvature K.

Lemma 5.2. Let Σ0 be an initial hypersurface and Φ be a shrinking obstacle. If {Σt}0≤t<T

be a solution to (∗δ), then the Gauss curvature of Σt satisfies

max
Sn×[0,T )

K ≤ C,

where C = C(n, α,Σ0,Φ) is a constant independent of δ.

Proof. By Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 5.1, we have

Kα = −∂tu− βδ(u− ϕ) ≤ C

which completes the proof. �
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What we have proved in this and the previous section is the following uniform estimate on
the Gauss curvature: if {Σt}0≤t<T is a solution of (∗δ), then its Gauss curvature satisfies

0 < cT ≤ K(z, t) ≤ C for all (z, t) ∈ S
n × [0, T ), (5.5)

where cT and C are constants independent of δ. This, however, does not give sufficient
controls on each principal curvature. In the next section we will obtain uniform bounds on
each principal curvature, which implies the optimal regularity for the solution of (2.3).

6. Uniform bounds on principal curvatures

Here we establish uniform (independent of δ) positive lower bounds on the principal cur-
vatures of the solution to (∗δ) using the bounds (5.5). We start with two lemmas that will be
used in the proof of Lemma 6.3 below. In the following lemma and its proof, we will not use
the Einstein summation convention temporarily.

Lemma 6.1 (Euler type formula). Let Σ ⊂ R
n+1 be a smooth, strictly convex hypersurface,

and let X : Sn → R
n+1 be an immersion such that Σ = X(Sn) parameterized through the

inverse of the Gauss map, i.e., ν(X(z)) = z for any z ∈ S
n. Then for any z ∈ S

n and
1 ≤ i ≤ n,

hii(z)

gii(z)
≤

1

λmin(z)
,

where gij is the standard metric on S
n and hij is the second fundamental form of Σ.

Proof. Fix a point z ∈ S
n and an orthonormal basis {E1, · · · , En} of TzΣ such that L(Ej) =

λjEj for j = 1, · · · , n, where L is the Weingarten map and λ1, · · · , λn are the principal

curvatures of Σ at z. Write ∇iX =
∑

j aijEj with a = (aij), and denote by c = {cij} the

diagonal matrix diag(λ1, · · · , λn). Since L(∇iX) =
∑

j h
j
i (∇jX), we get

∑

j,k

aijcjkEk = L(∇iX) = hji (∇jX) =
∑

j,k

hjiajkEk

which implies

(ac)ik =
∑

j

aijcjk =
∑

l,j

hilg
ljajk = (hg−1a)ik, (6.1)

where h and g are n × n matrices whose (i, j)-components are hij and gij , respectively, and
g−1 is the inverse matrix of g. Observing that

gij =
〈

∇iX,∇jX
〉

=
∑

k,l

aikδklajl =
∑

k

aikajk = (aaT )ij ,

it follows from (6.1) that h = aca−1g = acaT .
On the other hand, from (2.2) we get

g = hg−1h = (acaT )(aaT )−1acaT = acaT (aT )−1a−1acaT = ac2aT

which implies

gii =
∑

j,k,l

aijcjkcklail ≥ λmin

∑

j,l,l

aijcjkδklail = λmin

∑

j,k

aijcjkaik = λminhii.

This completes the proof. �
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Lemma 6.2. If u : Sn × [0, T ) → R is a smooth solution to (∗δ), then the evolution equation
of the following quantity involving βδ = βδ(u− ϕ) is

(∂t − L)e−χβδ = e−χβδ

[

−χβ′
δ(∂t − L)(u− ϕ) + (−χ2(β′

δ)
2 + χβ′′

δ )
∥

∥∇(u− ϕ)
∥

∥

2

L

]

,

where χ is a given constant.

