arXiv:2401.05156v1 [math.AP] 10 Jan 2024

QUENCHING FOR AXISYMMETRIC HYPERSURFACES UNDER FORCED MEAN CURVATURE FLOWS

HIROYOSHI MITAKE, YUSUKE OKA, AND HUNG V. TRAN

Abstract. Here, we study the motion of axisymmetric hypersurfaces {Γ_t}_{t≥0} evolved by forced mean curvature flows in the periodic setting. We establish conditions that quenching occurs or does not occur in terms of the initial data and forcing term. We also study the locations where the quenching happens in some special cases.

1. Introduction and Main Theorems

In this paper we study the motion of hypersurfaces {Γ_t}_{t≥0} ⊂ R^{n+1} evolved by a forced mean curvature flow V = κ + f on Γ_t, where V and κ denote the normal velocity and n times mean curvature of the hypersurfaces, respectively, and f : R^{n+1} → R is a given continuous function.

We always consider the case that Γ_t is axisymmetric, that is, Γ_t is described by Γ_t = {(x, y) ∈ R × R^n | |y| = u(x, t)}, where u : R × [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a function. Let us first derive an equation which u satisfies. Set r := |y| and ϕ(x, y, t) := u(x, t) − r. Then, Γ_t = {(x, y) ∈ R × R^n | ϕ(x, y, t) = 0}. Note that, for y ≠ 0, Dϕ = (u_x, D_yϕ) = ( u_x, − y |y| ) . By an elementary computation, we have, for y ≠ 0, V = ϕ_t |Dϕ| = u_t ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{1/2} . Date: January 12, 2024.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35B45, 35K93, 53E10, Key words and phrases. Forced mean curvature flows; axisymmetric hypersurfaces; quenching; nonquenching.

The work of HM was partially supported by the JSPS grants: KAKENHI #22K03382, #21H04431, #20H01816, #19H00639. The work of YO was partially supported by JST SPRING, Grant Number JPMJSP2108. The work of HT was partially supported by NSF CAREER grant DMS-1843320 and a Vilas Faculty Early-Career Investigator Award. 1

Moreover, for y ≠ 0,

κ = div ( Dϕ |Dϕ| ) = div ( (u_x, D_yϕ) ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{1/2} )

= ∂ ∂x ( u_x ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{1/2} ) + div_y ( D_yϕ ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{1/2} ) = u_{xx} ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{3/2}

+ div_y ( −^y_{|y|} ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{1/2} )

= u_{xx} ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{3/2} − n − 1 ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{1/2}|y| = u_{xx} ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{3/2} − n − 1 ((u_x)^2 + 1)^{1/2}u . We always suppose that f is independent of the y-variable, that is, f(x, y) = f(x) for all (x, y) ∈ R × R^n . Then, u_t = u_{xx} (u_x)^2 + 1 − n − 1 u + f(x) √ (u_x)^2 + 1 for x ∈ R, t > 0, u(·, 0) = g, for x ∈ R, (1.1)

where g : R → (0, ∞) is a given continuous function.

Now, our interest is to see if the quenching phenomenon occurs, that is, whether there exists (x_0, T ) ∈ R × (0, ∞) such that

u(x_0, T ) = 0

or not. We define

T^∗ = T^∗(f, g) := sup { t > 0 | inf_{x∈R} u(x, t) > 0 } ∈ (0, ∞], (1.2)

and we call T^∗ the quenching time for (1.1). We say that quenching occurs if T^∗ < ∞, and does not occur if T^∗ = ∞. We investigate this phenomenon in the periodic setting, and thus we always assume throughout the paper

(A1) f ∈ C^1(T, (0, ∞)), and g ∈ C^2(T, (0, ∞)), where we denote by T := R/Z the one dimensional flat torus.

If a function h : R → R is Z-periodic, we can think of h as a function from T to R as well, and vise versa. From now on, we switch freely between the two interpretations. In this paper, we want to study the quenching phenomenon in terms of the competition between the forcing term f(x), and the mean curvature of the initial surface, we introduce a parameter ε > 0 as follows:

u^ε_t = u^ε_{xx} (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 − n − 1 u^ε + 1 ε f(x) √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 for x ∈ T, t ∈ (0, T^∗_ε ), u^ε(x, 0) = ε^αg(x) for x ∈ T, (1.3)

where α ∈ (0, ∞) is a given constant, and T^∗_ε := sup {t > 0 | inf_{x∈T} u^ε(x, t) > 0} ∈ (0, ∞] is the quenching time for (1.3). Basically, we scale the original forcing term by ε^{−1} and 2

the original initial data by ε^α and aim at observing the quenching behavior of (1.3) in light of the scaling factors.

Naively, for small ε > 0, if α > 1, then the curvature term is stronger than the forcing term, which means that we can expect the quenching happens for small ε > 0. On the other hand if 0 < α < 1, then the curvature term is weaker than the forcing term, and we can expect the quenching never happens. Indeed we are able to justify this intuition by using some ODE analysis.

Proposition 1.1. Assume (A1). Let ε, α > 0, and u^ε be the solution to (1.3), and let us denote T^∗_ε be the quenching time for (1.3). There exists ε_0 > 0 such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε_0) if α > 1, then T^∗_ε < ∞, and if α < 1, then T^∗_ε = ∞.

