
Spherical Authalic Energy Minimization for
Area-Preserving Parameterization

Shu-Yung Liu †and Mei-Heng Yueh †

Abstract. We propose a new effective method called spherical authalic energy min-
imization (SAEM) for computing spherical area-preserving parameterizations of genus-
zero surfaces. The proposed SAEM has solid theoretical support and guaranteed con-
vergence. In addition, we develop a Riemannian bijective correction method to ensure
the bijectivity of the produced mapping under mild assumptions. Numerical experiments
showed that the SAEM effectively minimized area distortion with improved bijectivity
compared to other state-of-the-art methods.
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1 Introduction

Surface parameterization refers to the mapping of a surface in 3-dimensional space to a planar
domain of a simple shape. This concept has been applied to surface resampling and registration
[20, 26, 34, 38] in computer graphics, as well as brain flattening [5] and image processing for
brain tumor segmentation [36, 37, 22, 23, 24]. Other classic applications and comprehensive
overviews can be found in the survey papers [15, 32] and the lecture notes [18].

A desirable parameterization preserves the surface’s geometric features as much as possible.
However, achieving isometric (length-preserving) mapping is generally infeasible. Thus, most
studies focus on angle-preserving (conformal) or area-preserving (authalic) mappings, while some
attempt to balance both, approximating isometry.

For closed surfaces with no genus, the parameter domain is often the unit sphere. Several
studies have explored spherical conformal parameterizations. Haker et al. [4, 16] used the finite
element method to compute spherical conformal mappings by solving partial differential equa-
tions. However, their approach, which relies on stereographic projection, suffers from significant
angular distortion near the north pole. To address this issue, Choi et al. [9] fixed the southern
region and offset the angular distortion using a specific quasi-conformal mapping. Similarly,
Choi et al. [7] and Yueh et al. [36, 21] improved the angular distortion in the northern region
by harmonic mapping while keeping the southern region fixed. Alternatively, Nadeem et al. [30]
applied Haker’s method separately to the northern and southern hemispheres and welded the
two regions with the least angular distortion.

While angle-preserving mappings maintain the local shape of a surface, they often result
in significant area distortion. Area preservation is crucial for tasks such as brain morphome-
try. Several studies have focused on spherical area-preserving mappings for genus-zero surfaces.
Moser [29] introduced a method by solving two differential equations in the sphere. Building
on this, Dominitz et al. [11] computed optimal mass transportation (OMT) mappings by mini-
mizing transportation costs. Subsequent studies extensively applied the OMT theory. Nadeem
et al. [30] computed OMT mappings by minimizing a convex energy in Euclidean space via
stereographic projection. Similarly, Choi et al. [6] computed OMT mappings in Euclidean space
but first punctured a quadrilateral region at the bottom of the surface. In contrast, Cui et al.
[10] developed a computational algorithm to compute OMT mappings directly on the sphere.
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In addition to the OMT approaches, Lyu et al. [27] employed density-equalizing meth-
ods combined with Riemannian projection to achieve area preservation. Yueh et al. [36, 19]
introduced stretch energy minimization (SEM), solved using a combination of stereographic
projection and the fixed-point method. The theoretical association between stretch energy and
area preservation was established in [35]. This approach was further enhanced by incorporating
a Riemannian gradient descent method with theoretical convergence [33].

Recently, Liu and Yueh [25] refined the energy minimization approach, significantly improving
area preservation compared to the OMT method [40] and density-equalizing map [8] for simply
connected open surfaces. However, this method has not been well-developed for genus-zero
closed surfaces. In this paper, we adapt and modify this energy minimization approach for
spherical area-preserving parameterization. We expect that it will demonstrate superior efficacy
compared to state-of-the-art methods, as observed in the case of open surfaces.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we highlight the contributions of our work.
Section 3 introduces the mathematical background. Section 4 presents the modified objective
functional for improved numerical performance, with the associated iterative method detailed in
Section 5. Section 6 discusses a post-processing technique to ensure bijectivity for challenging
cases. Numerical results are presented in Section 7. Finally, we discuss our proposed method
compared with existing approaches in Section 8 and conclude in Section 9.