Proof. The proof follows from direct computations. In fact, we have

∂te
−χβδ = −χβ′

δe
−χβδ∂t(u− ϕ),

∇je
−χβδ = −χβ′

δe
−χβδ∇j(u− ϕ),

∇i∇je
−χβδ = −χβ′

δe
−χβδ∇i∇j(u− ϕ) + ((χβ′

δ)
2 − χβ′′

δ )e
−χβδ∇i(u− ϕ)∇j(u− ϕ)

so that Le−χβδ = −χβ′
δe

−χβδL(u−ϕ)+ ((χβ′
δ)

2−χβ′′
δ )e

−χβδ
∥

∥∇(u− ϕ)
∥

∥

2

L
and the conclusion

follows. �

Now we are ready to prove the main result of this section.

Lemma 6.3. Let {Σt}0≤t<T be a solution to (∗δ) and Φ be a shrinking obstacle. Then the
principal curvatures λ1(·, t), · · · , λn(·, t) of Σt satisfy

inf
Sn×[0,T )

λi ≥ cT > 0, (6.2)

where cT is a constant depending only on n, α, T,Φ, and Σ0. In particular, the constant cT
depends on the minimum speed of the obstacle, infSn×[0,T ] |∂tΦ|.

Remark 6.4. If the obstacle is stationary, i.e. Φt ≡ Φ0, then there is no positive lower bounds
for λi, i = 1, . . . , n, see [20].

Proof. Take a time T ′ ∈ (0, T ). To establish the lower bound (6.2), we estimate an upper
bound of a function

W̃ (z, t) = λ−1
min(z, t)e

−χβδ(u−ϕ),

where λmin(z, t) = min
i=1,··· ,n

λi(z, t) and χ is a constant to be determined later. Assume that

W̃ attains its maximum value over Sn × [0, T ′] at an interior point (z0, t0) with t0 > 0. Now
we choose a coordinate chart of z0 such that

gij(z0, t0) = δij and hij(z0, t0) = λ−1
i (z0, t0)δij (6.3)

with λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λn. We then note that a function

W (z, t) =
h11
g11

e−χβδ(u−ϕ)

also has the same maximum at the same point (z0, t0) since, by Lemma 6.1, we see that

W (z, t) ≤ W̃ (z, t) ≤ W̃ (z0, t0),

W (z0, t0) = λ−1
1 e−χβδ(u−ϕ)(z0, t0) = W̃ (z0, t0).

Thus we can obtain the upper bound for the function W̃ by estimating the function W , and
we have at the point (z0, t0),

∂tW ≥ 0, ∇W = 0, and ∇
2
W ≤ 0. (6.4)
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Our next task is to derive an evolution equation for W . We first observe that

∂tg = 0 and ∇g = 0,

and recall the evolution equations for hij from (2.8):

(∂t − L)hij = −Cij + (nα− 1)Kαgij − αKαHhij −∇
2
ijβδ − βδgij.

From these, we have

(∂t − L)

(

h11
g11

)

= −
C11
g11

+ (nα− 1)Kα − αKαH
h11
g11

−
∇

2
11βδ
g11

− βδ .

Observe that at the point (z0, t0) we have n−Hh11/g11 = n−H/λ1 ≤ 0, and thus

(nα− 1)Kα − αKαH
h11
g11

− βδ = αKα

(

n−H
h11
g11

)

−Kα − βδ < 0 (6.5)

since Kα + βδ = −∂tu > −∂tϕ > 0 by Lemma 4.1. However, the second derivative of βδ pro-
duces bad terms, which makes us to consider the auxiliary function e−χβδ = e−χβδ(u(z,t)−ϕ(z,t)).
By Lemma 6.2, we have that

(∂t −L)W = (∂t − L)

(

h11
g11

)

e−χβδ +
h11
g11

(∂t − L)
(

e−χβδ

)

− 2

〈

∇

(

h11
g11

)

,∇e−χβδ

〉

L

=

(

−
C11
g11

+ (nα− 1)Kα − αKαH
h11
g11

−
∇

2
11βδ
g11

− βδ

)

e−χβδ

+
(

−χβ′
δe

−χβδ(∂t − L)(u− ϕ) + (−χ2(β′
δ)

2 + χβ′′
δ )e

−χβδ
∥

∥∇(u− ϕ)
∥

∥

2

L

) h11
g11

− 2eχβδ

〈

∇W,∇e−χβδ

〉

L
+ 2

h11
g11

eχβδ

∥

∥

∥
∇e−χβδ

∥

∥

∥

2

L
.