See Section 2 for the proof of Proposition 1.1. The idea of constructing sub/supersolutions to imply the lower/upper bound for the sets enclosed by Γ_t is natural. See [12, 18, 3, 13] for instance.

In the critical case α = 1, the situation is much more subtle. The quenching/nonquenching depends on the interactions between the initial data and forcing term. Here is one of our main theorems.

Theorem 1.1. Assume (A1) holds. Assume α = 1. Let u^ε be the solution to (1.3). (a) If min_{x∈T} f(x)g(x) > n − 1, then there exist ε_0 > 0 and c_0 > 0 such that u^ε(x, t) ≥ εc_0 for all x ∈ T, t ∈ [0, ∞), ε ∈ (0, ε_0). In short, for ε ∈ (0, ε_0), the quenching does not happen, that is T^∗_ε = ∞.

(b) If max_{x∈T} f(x) max_{x∈T} g(x) < n − 1, then for all ε > 0, the quenching happens, that is T^∗_ε < ∞.

Except for the cases in Theorem 1.1 (a), (b), it is not clear yet to see whether the quenching/non-quenching happens.

We introduce a notion of the quenching in the limit of ε.

Definition 1. Assume α = 1. Let u^ε be the solution to (1.3). If there exist {ε_k}_{k∈N} with ε_k → 0 as k → ∞, (x_k, t_k) ∈ T × (0, ∞) such that u^{εk} (x_k, t_k) ε_k → 0 as k → ∞, then we say that an ε-limit quenching happens.

Theorem 1.2. Assume (A1) holds. Assume α = 1. Let u^ε be the solution to (1.3). If max_{x∈T} f(x)g(x) < n − 1, then an ε-limit quenching happens. 3

To prove Theorem 1.2, a priori estimate on the derivatives of the solution is essential, which is established in Corollary 3.1 based on the Bernstein method.

We finally study the locations where the quenching happens under an additional symmetric condition:

(A2) f(x) = f(1 − x), g(x) = g(1 − x) for all x ∈ [0, 1], and f^′(x) ≥ 0, g^′(x) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ [0,^1_2 ] with g(0) < g(^1_2 ).

We consider (1.3) only in the case ε = 1 for simplicity. Then, (1.3) becomes (1.1). We establish the following result.

Theorem 1.3. Assume (A1), (A2) hold, and max_T f max_T g < n−1. Let u be the solution to (1.1). Then it holds that lim t→(T^∗)^− u(k, t) = 0 for all k ∈ Z, lim t→(T^∗)^− u(x, t) > 0 for all x ∈ R \ Z. Remark 1. Note that instead of the periodic setting, we can also consider (1.3) in (0, 1)× (0, ∞) with the homogeneous Neumann boundary condition u^ε_x(0, t) = u^ε_x(1, t) = 0. All of our main results (Proposition 1.1 and Theorems 1.1–1.3) hold true in this setting. We refer the reader to [14] for regularity and large time behavior results of level-set forced mean curvature flows with the Neumann boundary condition.

We give a non exhaustive list of results related to our paper. The quenching phenomena for the initial-boundary value problem of semilinear as well as quasilinear parabolic equations have been well studied (see [15, 1, 7, 4] for instance). Geometrically if we consider the mean curvature flow, then we may have the singularity of surfaces which is sometimes called the quenching, or the pinching. There have been many works to study the singularity of the mean curvature flow, and therefore we here only focus on the mean curvature flow under the axisymmetric setting. Under some relatively restrictive settings, the location of the quenching has been studied, and see [5, 6]. We also refer to [17, 8] for the study of asymptotic profiles of solutions at the quenching places, and to [2, 16] for the study of number of times that quenching occurs. Non-compact surfaces are also studied in [10, 11]. It is worth emphasizing that as far as the authors know there has not been any work studying the quenching phenomena for the forced mean curvature flow.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is devoted to give the proofs of Proposition 1.1 and Theorem 1.1 by constructing simple subsolutions and supersolutions. In Section 3, we first establish a priori estimate on the derivatives of the solution to (1.3) in Corollary 3.1, and apply Corollary 3.1 to prove Theorem 1.2. We then give the proof of Theorem 1.3 in Section 4. 4

2. Quenching and Non-quenching

We begin with this section by giving the proof of Proposition 1.1.

Proof of Proposition 1.1. Here, we construct a spatially constant super/subsolution to (1.3). For a, b > 0, let us consider the ordinary differential equation { ẏ = −^{n−1}_y +^a_ε for t > 0, y(0) = ε^αb. (2.1)

We see that

ẏ(0) = − n − 1 y(0) + a ε = − n − 1 ε^αb + a ε < 0 if α > 1, and (2.2)

ẏ(0) = − n − 1 y(0) + a ε = − n − 1 ε^αb + a ε > 0 if α < 1 (2.3)

for sufficiently small ε > 0, which implies the monotonicity of y in a neighborhood of t = 0. Thus, if α > 1, then ẏ(t) = − n − 1 y(t) + a ε ≤ − n − 1 y(0) + a ε < 0 for all t > 0.