2 Contributions

The contributions of this work are threefold:

(i) We propose a novel objective functional, the spherical authalic energy, which improves
bijectivity during optimization for spherical area-preserving parameterization of genus-
zero closed surfaces.

(ii) We develop an efficient energy minimization method with theoretically guaranteed con-
vergence, demonstrating superior performance in both accuracy and efficiency compared
to state-of-the-art methods in numerical experiments.

(iii) We introduce a Riemannian bijective correction method with strong theoretical sup-
port, which is capable of resolving hundreds of folding triangles, effectively addressing
challenging cases.

3 Mathematical background

In this section, we introduce some basic mathematical concepts closely related to our work.

3.1 Simplicial mapping

A smooth surface can be approximated by a simplicial surface, namely, a triangular mesh,
denoted asM =

(
V(M), E(M),F(M)

)
, where

V(M) =
{
vℓ = (v1ℓ , v

2
ℓ , v

3
ℓ ) ∈ R3

}n

ℓ=1
, (3.1a)

F(M) =
{
τs = [vis , vjs , vks ] ⊂ R3 | vis , vjs , vks ∈ V(M)

}m

s=1
, (3.1b)

and
E(M) =

{
[vi, vj ] ⊂ R3 | [vi, vj , vk] ∈ F(M)

}
, (3.1c)

are sets of n vertices, m oriented triangular faces and edges, respectively, in which the bracket
[vis , vjs , vks ] denotes a 2-simplex, i.e., a triangle with vertices being vis , vjs , vks .

A spherical simplicial mapping f : M → S2 is a piecewise affine mapping from simplicial
surfaceM into spherical simplicial complex f(M) =

(
V(f(M)), E(f(M)),F(f(M))

)
, in which

V(f(M)), E(f(M)), and F(f(M)) are vertices, edges, and triangular faces of f(M) as in (3.1),
respectively.
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Fig. 1. An illustration of the barycentric coordinates on a triangular face.

The simplicial mapping can be determined by the mapping of its vertices. Any point on a tri-
angular face of the spherical simplicial complex can be represented using barycentric coordinates.
In other words, f is a piecewise affine mapping that satisfies

f(vi) = (f1
i , f

2
i , f

3
i )

⊤, ∀vi ∈ V(S),

and

f |τs(v) =
1

|τs|

(
|[v, vjs , vks

]| f(vis) + |[vis , v, vks
]| f(vjs) + |[vis , vjs , v]| f(vks

)
)
,

for every τs ∈ F(S), where the absolute value of the simplex denotes the area of that simplex
(see Figure 1).

3.2 Authalic mapping

Given a simplicial surface M. A simplicial map f : M → S2 is said to be authalic or area-
preserving if

|f(τ)| = c |τ | for all τ ∈ F(M)

for some constant c ∈ R. The ratio of the area of a triangle in the domain to its area in the
image under the mapping is called the stretch factor, denoted as

σf−1(τ) =
|τ |
|f(τ)|

.

It has been shown in [39, Theorem 1] that the stretch factor

σf−1(τ) =
√
det

(
If−1

∣∣
f(τ)

)
, (3.2)

where If−1 is the first fundamental form of f−1. As a result, authalic maps satisfy the constant
area element property, which is consistent with the concept in classical differential geometry.

3.3 Authalic energy functional

In the previous work, Yueh [39] defined the stretch energy ES , measuring the area-preserving
property for a given simplicial mapping f :M→ R2, given by

ES(f) =
∑

τ∈F(M)

|f(τ)|2

|τ |
. (3.3)

From the identity of the stretch factor (3.2), the stretch energy is equivalent to

ES(f) =
∑

τ∈F(M)

det
(
If−1

∣∣
f(τ)

)−1 |τ | =
∑

τ∈F(M)

∫
τ

det
(
If−1

∣∣
f(τ)

)−1
dA.