(6.6)

We finally estimate (6.6) at the point (z0, t0). Since
∥

∥∇e−χβδ
∥

∥

2

L
= (χβ′

δ)
2e−2χβδ

∥

∥∇(u− ϕ)
∥

∥

2

L
,

by dividing by e−χβδ in (6.6), we see that (6.4) and (6.5) implies at the point (z0, t0),

0 < −
C11
g11

−
∇

2
11βδ
g11

+
(

−χβ′
δ(∂t − L)(u− ϕ) + (χ2(β′

δ)
2 + χβ′′

δ )
∥

∥∇(u− ϕ)
∥

∥

2

L

) h11
g11

.

By a direct computation, we have

∇
2
11βδ = β′

δ∇
2
11(u− ϕ) + β′′

δ |∇1(u− ϕ)|2.

We then deduce from (6.3) that

0 < −C11 − β′′
δ |∇1(u− ϕ)|2 + (χ2(β′

δ)
2 + χβ′′

δ )λ
−1
1

∥

∥∇(u− ϕ)
∥

∥

2

L

− β′
δ∇

2
11(u− ϕ)− χβ′

δλ
−1
1 (∂t − L)(u− ϕ).

(6.7)
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On the other hand, using (6.3) again to simplify the quantity C11, we see

C11 = α2Kα

(

n
∑

k=1

λk∇1hkk

)2

+ αKα
n
∑

k,l=1

λkλl(∇1hkl)
2

≥ αKα
n
∑

i=1

λiλ1(∇1hi1)
2 = αKα(χβ′

δ)
2

n
∑

i=1

λi

λ1
|∇i(u− ϕ)|2,

where we have used λ1∇h11 = χβ′
δ∇(u − ϕ) which follows from ∇W = 0 at (z0, t0) and the

Codazzi equation (i) in Lemma 2.6. Thus we obtain

(χ2(β′
δ)

2 + χβ′′
δ )

λ1

∥

∥∇(u− ϕ)
∥

∥

2

L
≤ C11 + αKαχβ′′

δ |∇1(u− ϕ)|2

since ‖·‖2L = αKα
∑n

i=1 λi|∇i ·|
2. Moreover, using Corollary 4.2, we can take χ = χ(α, T,Φ) >

0 satisfying αKαχ ≥ 1 which implies

(αKαχ− 1)β′′
δ |∇1(u− ϕ)|2 ≤ 0

since β′′
δ ≤ 0. Combining these facts together, therefore, the inequality (6.7) becomes, after

dividing β′
δ,

0 < −∇
2
11(u− ϕ)− χλ−1

1 (∂t − L)(u− ϕ). (6.8)

To finish the proof, we observe that at the point (z0, t0),

∇
2
iiu = hii − u =

1

λi
− u and ∇

2
iiϕ = hϕii − ϕ =

1

µi
− ϕ,

where {µi}i=1,··· ,n is principal curvatures of Φ and hϕ is the second fundamental form of Φ.
Using the evolution equation of u in Lemma (2.5), we have

(∂t − L)(u− ϕ) = αKαHu− (nα+ 1)Kα − βδ − ϕ′ + αKα
n
∑

i=1

λi

(

1

µi
− ϕ

)

= αKαH(u− ϕ)− (nα+ 1)Kα − βδ − ϕ′ + αKα
n
∑

i=1

λi

µi

≥ −(nα+ 1)Kα + αKα
n
∑

i=1

λi

µi

since H = λ1 + · · · + λn > 0, βδ ≤ 0, ϕ′ < 0, and u− ϕ > 0. Hence, (6.8) becomes

0 < −
1

λ1
+

1

µmin
+ (u− ϕ) +

Kαχ

λ1

(

nα+ 1− α
λn

µmax

)

.