Also, if α < 1, then ẏ(t) = − n − 1 y(t) + a ε ≥ − n − 1 y(0) + a ε > 0 for all t > 0.

Therefore, letting ε > 0 be sufficiently small, we obtain that y(t) is strictly decreasing if α > 1, and y(t) is strictly decreasing if α < 1.

In case α > 1, taking a := max_T f and b := max_T g, we obtain a supersolution v^ε(x, t) := y(t) to (1.3), which implies that there exists T̃_ε > 0 such that

v^ε(x, T̃_ε) = 0 for all x ∈ T.

By the comparison principle, we get the inequality 0 ≤ u^ε(x, t) ≤ v^ε(x, t) for all (x, t) ∈ T × ( 0, T^∗_ε ∧ T̃_ε ) . Combining the above two, u^ε quenches in finite time.

In case 0 < α < 1, taking a := min_T f and b := min_T g, we obtain a subsolution w^ε(x, t) := y(t) to (1.3), which implies that there exists C > 0 such that C ≤ w^ε(x, t) ≤ u^ε(x, t) for all x ∈ T, t ∈ [0, ∞), which implies T^∗_ε = +∞. □ 5

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Setting v^ε(x, t) :=^1_ε u^ε(x, t), we rewrite (1.3) as

ε^2 ( v^ε_t − v^ε_{xx} ε^2(v^ε_x)^2 + 1 ) = f(x) √ ε^2(v^ε_x)^2 + 1 − n − 1 v^ε for x ∈ T, t > 0, v^ε(x, 0) = g(x) for x ∈ T. (2.4)

We first prove (a). By the assumption, there exists δ > 0 such that (f(x) − δ)g(x) > n − 1 for x ∈ T. We now prove that ψ(x) :=^{n−1}_{f(x)−δ} is a subsolution to (2.4). It is clear to see ψ(x) < g(x) for all x ∈ T. Noting that

ε^2 ( ψ_t − ψ_{xx} 1 + ε^2(ψ_x)^2 ) ≤ ε^2|ψ_{xx}| ≤ C(δ)ε^2, f(x) √ ε^2(ψ_x)^2 + 1 − n − 1 ψ = f(x) (√ ε^2(ψ_x)^2 + 1 − 1 ) + δ ≥ δ for some C(δ) > 0. Thus, taking ε_0 > 0 so that ε_0 ≤ √_δ C(δ) , we see that ψ is a subsolution

to (2.4) for all ε ∈ (0, ε_0). Therefore, by the comparison principle, we obtain u^ε(x, t) ε = v^ε(x, t) ≥ ψ(x) ≥ min_T ψ = c_0 > 0

for all x ∈ T, t ∈ [0, ∞), and ε ∈ (0, ε_0), which implies the conclusion.

To prove (b), setting a := max_T f, b := max_T g, we let y be the solution to (2.1) with α = 1. Note that

ẏ(0) = 1 ε max_T g ( max_T f max_T g − (n − 1) ) < 0, which implies that y is strictly decreasing. Therefore, by using a similar argument to that of the proof in Proposition 1.1 for α > 1, we yield that T^∗_ε < +∞. □

3. ε-limit quenching

To prove Theorem 1.2, we first establish a priori estimate on the derivatives of the solution. In this section, we always assume that α = 1.

Proposition 3.1. Let τ > 0. If there exists c_∗ > 0 such that u^ε(x, t) ≥ εc_∗ for all (x, t) ∈ T × (0, τ), then |εu^ε_t (x, t)| ≤ Ce^{n−1ε2c2}∗^t for all (x, t) ∈ T × (0, τ) for some C = C(τ) ≥ 0. In particular, for k ∈ N, there exist a constant C = C(τ, k) > 0 such that |εu^ε_t (x, t)| ≤ C for all (x, t) ∈ T × ( 0, τ ∧ kε^2c^2_∗ n − 1 ) . 6

Proof. We define ψ^± by ψ^±(x, t) := εg(x) ± C_1 ε t, where C_1 := ε^2 max_{x∈T} |g^{′′}(x)| + f √ ε^2 max_T (g^′)^2 + 1 +

2(n − 1) g > 0, and f = max_T f, and g = min_T g.

Then, ψ^± is a supersolution and subsolution to (1.3) for t ∈ (0, σ_1), where σ_1 :=^{ε2g}_{2C1} . Indeed, noting that ψ^+_t =^{C1}_ε , ψ^+_x = εg^′, ψ^+_{xx} = εg^{′′},

ψ^+_t − ψ^+_{xx} (ψ^+_x )^2 + 1 + n − 1 ψ^+ − 1 ε f(x) √ (ψ^+_x )^2 + 1 ≥ C_1 ε − ( ε max |g^{′′}| + f ε √ ε^2 max_T (g^′)^2 + 1 ) > 0. To prove that ψ^− is a subsolution to (1.3), noting that n − 1 ψ^− = n − 1 εg −^{C1t}_ε ≤ n − 1 εg −^{C1σ1}_ε = 2(n − 1) εg for all t ∈ [0, σ_1],

we can similarly conclude ψ^−_t − ψ^−_{xx} (ψ^−_x )^2 + 1 + n − 1 ψ^− − 1 ε f(x) √ (ψ^−_x )^2 + 1 ≤ 0.