It has been shown that the lower bound of ES(f) is the image area |f(M)|. Under the
assumption that the surface area is equal to the image area, the minimal value of ES(f) occurs
when f is an area-preserving mapping [35, Theorem 3.3].
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Fig. 2. The illustration of the tetrahedron by [o, fi, fj , fk] constructed by the triangle [fi, fj , fk]
and the origin o.

By Cauchy–Schwartz inequality, Liu and Yueh [25] relax the image area constraint and
propose the authalic energy

EA(f) =
|M|
|f(M)|

ES(f)− |f(M)|. (3.4)

The lower bound of EA(f) is zero and the minimal value occurs when f is area-preserving [25,
Theorem 1]. This objective function allows the change of the image area so that the boundary
points can be updated in numerical optimization procedures.

4 Objective energy functional

Authalic energy minimization is an efficient method for achieving area-preserving mappings, as
demonstrated in unit disk parameterization for simply connected open surfaces [25]. However,
it faces difficulties when applied to spherical parameterization for genus-zero closed surfaces. In
this section, we introduce the challenge of the authalic energy and propose our modified objective
functional, the spherical authalic energy.

4.1 Spherical authalic energy functional

Noting that EA in (3.4) contains a negative image area term f(M), minimizing EA would also
maximize f(M) and result in folding triangles on the image. Due to this fact, the orientation
of the triangle area should be taken into account. However, accounting for face orientation
in the spherical image introduces discontinuity, because when triangles flip their normals from
outward to inward on the sphere, their areas become negative without passing through zero.
This would significantly affect the optimization process. To address this issue, we modify the
energy functional as follows. Rather than considering the area of the spherical image face
f(τ) = [fi, fj , fk], we instead consider the associated tetrahedron formed by [o, fi, fj , fk], where
o is the origin, as illustrated in Figure 2. As the spherical orientation of the triangle [fi, fj , fk]
changes, the volume [o, fi, fj , fk] continuously varies from a positive value to a negative one.
This modification provides the benefit that the orientations of triangles are taken into account
and the functional remains continuous. Based on this concept, we define the spherical authalic
energy functional as

EA(f) =
|M|
3V(f)

ES(f)− 3V(f), (4.1)

where ES is the stretch energy defined in (3.3) and V is the volume measurement, defined as

V(f) =
∑

[vi,vj ,vk]∈F(M)

∣∣[o, fi, fj , fk]∣∣. (4.2)

Noting that the area of the unit sphere is 4π, which is equal to 3 times the volume of the unit
sphere, the spherical authalic energy functional EA in (4.1) is an approximation to the authalic
energy functional EA in (3.4). The detailed statement is provided in the following theorem.

4



Theorem 1. Given a simplicial surface M. Let f : M → S2 be an orientation-preserving
simplicial map and εf be the maximal edge length of f(M). The spherical authalic energy (4.1)
satisfies the estimate∣∣EA(f)− EA(f)

∣∣ ≤ (
1 +

ES(f) |M|
3V(f) |f(M)|

)
|f(M)|

(
1−

√
1− ε2f

)
, (4.3)

where authalic energy EA and stretch energy ES are defined as (3.4) and (3.3), respectively.
Moreover, if f is an area-preserving mapping, then

0 ≤ EA(f) ≤
(
1 +
|f(M|)
3V(f)

)
|f(M)|

(
1−

√
1− ε2f

)
. (4.4)

Proof. From (3.4) and (4.1), we have

EA − EA =

(
|M|
3V(f)

ES(f)− 3V(f)

)
−
(
|M|
|f(M)|

ES(f)− |f(M)|
)

= ES(f)|M|
(

1

3V(f)
− 1

|f(M)|

)
+
(
|f(M)| − 3V(f)

)
= ES(f)|M|

(
|f(M)| − 3V(f)

3V(f) |f(M)|

)
+
(
|f(M)| − 3V(f)

)
=

(
1 +

ES(f) |M|
3V(f) |f(M)|

)(
|f(M)| − 3V(f)

)
. (4.5)