Thus we conclude that

−
1

λ1
+

1

µmin
+ (u− ϕ) > 0 or nα+ 1− α

λn

µmax
> 0,

which is equivalent to

1

λ1
<

1

µmin
+ u− ϕ or λn <

(

n+
1

α

)

µmax. (6.9)
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For the latter inequality, we relate the largest eigenvalue λn with the smallest eigenvalue λ1

by using Corollary 4.2. In fact, we have

1

λ1
=

λ2 · · ·λn

K
≤

λn−1
n

c
, (6.10)

where c is the constant in Corollary 4.2. From (6.9) and (6.10), there exists a positive constant
C = C(n, α, T,Φ,Σ0) such that

1

λ1
≤ C.

Using this and Lemma 3.1, we finally conclude that

1

λmin
≤ max

Sn×[0,T ′]
W̃ = W̃ (z0, t0) = W (z0, t0) =

e−χβδ(u−ϕ)

λ1
≤ CeχC0 . (6.11)

Since T ′ is an arbitrary number in (0, T ) and the upper bound in (6.11) does not depend
on T ′, we obtain the conclusion by taking T ′ → T . �

The lemma above automatically gives uniform upper bounds on principal curvatures. In-
deed, the largest principal eigenvalue satisfies

λn =
K

λ1 · · ·λn−1
≤

K

λn−1
1

which is bounded by Lemma 5.2 and Lemma 6.3. In summary, all principal curvatures of the
solution {Σt} to (∗δ) over S

n × [0, T ) satisfy the following uniform estimates:

0 < cT ≤ λi(z, t) ≤ CT for all (z, t) ∈ S
n × [0, T ), 1 ≤ i ≤ n, (6.12)

where cT and CT are constants independent of δ.

7. Proof of Theorem 1.1

The proof of Theorem 1.1 consists of two parts. First, we provide an existence result for
the long time solution that have the optimal C1,1 regularity. In this part we will use the
uniform estimates obtained in the previous sections. Second, we show that the motion of the
solution is identically equal to that of the obstacle after some time.

proof of Theorem 1.1. From Lemma 2.4, approximate solutions to (∗δ) exist at least for short
time. Let T > 0 be the maximal time for which the solutions exist. We claim that T = ∞. If
not, we apply Lemma 5.2 and Lemma 6.3 to the solutions so that (6.12) holds over Sn× [0, T ).
Then the linearized operator L is uniformly parabolic, i.e.,

0 <
1

C
|ξ|2 ≤ αKαbijξiξj ≤ C|ξ|2 on S

n × [0, T )

for all ξ = (ξi) ∈ R
n, where C = C(n, α,Σ0,Φ, T ) is a positive constant. By applying the

standard argument in parabolic theory [24], the solutions exist beyond T , which is contradict
to the maximality of T . Hence, the solutions to (∗δ) exist for all time.

Next we prove the uniqueness of solutions to (2.3). Let u1 and u2 be two viscosity solutions
of (2.3) with the same initial data. Assume that u1 < u2 at some point (z0, t0). Since u1 = u2
at the initial time, we have t0 > 0. Observing that ϕ ≤ u1 < u2 in the set

G = {Sn × (0, t0] : u1 < u2},
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we have −∂tu2 = Kα
2 , where K2 is the Gauss curvature of the hypersurface produced by u2.

On the other hand, u1 satisfies −∂tu1 ≤ Kα
1 , where K1 is the Gauss curvature with respect

to u1, similarly. In other words, u1 is a supersolution and u2 is a subsolution of the same
equation −∂tu = Kα. Since u1 = u2 on the parabolic boundary of G, it follows from the
comparison principle that u2 ≤ u1 in G which is a contradiction. Therefore, u1 ≡ u2, and the
solution to (2.3) is unique.

Fix a time T ∈ (0,∞), and let uδ be a solution of (∗δ) over S
n× [0, T ). By the estimates on

the principal curvatures (6.12), the family {uδ}δ>0 of solutions is uniformly bounded in C1,1

so that there exists a function u ∈ C1,1 such that uδ converges over a subsequence δ = δj → 0

to u in C1,β for any 0 < β < 1. Moreover, it follows from the uniform boundedness of the
penalty term βδ obtained in Lemma 3.1 that u satisfies u ≥ ϕ. Since T is arbitrary, we have
the viscosity solution u of (2.3) that exists for all time with controlled principal curvatures

1

CT
≤ λi ≤ CT , for i = 1, · · · , n, (7.1)

in S
n × [0, T ), where CT is a constant depending on T . We will remove the dependence of T

in the constant CT after analyzing the long time behavior of the solution.
Now we prove that the solution coincides with the shrinking obstacle after some time T∗.