By the comparison principle, we obtain |u^ε(x, t) − εg(x)| ≤ C_1t ε for all t ∈ [0, σ_1]. (3.1)

Especially, we have |u^ε_t (x, 0)| ≤ C_1 ε . Next, we differentiate (1.3) with respect to t to yield

(u^ε_t )_t =

(u^ε_t )_{xx} (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 − 2u^ε_{xx}u^ε_x(u^ε_t )_x ((u^ε_x)^2 + 1)^2 + n − 1 (u^ε)^2 u^ε_t + f(x) ε u^ε_x(u^ε_t )_x √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1

. (3.2)

Set ϕ(x, t) := u^ε_t (x, t). Then, by (3.2),

ϕ_t = ϕ_{xx} (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 − 2u^ε_{xx}u^ε_xϕ_x ((u^ε_x)^2 + 1)^2 + n − 1 (u^ε)^2 ϕ + f(x) ε u^ε_xϕ_x √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 for all 0 < t < τ. (3.3)

Let ϕ_±(x, t) := ±^{C1}_ε exp (_{n−1} ε^2c^2_∗ t ) . Note that

(ϕ_−)_t(x, t) = n − 1 ε^2c^2_∗ ϕ_−(x, t) ≤ n − 1 (u^ε)^2 ϕ_−(x, t) as ϕ_−(x, t) < 0, (ϕ_+)_t(x, t) = n − 1 ε^2c^2_∗ ϕ_+(x, t) ≥ n − 1 (u^ε)^2 ϕ_+(x, t) as ϕ_+(x, t) > 0. 7

Thus, ϕ_± are a subsolution and a supersolution to (3.3), respectively. We use the comparison principle to get ϕ_−(x, t) ≤ ϕ(x, t) = u^ε(x, t) ≤ ϕ_+(x, t) for all (x, t) ∈ T × (0, τ), which implies the conclusion. □

Proposition 3.2. Let τ > 0. If there exists c_∗ > 0 such that u^ε(x, t) ≥ εc_∗ for all (x, t) ∈ T × (0, τ), then for all k ∈ N, |u^ε_x(x, t)| ≤ C for all (x, t) ∈ T × ( 0, τ ∧ kε^2c^2_∗ n − 1 )

for some C = C(τ, k) > 0.

Proof. Differentiate (1.3) with respect to x to obtain u^ε_{xt} = u^ε_{xxx} (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 − 2u^ε_x(u^ε_{xx})^2 ((u^ε_x)^2 + 1)^2 + n − 1 (u^ε)^2 u^ε_x + f^′(x) ε √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 + f(x)u^ε_xu^ε_{xx} ε √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 . Multiply by u^ε_x and set ψ :=^1_2 (u^ε_x)^2 to obtain

ψ_t = ψ_{xx} − (u^ε_{xx})^2 (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 − 2ψ^2_x ((u^ε_x)^2 + 1)^2 + (n − 1)(u^ε_x)^2 (u^ε)^2 + f^′(x) ε u^ε_x √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 + f(x)u^ε_xψ_x ε √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 . Take (x_0, t_0) ∈ T × [0, τ ∧^{kε2c2∗}_{n−1} ] so that ψ(x_0, t_0) = max_{T×[0,τ ∧ kε}2_c2_{∗n−1 ]} ψ. If t_0 = 0, then there is nothing to prove. Thus, assume t_0 > 0. Then, ψ_x(x_0, t_0) = 0, ψ_t(x_0, t_0) ≥ 0, ψ_{xx}(x_0, t_0) ≤ 0. Therefore, at (x, t) = (x_0, t_0),

(u^ε_{xx})^2 (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ≤ (n − 1)(u^ε_x)^2 (u^ε)^2 + f^′(x) ε u^ε_x √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ≤

(n − 1)(u^ε_x)^2 ε^2c^2_∗ + f^′(x) ε u^ε_x √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ≤ (n − 1)(u^ε_x)^2 ε^2c^2_∗ + C ε ((u^ε_x)^2 + 1) ≤ C ε^2

(u^ε_x)^2 + C ε (3.4)

for some C ≥ 0, which is independent of ε.

Moreover,

(u^ε_{xx})^2 (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 = ( (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ) ( u^ε_{xx} (u^ε_x)^2 + 1

)_2 = ( (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ) ( u^ε_t + n − 1 u^ε − 1 ε f(x) √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1

)_2 . Setting X :=^{n−1}_{uε} −^1_ε f(x) √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1, we obtain

(u^ε_{xx})^2 (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ≥ ( (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ) ( X^2 2 − (u^ε_t )^2 ) . (3.5) 8

Here, by the Young inequality, for any ρ ∈ (0, 1),

X^2 =

(n − 1)^2 (u^ε)^2 − 2(n − 1) εu^ε f(x) √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 + 1 ε^2 f(x)^2 ( (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 )

≥ − 2(n − 1) εu^ε f √ (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 + 1 ε^2 f^2 ( (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 )

≥ − (n − 1) ε^2c_∗ ( f^2 ρ + ρ((u^ε_x)^2 + 1) ) + 1 ε^2 f^2(u^ε_x)^2

= 1 ε^2 ( f^2 −

(n − 1) c_∗ ρ ) (u^ε_x)^2 −

(n − 1)

ε^2c_∗ ( f^2 ρ + ρ ) =: 1 ε^2 ( C^1_ρ (u^ε_x)^2 − C^2_ρ ) , (3.6)

where we set f := max_T f, f := min_T f.