For each f(τ) = [fi, fj , fk], [o, fi, fj , fk] is the isosceles tetrahedron (see Figure 2) with the
volume

|[o, fi, fj , fk]| =
h

3
|f(τ)|, (4.6)

where h is the altitude with respect to the base f(τ). Let θτ be the angle between the edge
[o, f(vi)] and the base f(τ) for some vertex f(vi). The altitude h can be regarded as the sin θτ
and cos θτ is the line segment between f(vi) and orthocenter. Then, we have

h = sin θτ =
√
1− cos2 θτ ≥

√
1− ε2f . (4.7)

Therefore, by (4.6) and (4.7), we obtain

|f(M)| − 3V(f) =
∑

τ∈F(M)

|f(τ)| −
∑

τ∈F(M)

|f(τ)|h

≤
∑

τ∈F(M)

|f(τ)| −
∑

τ∈F(M)

|f(τ)|
√

1− ε2f

= |f(M)|
(
1−

√
1− ε2f

)
. (4.8)

As a result, by (4.5) and (4.8), we obtain

EA − EA =

(
1 +

ES(f) |M|
3V(f) |f(M)|

)(
|f(M)| − 3V(f)

)
≤

(
1 +

ES(f) |M|
3V(f) |f(M)|

)
|f(M)|

(
1−

√
1− ε2f

)
,

which conclude (4.3).
Additionally, since sin θτ ≤ 1 for all τ ∈ F(M), 3V(f) ≤ |f(M)| and thus EA(f) ≥ EA(f).

If f is area-preserving, EA(f) = 0 and ES(f) = |f(M)|2/|M|. Consequently, by (4.3), we can
conclude (4.4) as

0 ≤ EA(f) ≤
(
1 +

ES(f) |M|
3V(f) |f(M)|

)
|f(M)|

(
1−

√
1− ε2f

)
+ EA(f)

≤
(
1 +
|f(M)|
3V(f)

)
|f(M)|

(
1−

√
1− ε2f

)
.
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Fig. 3. An illustration of the cotangent weight defined on the surface f(M).

It is important to emphasize that while EA approximates EA, the convergence behavior of
minimizing EA is significantly different from that of EA. The numerical comparison of mappings
produced by minimizing EA versus EA is presented in Section 7.1.

In practice, the spherical simplicial mapping f is represented as a matrix

f ≡

f
1
1 f2

1 f3
1

...
...

...
f1
n f2

n f3
n

 ≡ [
f
1, f2, f3

]
≡

f
⊤
1
...
f
⊤
n

 ,

where fi ∈ S2 for i = 1, . . . , n. From [35, Lemma 3.1], the stretch energy ES can be expressed as

ES(f) =
∑

s=1,2,3

1

2
f
s⊤LS(f)f

s

where LS(f) is the weighted Laplacian matrix,

[LS(f)]i,j


− 1

2

( cot(θk
i,j(f))

σf ([vi,vj ,vk])
+

cot(θℓ
j,i(f))

σf ([vj ,vi,vℓ])

)
if [vi, vj ] ∈ E(M)

−
∑

ℓ ̸=i[LS(f)]i,ℓ if j = i

0 otherwise

(4.9)

in which θki,j(f) is the angle opposite to the edge [fi, fj ] at the point fk, as illustrated in Figure
3, and σf([vi, vj , vk]) is the stretch factor of f on the triangular face [vi, vj , vk] by

σf([vi, vj , vk]) =
|[vi, vj , vk]|
|[fi, fj , fk]|

.

As a result, the minimization of spherical authalic energy (4.1) is formulated as

argmin
fℓ∈S2

EA(f) ≡
|M|
6V(f)

∑
s=1,2,3

f
sLS(f)f

s − 3V(f). (4.10)

In order to minimize EA, it is essential to derive the gradient formula, which will be introduced
in the following section.

4.2 Reformulation with spherical coordinate

To remain vertices of simplicial mapping f on the sphere during optimization, i.e. fi ∈ S2 for
i = 1, · · · , n, we can represent f by the spherical coordinate. In this section, we would derive
the gradient of EA for spherical coordinates to minimize the energy.