Fix a point (z1, t1) ∈ S
n × [0,∞) and consider the point Φ(z1, t1) on the obstacle Φ(·, t1).

Since the principal curvatures of the shrinking obstacle satisfy

µi(·, t) ≥ µi(·, 0) > 0, for all i = 1, · · · , n, (7.2)

we can take a ball touching at the point Φ(z1, t1) and containing the obstacle Φ(·, t1) at t1.
Denoting by a(z1, t1) and r(z1, t1) the center and the radius of the ball, respectively, we write
the ball as

a(z1, t1) +Br(z1,t1). (7.3)

By (7.2) and conv Φ(·, t) ⊂ conv Φ(·, 0) for all t ≥ 0, we may assume that r(z1, t1) ≤ ρ for
some constant ρ independent of (z1, t1).

We will construct a barrier for the point Φ(z1, t1) with

t1 >
1

nα+ 1
(‖u0‖∞ + ρ)nα+1. (7.4)

Recall that the solution of the α-Gauss curvature flow of the ball centered at a0 with radius
R0 at time t is given by a0 + ∂BR(t) where R(t) = (Rnα+1

0 − (nα + 1)t))1/(nα+1). Thus the
α-Gauss curvature flow whose shape at t1 is equal to the boundary of (7.3) can be written as

a(z1, t1) + ∂BR(t) = {x ∈ R
n+1 : |x− a(z1, t1)| = R(t)} (7.5)

where R(t) = (r(z1, t1)
nα+1 + (nα+ 1)(t1 − t))1/(nα+1). Then the support function up of the

ball (7.5) is

up(z, t) = 〈a(z1, t1), z〉+R(t)

Note that up is concave in t so that up − ϕ is also concave in t, and up − ϕ is nonnegative in
S
n × {t1} since the ball a(z1, t1) +BR(z1,t1) contains the obstacle Φ(·, t1). Furthermore, from

the fact that the origin is contained in the obstacle Φ(·, t1) which is again contained in the
ball a(z1, t1) +BR(t), we have

|a(z1, t1)| = |0− a(z1, t1)| ≤ R(t1) = r(z1, t1).
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This gives that at t = 0,

up(z, 0) − ϕ(z, 0) = R(0) + 〈a(z1, t1), z〉 − ϕ0(z)

≥ (r(z1, t1)
n+1 + (nα+ 1)t1)

1/(nα+1) − |a(z1, t1)| − ‖ϕ0‖∞

≥ ((nα+ 1)t1)
1/(nα+1) − ρ− ‖u0‖∞ ,

where we have used |a(z1, t1)| ≤ r(z1, t1) ≤ ρ and ϕ0 ≤ u0. Then it follows from (7.4) that
up − ϕ > 0 at t = 0. This, together with the concavity of up − ϕ and up − ϕ ≥ 0 at t = t1,
concludes that up > ϕ in S

n × [0, t1), and therefore, the solution up of the α-Gauss curvature
flow is also the solution of (2.3), the α-Gauss curvature flow with the shrinking obstacle.
Moreover, at the initial time t = 0, from (7.4), we have

up(z, 0) − u0 ≥ ((nα+ 1)t1)
1/(nα+1) − ρ− ‖u0‖∞ > 0.