Take ρ ∈ (0, 1) so small that C^1_ρ > 0. Combining (3.4) and (3.5) with (3.6), we obtain C ε^2

(u^ε_x)^2 + C ε ≥ ( (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ) ( X^2 2 − (u^ε_t )^2 )

≥ 1 2 ( (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ) · 1 ε^2 ( C^1_ρ (u^ε_x)^2 − C^2_ρ ) − ( (u^ε_x)^2 + 1 ) · ( C ε )_2

by using Proposition 3.1. Summing up, we obtain

(u^ε_x)^4 ≤ C(u^ε_x)^2 + C

for some C ≥ 0 which is independent of ε > 0. Therefore, |u^ε_x| ≤ C for some C ≥ 0. □

The following corollary is a direct consequence of Propositions 3.1, 3.2.

Corollary 3.1. If there exists c_∗ > 0 such that

u^ε(x, t) ≥ εc_∗ for all (x, t) ∈ T × [0, ∞), (3.7)

then for all k ∈ N, |εu^ε_t (x, t)| + |u^ε_x(x, t)| ≤ C for all (x, t) ∈ T × [ 0, kε^2c^2_∗ n − 1 )

for some C = C(k) ≥ 0 independent of ε ∈ (0, 1).

We note that Lemma 3.1 is a special case of a comparison principle for first-order Hamilton–Jacobi equations of the type u_t + H(x, u, Du) = 0, where H is Lipschitz continuous in the u-variable. See [19] for example.

Lemma 3.1. Let T > 0, and v, w ∈ C([0, T ]) be a viscosity subsolution, and supersolution to u_t(t) = − n − 1 u(t) + f for t ∈ (0, T ], (3.8) 9

where f is a positive constant, respectively. Assume that v(t), w(t) ≥ c_∗ for all t ∈ [0, T ] and some c_∗ > 0. If v(0) ≤ w(0), then v(t) ≤ w(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Proof. Set F (v) := − n − 1 v + f. For K = 4(n − 1)/c^2_∗, |F (v) − F (w)| ≤ K|v − w| for all v, w ≥ c_∗ 2 . Pick a_0 ∈ (0, 1) such that c_∗ − a_0e^{2KT} ≥ c_∗/2. Fix a ∈ (0, a_0] and set u(t) := v(t) − ae^{2Kt} for t ∈ [0, T ]. Then we have u(t) ≥ c_∗ − ae^{2Kt} ≥ c_∗ 2 for all t ∈ [0, T ], u(0) = v(0) − a < w(0).

We prove that u(t) < w(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ] by contradiction. Thus, suppose max_{t∈[0,T ]}(u− w)(t) ≥ 0. Then, we have t_0 := min {t ∈ (0, T ) | u(t) − w(t) ≥ 0} ∈ (0, T ].

Define an auxiliary function Φ : [0, t_0]^2 → R by Φ(t, s) := u(t) − w(s) − (t − s)^2 2ε − (t − t_0)^2.

Take (t_ε, s_ε) ∈ [0, t_0]^2 so that Φ(t_ε, s_ε) = max_{[0,t0]}2 Φ. Then, as usual, we have t_ε, s_ε → t_0 as ε → 0.

Note that v, w are a viscosity sub/supersolution to (3.8) in (0, t_0). Then, we can extend the property of viscosity sub/supersolutions up to the terminal time t = t_0. Therefore, by the definition of viscosity solutions, we have 2aKe^{2Ktε} + t_ε − s_ε ε + 2(t_ε − t_0) − F (v(t_ε)) ≤ 0 ≤ t_ε − s_ε ε − F (w(s_ε)). Noting that u(s_ε) ≤ w(s_ε), we have F (u(s_ε)) ≤ F (w(s_ε)). Thus,

2aKe^{2Ktε} + 2(t_ε − t_0) ≤ F (v(t_ε)) − F (w(s_ε)) = F (v(t_ε)) − F (u(s_ε)) + F (u(s_ε)) − F (w(s_ε)) ≤ K|v(t_ε) − u(s_ε)|. Sending ε → 0 yields 2aKe^{2Kt0} ≤ K|v(t_0) − u(t_0)| = aKe^{2Kt0} , which is a contradiction. □ We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.2. 10

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We prove by contradiction, and therefore suppose that an ε-limit quenching does not happen. Then, there exists c_∗ > 0 such that u^ε(x, t) ε ≥ c_∗ for all (x, t) ∈ T × (0, ∞), and ε ∈ (0, 1).