Specifically, f can be represented as

f
1 = sinθ ⊙ cosϕ, f

2 = sinθ ⊙ sinϕ, and f
3 = cosθ, (4.11)

where ⊙ denotes the Hadamard product of vectors, θ = (θ1, . . . , θn)
⊤, and ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕn)

⊤.
The inverse relation is

θ = arccos(f3), ϕ = atan2(f2, f1), (4.12)
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Fig. 4. An illustration for the tetrahedron [o, fi, fj , fk] formed by the face [fi, fj , fk] and the
origin o of R3.

where atan2 denotes the four-quadrant inverse tangent, θi ∈ [0, π], and ϕ ∈ (−π, π] for i =
1, · · ·n. Therefore, f can be represented as

f =

[
θ
ϕ

]
∈ R2n (4.13)

The volume measurement V(f), as defined in (4.2), can be formulated by

V(f) =
∑

[vi,vj ,vk]∈F(M)

f
⊤
i (fj × fk)

6
,

as illustrated in Figure 4. To compute the gradient of |[o, fi, fj , fk]|, we let τ = {i, j, k} and
denote the x, y, and z-coordinate of fi, fj , and fk by

f
1
τ =

 sin θi cosϕi

sin θj cosϕj

sin θk cosϕk

 =

sin θisin θj
sin θk

⊙
cosϕi

cosϕj

cosϕk

 = sinθτ ⊙ cosϕτ ,

f
2
τ =

 sin θi sinϕi

sin θj sinϕj

sin θk sinϕk

 =

sin θisin θj
sin θk

⊙
sinϕi

sinϕj

sinϕk

 = sinθτ ⊙ sinϕτ ,

f
3
τ =

cos θicos θj
cos θk

 = cosθτ .

Next, the gradient of |[o, fi, fj , fk]| with respect to f
1
τ , f

2
τ , f

3
τ is

∇f1τ
|[o, fi, fj , fk]| =

1

6
(f2τ × f

3
τ ),

∇f2τ
|[o, fi, fj , fk]| =

1

6
(f3τ × f

1
τ ),

∇f3τ
|[o, fi, fj , fk]| =

1

6
(f1τ × f

2
τ ).

Then, by applying the chain rule, the gradient of |[o, fi, fj , fk]| with respect to θτ and ϕτ is
formulated as

∇θτ |[o, fi, fj , fk]| =
1

6

(
cosθτ ⊙ cosϕτ ⊙ (f2τ × f

3
τ ) (4.14a)

+ cosθτ ⊙ sinϕτ ⊙ (f3τ × f
1
τ ) (4.14b)

− sinθτ ⊙ (f1τ × f
2
τ )
)
, (4.14c)

and

∇ϕτ
|[o, fi, fj , fk]| =

1

6

(
sinθτ ⊙ cosϕτ ⊙ (f3τ × f

1
τ ) (4.14d)

− sinθτ ⊙ sinϕτ ⊙ (f2τ × f
3
τ )
)
. (4.14e)

7



As a result, By assembling associated tetrahedra with the formulation in (4.14), the gradient
of volume V(f) can be computed. We denote ∇θV(f) and ∇ϕV(f) as the gradient of V(f) with
respect to θ and ϕ.

From [35, Theorem 3.5], the gradient of ES(f) with respect to f is

∇fsES(f) = 2LS(f) f
s, for s = 1, 2, 3. (4.15)

Therefore, regarding f as f(f), by applying the chain rule again, the gradient of EA with respect
to f is formulated as

∇θEA(f) =
( |M|
V(f)

)
∇θES(f) +∇θ

( |M|
V(f)

)
ES(f)−∇θ

(
V(f)

)
=
(2 |M|
V(f)

)(
cosθ ⊙ cosϕ⊙ LS(f)f

1 + cosθ ⊙ sinϕ⊙ LS(f)f
2

− sinθ ⊙ LS(f)f
3
)
−

(
1 +
|M|ES(f)

V(f)2

)
∇θV(f). (4.16a)

and

∇ϕEA(f) =
( |M|
V(f)

)
∇ϕES(f) +∇ϕ

( |M|
V(f)

)
ES(f)−∇ϕ

(
V(f)

)
=
(2 |M|
V(f)

)(
sinθ ⊙ cosϕ⊙ LS(f)f

2 − sinθ ⊙ sinϕ⊙ LS(f)f
1
)

−
(
1 +
|M|ES(f)

V(f)2

)
∇θV(f). (4.16b)

With this explicit gradient formula of EA in (4.16), we develop a nonlinear CG method with
appropriate preconditioning to solve (4.10), which will be thoroughly explained in the next
section.