In other words, both up : Sn × [0, t1) → R and u : Sn × [0, t1) → R are the solution to
the α-Gauss curvature flow with the shrinking obstacle, and the initial data of up encloses
the initial data u0, which imply up ≥ u in S

n × [0, t1) by the comparison principle. Since
up(z1, t1) = ϕ(z1, t1) and up ≥ u ≥ ϕ, we conclude that u(z1, t1) = ϕ(z1, t1). Hence, setting
T∗ = (‖u0‖∞ + ρ)nα+1/(nα + 1) yields u ≡ ϕ in S

n × [T∗,∞) since (z1, t1) was an arbitrary
point in S

n × (T∗,∞).
It remains to prove that the principal curvatures λ1, · · · , λn are globally bounded from

above and below in S
n × [0,∞). Taking T = T∗ in (7.1), we get C−1

T∗

≤ λi ≤ CT∗
on the time

interval [0, T∗). On another time interval [T∗,∞), since u is identically equal to ϕ and the
principal curvatures µ1, · · · , µn of the obstacle is globally bounded from above and below in
S
n × [0,∞), we can obtain the desired bounds. This completes the proof. �

8. Proof of Theorem 1.2

To prove that the free boundary is locally C1 graph, we need several ingredients: non-
degeneracy (Lemma 8.1), classification of blowups (8.4), continuity of speed (8.5), and direc-
tional monotonicity (Lemma 8.2 and (8.7)).

Let w be a solution to the local graph representation of the α-Gauss curvature flow with a
shrinking obstacle, (1.2). Set v = φ− w. Then v : Q1 → R satisfies

F (D2v,Dv, x, t) −
∂

∂t
v = f(Dv, x, t) in Ω(v) = {v > 0},

v ≥ 0 in Q1,

|D2v|+ |∂tv| ≤ C in Q1,

(8.1)

where

F (M,p, x, t) =
detD2φ(x, t)α − det(D2φ(x, t)−M)α

(1 + |Dφ(x, t)− p|2)
(n+2)α−1

2

,

f(p, x, t) = −
∂

∂t
φ(x, t) +

detD2φ(x, t)α

(1 + |Dφ(x, t)− p|2)
(n+2)α−1

2

.

Observe that F (0,Dv, x, t) = 0, f ≥ c > 0 for some constant c, and F (·,Dv) is convex
if α ≤ 1

n . Moreover, the operator F is uniformly elliptic since the eigenvalues of D2w are
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bounded above and below by positive constants; there exists a constant θ > 0 such that
θ−1|ξ|2 ≤ F ijξiξj ≤ θ|ξ|2, where

F ij :=
∂F

∂Mij
(D2v,Dv, x, t) =

α det(D2w)α[(D2w)−1]ij

(1 + |Dφ−Dv|2)
(n+2)α−1

2

.

Let us fix some notations. For a point X = (x, t), let Qr(X) = Br(x) × (t − r2, t). We
denote by ∂pQr(X) the parabolic boundary of Qr(X).

In Theorem 1.1, we proved the optimal curvature bounds for the solution, which implies
the optimal C1,1 regularity of the solution. In particular, the solution has at most quadratic
growth especially near the free boundary. The following lemma says the quadratic growth is
actually achieved near the free boundary.

Lemma 8.1 (non-degeneracy). Let v be a solution of (8.1) with Ω = Ω(v). Then for any
X0 = (x0, t0) ∈ Ω ∩Q1/2, we have the inequality

sup
∂pQr(X0)

v ≥ v(X0) +
cr2

2nθ + 1
for all 0 < r < 1/4. (8.2)

Proof. By an approximation argument, it suffices to prove (8.2) for X0 ∈ Ω ∩ Q1/2. For a
point X0 = (x0, t0) ∈ Ω ∩Q1/2, we define a function v : Q1 → R by

v(x, t) = v(x, t)−
c(|x− x0|

2 − (t− t0))

2nθ + 1
.

We claim that v satisfies F (D2v,Dv, x, t) − ∂tv ≥ 0 in Ω ∩ Q1. If the claim holds, then it

follows from v(X0) = v(X0) ≥ 0 and v = − c(|x−x0|2−(t−t0))
2nθ+1 < 0 on ∂Ω that

0 ≤ sup
Ω∩Qr(X0)

v ≤ sup
∂pQr(X0)

v ≤ sup
∂pQr(X0)

v −
cr2

2nθ + 1
,

by the maximum principle, which proves (8.2).
We now prove the claim. Note that D2v = D2v − 2c

2nθ+1I, where I denotes the n × n
identity matrix. Then by the uniformly ellipticity, we have

F (D2v,Dv, x, t)− ∂tv = F (D2v −
2c

2nθ + 1
I,Dv, x, t)− ∂tv −

c

2nθ + 1

≥ F (D2v,Dv, x, t) −
2nθc

2nθ + 1
− ∂tv −

c

2nθ + 1
= f(Dv, x, t)− c ≥ 0 in Ω.