By a similar argument to that in the proof of Theorem 1.1 (a) we can prove that there exists δ > 0 such that^{(n−1)ε}_{f(x)+δ} is a supersolution to (1.3), which implies by the comparison principle that 0 < εc_∗ ≤ u^ε(x, t) ≤ (n − 1)ε f(x) + δ ≤ Cε for all (x, t) ∈ T × [0, ∞). Set w^ε(x, t) :=^{uε(x,ε2t)}_ε . Then,

w^ε_t = ε^2w^ε_{xx} ε^2(w^ε_x)^2 + 1 − n − 1 w^ε + f(x) √ ε^2(w^ε_x)^2 + 1 for x ∈ T, t > 0, w^ε(x, 0) = g(x) for x ∈ T, and for each k ∈ N, ‖w^ε_t ‖_L∞_{(T×[0,kc}2_{∗/(n−1)))} = ‖εu^ε_t ‖_L∞_{(T×[0,kε}2_c2_{∗/(n−1)))} ≤ C (3.9) for some C = C(k) > 0 which is independent of ε in view of Corollary 3.1. Define the half-relaxed limits of w^ε by w^∗(x, t) := lim sup^∗_{ε→0}{w^ρ(y, s) | |x − y| + |t − s| ≤ ρ, 0 < ρ < ε}, w_∗(x, t) := lim inf^∗_{ε→0}{w^ρ(y, s) | |x − y| + |t − s| ≤ ρ, 0 < ρ < ε}. In light of (3.9) we have w^∗(x, ·), w_∗(x, ·) ∈ Lip_{loc}([0, ∞)) for all x ∈ T. By the stability of viscosity solutions, w^∗ and w_∗ are a viscosity subsolution and supersolution to { w_t(x, t) = −^{n−1}_{w(x,t)} + f(x) for t > 0, w(x, 0) = g(x) for all x ∈ T.

(3.10)

By Lemma 3.1 we obtain w^∗(x, ·) ≤ w_∗(x, ·) on [0, ∞) for all x ∈ T, which implies that w^∗ = w_∗ on T × [0, ∞). Therefore, w^ε → w locally uniformly on T × [0, ∞) as ε → 0. By assumption max_T(fg) < n − 1, there exists x ∈ T such that β := f(x) −^{n−1}_{g(x)} < 0. Then it is clear to see that z(t) := g(x) + βt is a supersolution to (3.10) with x = x. Since β < 0, there exists T > 0 such that z(T ) = 0, which is a contradiction. □

4. The locations of quenching

In this section, we consider (1.3) with ε = 1, that is,

u_t = u_{xx} u^2_x + 1 − n − 1 u + f(x) √ u^2_x + 1 for x ∈ T, t ∈ (0, T^∗), u(x, 0) = g(x) for x ∈ T. (4.1) 11

Again, (4.1) here is exactly (1.1) under the periodic setting. The assumptions of Theorem 1.3 are always in force in this section. By Theorem 1.1 (b), quenching happens and T^∗ < ∞. Lemma 4.1. Assume (A1), (A2) hold. We have u_x(0, t) = u_x(^1_2 , t) = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T^∗), and u_x(x, t) > 0 for all x ∈ ( 0, 1 2 ) × (0, T^∗). Proof. Differentiate (4.1) with respect to x to yield u_{tx} = u_{xxx} u^2_x + 1 − 2u^2_{xx}u_x (u^2_x + 1)^2 + (n − 1)u_x u^2

+ f^′(x) √ u^2_x + 1 + f(x)u_xu_{xx} √ u^2_x + 1 .

Let v = u_x. Noting that f^′(x) ≥ 0 on [0,^1_2 ], we have

v_t ≥ v_{xx} u^2_x + 1 + ( f(x)u_x √ u^2_x + 1 − 2u_{xx}u_x (u^2_x + 1)^2 ) v_x + (n − 1)v u^2 in ( 0, 1 2 ) × (0, T^∗). (4.2)

As f(x) = f(1−x) and g(x) = g(1−x), we see that U(x, t) := u(1−x, t) is also a solution to (4.1). Thus, the uniqueness of solutions to (4.1) yields

u(1 − x, t) = u(x, t) for all (x, t) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, T^∗), (4.3)

which, together with the fact that u is Z-periodic and smooth in R × (0, T^∗), implies v(0, t) = u_x(0, t) = 0 and v(^1_2 , t) = u_x(^1_2 , t) = 0 for all t ∈ (0, T^∗). Thus, v satisfies (4.2) and v(0, t) = v ( 1 2 , t ) = 0 for all t ∈ (0, T^∗),

v(x, 0) = u_x(x, 0) = g^′(x) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ [ 0, 1 2 ] . (4.4)

Clearly, ṽ ≡ 0 is a subsolution to (4.2) and (4.4). By the comparison principle, we obtain u_x(x, t) = v(x, t) ≥ 0 for all (x, t) ∈ (0,^1_2 ) × (0, T^∗). Therefore, v satisfies

v_t ≥ v_{xx} u^2_x + 1 + ( f(x)u_x √ u^2_x + 1 − 2u_{xx}u_x (u^2_x + 1)^2 ) v_x in ( 0, 1 2 ) × (0, T^∗),

which implies that, in light of the strong maximum principle, v > 0 in (0,^1_2 ) × (0, T^∗). □ 12

We next note that v = u_x also satisfies v_t ≥ v_{xx} (u_x)^2 + 1 + f(x)vv_x √ (u_x)^2 + 1 − 2v(v_x)^2 ((u_x)^2 + 1)^2 for (x, t) ∈ (0,^1_2 ) × (0, T^∗), (4.5) v(0, t) = v ( 1 2 , t ) = 0 for t ∈ [0, T^∗),

v(x, 0) = g^′(x) ≥ 0 for x ∈ [0,^1_2 ].