5 Preconditioned nonlinear CG method

The conjugate gradient (CG) method is an iterative method, proposed by Hestenes and Stiefel
[17], to solve linear systems with a large positive definite coefficient matrix. It also can be
adapted to solve nonlinear optimization problems, proposed by Fletcher and Reeves [12]. In
this section, we introduce the algorithmic procedure of the nonlinear CG method to solve the
objective problem (4.10) with suitable preconditioning and discuss its convergence.

5.1 Algorithmic procedure

Before applying our proposed method, we select the initial mapping by using the output of the
fixed-point method [36, Algorithm 4.3] with several iterations. This method rapidly reduces
energy in the initial stages but quickly attenuates and, in some cases, may even cause the energy
to increase. Therefore, we limit this method to 15 iterations or stop as soon as the energy
increases, followed by our proposed method.

To eliminate rotational freedom, we fix two points during optimization. Specifically, we
compute the area ratio, |f(τ)|/|τ |, for the 1-ring of each vertex and select the two vertices
closest to the mean of the 1-ring area ratio. For simplicity, the remaining points with spherical
coordinates are still denoted as f as in (4.13).

The CG method is a line search method, that means throughout the whole iterative proce-
dure, f (k) for k ≥ 0, is updated with the step length αk ∈ R and the direction p(k) ∈ R2(n−1),

f (k+1) ← f (k) + αkp
(k). (5.1)

The initial direction of our preconditioned nonlinear CG method is the descent gradient with
the preconditioner M ,

p(0) = −M−1g(0), M = I2 ⊗ [LS(f)] (5.2)

in which g(0) denoted the gradient ∇fEA(f
(0)) as in (4.16). Notice that the preconditioner M

is a symmetric positive definite matrix (constructed by the submatrix of the Laplacian matrix

8



LS(f) with two vertices fixed), which leads to p(0) being a descent direction. In practice, we
perform the reordered Cholesky decomposition for LS(f) to solve the linear system efficiently.
For the kth iteration for k ≥ 1, we have an additional correction term by the previous direction
p(k−1) and coefficient βk as

p(k) = −M−1g(k) + βkp
(k−1), βk =

g(k)⊤M−1g(k)

g(k−1)⊤M−1g(k−1)
. (5.3)

In terms of the step length αk, we consider the 1-dimensional function

φ(α) = EA(f
(k) + αp(k)).

The ideal step length satisfies α = argminφ(α), which cannot be explicitly formulated due to the
complexity of ES . Thus, we interpolate with a quadratic polynomial and approximate the ideal
step length with the polynomial’s minimizer [31, Section 3.5]. In particular, with initial guess
αk−1, the quadratic function ζ(α) is formed by interpolating the three pieces of information

φ(0) = EA(f
(k)),

φ′(0) = d
dαEA(f

(k) + αp(k))
∣∣
α=0

= p(k)⊤g(k),

φ(αk−1) = EA(f
(k) + α(k−1)p(k)).

(5.4a)

Then, we obtain

ζ(α) = aα2 + bα+ c ≡
(φ(αk−1)− φ(0)− αk−1φ

′(0)

α2
k−1

)
α2 + φ′(0)α+ φ(0). (5.4b)

Therefore, αk is selected by the minimizer of ζ(α), which satisfies ζ ′(α) = 0, given by

αk = − b

2a
. (5.4c)

It is noteworthy that if the αk doesn’t make energy sufficiently decrease, we may use the min-
imizer of ζ(α) to be the initial guess and interpolate again. The pseudo-code of the proposed
method can be summarized by the Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Preconditioned nonlinear CG method for spherical authalic mapping