Therefore, the claim holds. �

Take a free boundary point X0 = (x0, t0) ∈ ∂Ω ∩Q1/8 and consider the rescaled function
vr (r > 0) of v around X0 defined by

vr(y, s) =
v(x0 + ry, t0 + r2s)− v(x0, t0)

r2
, (y, s) ∈ Q 1

2r
.

By Theorem 1.1 and the scaling properties D2
yvr(y, s) = D2

xv(x0+ry, t0+r2s) and ∂svr(y, s) =

∂tv(x0 + ry, t0 + r2s), the rescaled functions {vr}r>0 have uniform C1,1 estimates. Then we

can extract a converging subsequence vrj → v0 in C1,γ
loc (R

n × R) for any 0 < γ < 1, where

v0 ∈ C1,1
loc (R

n × R).
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By the standard argument for blowups (see Lemma 18 in [17] or Proposition 3.17 in [26]),
together with the non-degeneracy (Lemma 8.1), v0 satisfies

F (D2v0(y, s), 0, x0, t0)− ∂sv0(y, s) = f(0, x0, t0) in Ω(v0). (8.3)

Indeed, it follows from the equation

F (D2vrj , rjDvrj , x0 + rjy, t0 + r2j s)− ∂svrj = f(rjDvrj , x0 + rjy, t0 + r2j s)

in Ω(vrj) by taking j → ∞, where we used again the scaling properties Dyvr = Dxv/r,

D2
yvr = D2v, and Dsvr = Dtv.

Recall that F is a convex operator in D2v variable since α ≤ 1/n, that F (0, 0, x0, t0) = 0,
and that F (·, 0, x0, t0) is uniformly elliptic. By the work of Figalli and Shahgholian [13,
Proposition 3.2] on the classification of global solutions to (8.3), it follows from the uniform
thickness condition in Theorem 1.2 that, after a rotation,

v0(y, s) =
γ
2 [(x1)+]

2, (8.4)

where γ ∈ (1/θ, θ) such that F (γe1 ⊗ e1, 0, x0, t0) = f(0, x0, t0). In particular, v0 is time-
independent.

We now claim the continuity of the speed,

lim
X→∂Ω

∂tv(X) = 0, (8.5)

under the uniform thickness assumption. We prove the claim by contradiction. If there exists
a sequence Xj ∈ Ω(v) such that Xj → ∂Ω(v) and |∂tv(Xj)| ≥ ε for some ε > 0, we define
dj = dist(Xj , ∂Ω(v)) and consider

vdj (y, s) =
v(xj + djy, tj + d2js)− v(xj , tj)

d2j
.

Then it can be verified that vdj converges to a global solution ṽ0 of (8.3) with |∂sṽ(0)| > 0,
which contradicts the fact that the global solution ṽ0 is time-independent.

Our next lemma is the key ingredient of the directional monotonicity for solutions to

F (D2v, rDv, x0 + ry, t0 + r2s)− ∂sv = f(rDv, x0 + ry, t0 + r2s). (8.6)

Note that the rescaled function vr solves (8.6) in Ω(vr). For simplicity, we assume for a
moment (x0, t0) = (0, 0).

Lemma 8.2. Assume that v satisfies (8.6) in Ω(v). For a number κ ∈ (0, 1), let e = (ex, et) ∈
S
n be any space-time direction satisfying e · (e1, 0) ≥ κ > 0. If Cκ∂ev − v ≥ −ε0 in Q1 for

some constants Cκ and ε0, then Cκ∂ev − v ≥ 0 in Q1/2 provided that ε0 < c
32(2nθ+1) and

0 < r ≤ c
2C , where C is a constant depending only on ‖f‖C1 , ‖F‖C1 , ‖v‖C1 and κ.