Lemma 4.2. Let u be the solution to (4.1), and set v := u_x. Let a, b ∈ [0,^1_2 ] with a < b, and w ∈ C^2 ( [a, b] × [0, T^∗] ) be a subsolution to (4.5) in (a, b) × (0, T^∗) with w(a, t) = w(b, t) = 0, and w(x, 0) ≤ g^′(x) for all x ∈ [a, b]. Then, v ≥ w on [a, b]×[0, T^∗).

Proof. Fix T ∈ (0, T^∗). Set ṽ(x, t) := e^{−Kt}v(x, t), w̃(x, t) := e^{−Kt}w(x, t) for all x ∈ [a, b], t ∈ [0, T ], and K > 0 which will be fixed later. Then, v and w satisfy ṽ_t + Kṽ ≥ ṽ_{xx} (u_x)^2 + 1 + e^{Kt}f(x)ṽṽ_x √ (u_x)^2 + 1 − 2e^{2Kt}ṽ(ṽ_x)^2 ((u_x)^2 + 1)^2 in (a, b) × (0, T^∗), w̃_t + Kw̃ ≤ w̃_{xx} (u_x)^2 + 1 + e^{Kt}f(x)w̃w̃_x √ (u_x)^2 + 1 − 2e^{2Kt}w̃(w̃_x)^2 ((u_x)^2 + 1)^2 in (a, b) × (0, T^∗).

Assume by contradiction that there exists (x_0, t_0) ∈ (a, b) × (0, T ] such that max [a,b]×[0,T ] (w̃ − ṽ) = (w̃ − ṽ)(x_0, t_0) > 0.

Then, (w̃ − ṽ)_t(x_0, t_0) ≥ 0, (w̃ − ṽ)_x(x_0, t_0) = 0, (w̃ − ṽ)_{xx}(x_0, t_0) ≤ 0, which implies that

K(w̃ − ṽ)(x_0, t_0) − e^{Kt0} f(x_0)w̃_x(x_0, t_0) √ u^2_x(x_0, t_0) + 1

(w̃ − ṽ)(x_0, t_0) +

2e^{2Kt0}w̃^2_x(x_0, t_0) u^2_x(x_0, t_0) + 1

(w̃ − ṽ)(x_0, t_0) ≤ 0.

Thus, K ≤ e^{Kt0} f(x_0)|w̃_x(x_0, t_0)| √ u^2_x(x_0, t_0) + 1 = f(x_0)|w_x(x_0, t_0)| √ u^2_x(x_0, t_0) + 1

≤ f(x_0)|w_x(x_0, t_0)|.

Taking K > max_{[a,b]×[0,T ]} f(x)|w_x(x, t)|, we have a contradiction. Therefore, w̃ ≤ ṽ on [a, b] × [0, T ] for all T ∈ (0, T^∗), which implies the conclusion. □

Lemma 4.3. Let c_0 > 0, a, b ∈ [0,^1_2 ] with a < b, and set w(x, t) := c_0e^{−Mt} sin (_{π(x−a)} b−a ) for (x, t) ∈ [a, b] × [0, T^∗). There exists M > 0 such that w is a subsolution to (4.5) with w(a, t) = w(b, t) = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T^∗). 13

Proof. Plug w into the equation to get w_t − w_{xx} (u_x)^2 + 1 + f(x)ww_x √ (u_x)^2 + 1 − 2w(w_x)^2 ((u_x)^2 + 1)^2

= c_0e^{−Mt} sin ( π(x − a) b − a ) [ − M + π^2 (b − a)^2((u_x)^2 + 1) + f(x)πc_0e^{−Mt} (b − a) √ (u_x)^2 + 1 cos ( π(x − a) b − a )

− 2π^2c^2_0e^{−2Mt} (b − a)^2((u_x)^2 + 1)^2 cos^2 ( π(x − a) b − a ) ]

≤ c_0e^{−Mt} sin ( π(x − a) b − a ) ( −M + π^2 (b − a)^2 + f(x)πc_0 b − a ) . Thus, by choosing M >^{π2}_{(b−a)2} +^{πc0‖f‖L∞(T)}_{b−a} , we get that w is a subsolution to (4.5) satisfying w(a, t) = w(b, t) = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T^∗). □

Proof of Theorem 1.3. By Theorem 1.1 (b) and Lemma 4.1, it is clear to see lim_{t→(T} ∗_)− u(0, t) = 0. By (4.3), we only need to prove lim_{t→(T} ∗_)− u(x, t) > 0 for all x ∈ (0,^1_2 ].