Require: A simplicial surfaceM.
Ensure: A spherical authalic mapping f

∗.
1: Perform [36, Alg. 4.3] to 15 iterations
2: Compute spherical coordinates [θ,ϕ] by (4.12).
3: Compute gradient g by (4.16) with respect to f .
4: Compute the preconditioner M by (5.2).
5: Perform Cholesky decompositions of M .
6: Solve Mh = g.
7: Let p = −h.
8: Let α = 0.01.
9: while not converge do

10: Update α as (5.4).
11: Update f ← f + αp.
12: Let γ = h⊤g.
13: Update the gradient g (4.16).
14: Solve Mh = g.
15: Update β = (h⊤g)/γ.
16: Update p← −h+ βp.
17: end while
18: Obtain f

∗ from f by (4.11).

9



γi
j,k(f) γi

j,ℓ(f)

fi

fj

fℓfk

Fig. 5. An illustration of the mean value weight [13] defined on the surface f(M).

5.2 Global convergence

The global convergence of the proposed method, Algorithm 1, is theoretically guaranteed under
the assumption that each step length αk in the algorithm is appropriately chosen to satisfy the
strong Wolfe conditions,

EI(f
(k+1))− EI(f

(k)) ≤ c1 αkg
(k)⊤p(k), (5.5a)

|g(k+1)⊤p(k)| ≤ c2 |g(k)⊤p(k)|, (5.5b)

with 0 < c1 < c2 < 1
2 , provided that f (k+1) = f (k)+αkp

(k) and g(k+1) are the gradient of f (k+1).
Under this assumption, the following result holds:

Theorem 2. The preconditioned nonlinear CG method, Algorithm 1, converges globally under
the assumption of step lengths satisfying the strong Wolfe conditions (5.5) with 0 < c1 < c2 < 1

2 .

Proof. Since the objective functional EA(f) is smooth, bounded below by 0, and the precondi-
tioner M is a symmetric positive definite matrix (constructed from a submatrix of the Laplacian
matrix), the proof follows directly from [25, Appendix A].

6 Riemannian bijective correction

In Section 4.1, we modify the authalic energy EA in (3.4) to the spherical authalic energy EA
in (4.1). This crucial modification significantly improves bijectivity, as confirmed by numerical
comparisons in Section 7.1. To ensure bijectivity, we also proposed the Riemannian bijective
correction as a post-processing step.

Specifically, we first construct the Laplacian matrix with mean value weight [13].

[LM (f)]i,j =


−
∑

[vi,vj ,vk]∈F(M)

tan(γi
j,k(f)/2)

∥fi−fj∥2
if [vi, vj ] ∈ E(M),

−
∑

ℓ ̸=i[LM (f)]i,ℓ if j = i,

0 otherwise,

(6.1)

in which γi
j,k(f) is the angle opposite to the edge [fj , fk] at the point fi on f(M) (see Figure 5).

Next, consider a single folding triangle F = {i, j, k} and Fc = {1, · · · , n}\F. The spherical points
are projected onto the tangent plane with the normal vector n = (fi + fj + fk)/3 as follows,

f̃ = h−
(
hn

)
n⊤ + 1n⊤, h = f − 1n⊤,

where 1 = (1, · · · , 1)⊤ ∈ Rn. The folding triangular faces are then unfolded by solving the
3-by-3 linear system

[LM (f)]F,Ff̃
s
F = −[LM (f)]F,Fc f̃

s
Fc , for s = 1, 2, 3, (6.2)

and projecting the corrected points f̃F back onto the sphere by normalizing the 2-norm

fF =
f̃F

∥f̃F∥2
.
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Algorithm 2 Riemannian bijective correction for spherical mapping

Require: A simplicial surfaceM and the spherical map f.
Ensure: A bijective spherical map f

∗.
1: Compute the folding triangle’s indices.
2: while # Folding > 0 do
3: Construct the mean value Laplacian LM by (6.1).
4: for k = 1, 2, · · · ,# Foldings do
5: Select one folding index F.
6: Set Fc = {1, · · · , n} \ F.
7: Compute the folding face center n.
8: h = f − n⊤.
9: h = h−

(
hn

)
n⊤ + n⊤.