Proof. By convexity of F (·, rDv, ry, r2s) and F (0, rDv, ry, r2s) = 0, we have

F (D2v, rDv, ry, r2s)− F ij(D2v, rDv, ry, r2s)∂ijv ≤ F (0, rDv, ry, r2s) = 0.

Thus we obtain F ij∂ijv − ∂sv ≥ F − ∂sv = f ≥ c > 0. On the other hand, by differentiating
(8.6) with respect to a direction e ∈ S

n, we get

Lve := (F ij∂ij − ∂s + r(Fpi − fpi)∂i)ve = r(fx − Fx) · ex + r2(ft − Ft)et,

where ∂i =
∂
∂yi

and ve = ex · Dyv + et∂sv. Since fx, Fx, ft, and Ft are bounded, the right

hand side is as small as we want, provided r > 0 is sufficiently small.
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Assume by contradiction that there is (y0, s0) ∈ Q 1
2
∩ Ω(v) such that Cκ∂ev(y0, s0) −

v(y0, s0) < 0. If we consider

v(x, t) = Cκ∂ev − v +
c(|y − y0|

2 − (s − s0))

2(2nθ + 1)
,

where c is the lower bound of f and θ is the ellipticity constant, then

Lv ≤ Cκ(r(fx − Fx) · ex + r2(ft − Ft)et)

− f − r((Fpi − fpi)∂iv +
c

2
+ r(Fpi − fpi)(y − y0)i

≤ rC(‖f‖C1 , ‖F‖C1 , ‖v‖C1 , κ) −
c

2
.

Hence, for sufficiently small r, we have Lv ≤ 0 in Q1/4(y0, s0) ∩ Ω(v). By the minimum
principle, the minimum is achieved on the boundary of Q1/4(y0, s0) ∩ Ω(v). However, since
v > 0 on Ω(v) and v(y0, s0) < 0, the function v attains its minimum on ∂pQ1/4(y0, s0).
Therefore, we conclude that

0 > min
∂p(Q1/4(y0,s0)∩Ω(v))

v = −ε0 +
c

32(2nθ + 1)
,

which is a contradiction. �

To finish the proof of Theorem 1.2, we take any number κ ∈ (0, 1) and consider any direction
e = (ex, et) ∈ S

n ⊂ Rn+1 such that e · (e1, 0) = ex · e1 ≥ κ > 0. Recall that the limit v0 of
vrj has the form γ

2 [(x1)+]
2. Then for the constant Cκ = 2/κ, we have Cκ∂ev0 − v0 ≥ 0 in Q1.

Using the C1 convergence vrj in the space variable and the continuity of the speed (8.5), we
induce Cκ∂evrj − vrj ≥ −ε0 in Q1 for sufficiently large j ≥ j0, where ε0 is the constant given
in Lemma 8.2. Then by Lemma 8.2, we obtain the improved inequality

Cκ∂evrj − vrj ≥ 0 in Q1/2 (8.7)

for j ≥ j0. Since vrj ≥ 0, this implies ∂evrj ≥ 0 in Q1/2. Scaling back to v, we conclude that
there exists r = r(κ) > 0 such that ∂ev ≥ 0 in Qr(X0) for all directions e = (ex, et) ∈ S

n

satisfying e · (e1, 0) ≥ κ > 0. This together with a simple compactness argument implies that
the free boundary Γ(v) is κ-Lipschitz graph for any κ ∈ (0, 1). Then the C1 graphness of the
free boundary Γ(v) follows by the standard argument, see [26] for instance.

Acknowledgements. We are grateful to the referee for helpful comments. Ki-Ahm Lee
was supported by NRF grant NRF-2020R1A2C1A01006256 funded by the Korean government
(MSIP). Taehun Lee was supported by the NRF grant RS-2023-00211258 and KIAS Individual
Grant MG079501.

Conflict of interest. On behalf of all authors, the corresponding author states that there
is no conflict of interest.

References

[1] Almeida, L., Chambolle, A., and Novaga, M. Mean curvature flow with obstacles. Ann. Inst. H.
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