Let t_0 :=^{T ∗}_2 . By Lemma 4.1, we obtain that v(x, t_0) = u_x(x, t_0) > 0 for all x ∈ (0,^1_2 ). Take any 0 < a < a^∗ < b^∗ < b <^1_2 . There exists c_0 > 0 such that

v(x, t_0) = u_x(x, t_0) ≥ c_0 ≥ c_0 sin ( π(x − a) b − a ) for all x ∈ [a, b].

In light of Lemma 4.3, for all t ∈ [t_0, T^∗), u_x(x, t) ≥ c_0e^{−M(t−t0 )} sin ( π(x − a) b − a ) for all x ∈ [a, b].

Thus, for all x ∈ [a^∗, b^∗], we have u(x, t) − u(a, t) ≥ c_0e^{− MT ∗2} ∫_a∗ a sin ( π(y − a) b − a ) dy =: α > 0, which implies

lim inf t→(T^∗)^− u(x, t) ≥ lim sup t→(T^∗)^− u(a, t) + α ≥ α > 0 for all x ∈ [a^∗, b^∗].

We use Corollary 3.1 to get u ∈ Lip ([a^∗, b^∗]×[0, T^∗]), which implies lim_{t→(T} ∗_)− u(x, t) exists for all x ∈ [a^∗, b^∗]. By the arbitrariness of a, b, a^∗, b^∗, we see that lim_{t→(T} ∗_)− u(x, t) > 0 for all x ∈ (0,^1_2 ]. □

References

[1] A. Acker, W. Walter, The quenching problem for nonlinear parabolic differential equations, Ordinary and partial differential equations (Proc. Fourth Conf., Univ. Dundee, Dundee, 1976), pp. 1–12, Lecture Notes in Math., Vol. 564, Springer, Berlin-New York, 1976.

[2] S. Altschuler, S. B. Angenent, Y. Giga, Mean curvature flow through singularities for surfaces of rotation, J. Geom. Anal. 5 (1995), no. 3, 293–358. 14

[3] S. B. Angenent, Shrinking doughnuts, In: Nonlinear diffusion equations and their equilibrium states, 3, Vol. 7, Birkhäuser, Boston, MA, 1992, 21–38.

[4] Q. Dai, Quiyi, X. Zeng, The quenching phenomena for the Cauchy problem of semilinear parabolic equations, J. Differential Equations 175 (2001), no. 1, 163–174.

[5] G. Dziuk, B. Kawohl, On rotationally symmetric mean curvature flow, J. Differential Equations 93 (1991), 142–149.

[6] J. Escher, B.-V. Matioc, Neck pinching for periodic mean curvature flows, Analysis (Munich) 30 (2010), no. 3, 253–260.

[7] M. Fila, B. Kawohl, H. A. Levine, Quenching for quasilinear equations, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 17 (1992), no. 3-4, 593–614.

[8] Z. Gang, I. M. Sigal, Neck pinching dynamics under mean curvature flow, J. Geom. Anal. 19 (2009), no. 1, 36–80.

[9] Y. Giga. Surface evolution equations: A level set approach, volume 99 of Monographs in Mathematics.

Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2006.

[10] Y. Giga, Y. Seki, N. Umeda, Mean curvature flow closes open ends of noncompact surfaces of rotation, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 34 (2009), no. 10-12, 1508–1529.

[11] Y. Giga, Y. Seki, N. Umeda, On decay rate of quenching profile at space infinity for axisymmetric mean curvature flow, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. 29 (2011), no. 4, 1463–1470.

[12] Y. Giga, H. Mitake, H. V. Tran, On asymptotic speed of solutions to level-set mean curvature flow equations with driving and source terms, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 48 (2016), no. 5, 3515–3546.

[13] M. A. Grayson, A short note on the evolution of a surface by its mean curvature, Duke Math. J. 58 (1989), no. 3, 555–558.

[14] J. Jang, D. Kwon, H. Mitake, H. V. Tran, Level-set forced mean curvature flow with the Neumann boundary condition, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 168 (2022), 143–167.

[15] H. Kawarada, On solutions of initial boundary problem for u_t = u_{xx} + 1/(1 − u), RIMS Kyoto Univ.

10 (1975), 729–736.

[16] T. Miura, An example of a mean-convex mean curvature flow developing infinitely many singular epochs, J. Geom. Anal. 26 (2016), no. 4, 3019–3026.

[17] H. M. Soner, P. E. Souganidis, Singularities and uniqueness of cylindrically symmetric surfaces moving by mean curvature, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 18 (1993), no. 5-6, 859–894.

[18] Q. Sun, in preparation.

[19] H. V. Tran, Hamilton–Jacobi equations: Theory and Applications, Graduate Studies in Mathematics, 213. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, (2021).

(H. Mitake) Graduate School of Mathematical Sciences, University of Tokyo 3-8-1 Komaba, Meguro-ku, Tokyo, 153-8914, Japan

Email address: mitake@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp

(Y. Oka) Graduate School of Mathematical Sciences, University of Tokyo 3-8-1 Komaba, Meguro-ku, Tokyo, 153-8914, Japan

Email address: oka@ms.u-tokyo.ac.jp

(Hung V. Tran) Department of Mathematics, University of Wisconsin Madison, Van Vleck hall, 480 Lincoln drive, Madison, WI 53706, USA Email address: hung@math.wisc.edu