10: Solving the linear system

[LM ]F,Fh
s
F = −[LM ]F,Fch

s
Fc , for s = 1, 2, 3.

11: Update fF = hF/∥hF∥2.
12: end for
13: end while
14: Obtain f

∗ from f.

Note that only the 1-ring of the folding face affects the process in (6.2). Since local corrections
may introduce folding triangles elsewhere, this procedure is repeated iteratively for all folding
triangles until none remain.

The technique guarantees the unfolding of local folding faces, as in the planar case for open
surfaces discussed in [35]. This is formalized in the following theorem:

Theorem 3. Suppose the projection of the 1-ring of every folding face on the tangent plane is
convex. Then, the solution of the linear system (6.2) is bijective.

Proof. Let F be a folding face. It suffices to show that the 1-ring of fF is bijective. We denote
Ni = {j | [vi, vj ] ∈ E(M)} as the vertex indices of the 1-ring neighborhood of the vertex
vi ∈ V(M). From (6.2), for i ∈ F,

fi =
∑
ℓ∈Ni

−[LM (f)]i,ℓ
[LM (f)]i,i

fℓ.

The inequality 0 < γi
j,k(f) < π implies that tan(γi

j,k(f)/2) > 0. Therefore, the mean value weight

in (6.1) is always positive so that −[LM (f)]i,ℓ > 0 for ℓ ̸= i. This implies that
−[LM (f)]i,ℓ
[LM (f)]i,i

> 0

and
∑

ℓ∈Ni
−[LM (f)]i,ℓ
[LM (f)]i,i

= 1. Given the assumption that the projection of the 1-ring on the folding

face F is convex, it follows from [14, Theorem 4.1] that the 1-ring of fF is bijective.

The detailed procedure is summarized in Algorithm 2. It is worth noting that unfolding
on the tangent plane ensures the local unfolding of the sphere. Notably, the normal vector of
the tangent plane must correspond to the face center, rather than the folding triangle’s normal
vector, which may deviate significantly from the tangent plane of the sphere. Most importantly,
this bijective correction numerically almost preserves bijective mappings and minimally affects
area preservation in non-bijective cases.

7 Numerical experiments

This section presents the numerical results of the preconditioned nonlinear CG method (Algo-
rithm 1) and the Riemannian bijective correction (Algorotihm 2) for spherical authalic (area-
preserving) parameterizations.

Figure 6 illustrates the benchmark triangular mesh models and their corresponding spherical
authalic parameterizations. These benchmark models are sourced from established repositories,
including the AIM@SHAPE shape repository [1], the Stanford 3D Scanning Repository [2], and
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Right Hand David Head
F(M) = 8, 808 V(M) = 4, 406 F(M) = 21, 338 V(M) = 10, 671

Bull Bulldog
F(M) = 34, 504 V(M) = 17, 254 F(M) = 99, 590 V(M) = 49, 797

Lion Gargoyle
F(M) = 100, 000 V(M) = 50, 002 F(M) = 100, 000 V(M) = 50, 002

Max Planck Chess King
F(M) = 102, 212 V(M) = 51, 108 F(M) = 263, 712 V(M) = 131, 858

Fig. 6. The benchmark triangular mesh models, associated spherical area-preserving parame-
terization, and histogram of area ratio (7.1) produced by our proposed method.
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Sketchfab [3]. Some models were modified to ensure that each triangular face contains at least
one interior vertex. All experiments were conducted in MATLAB on a laptop with an AMD
Ryzen 9 5900HS processor and 32 GB of RAM.

In the following subsections, we quantify the local area distortion with the area ratio:

Rarea(τ) =

∣∣∣∣ |f(τ)|/|f(M)|
|τ |/|M|

∣∣∣∣. (7.1)

The Rarea of the spherical area-preserving parametrization by our proposed method is presented
in Figure 6. The standard deviation of Rarea is used to assess the area-preserving property
because an ideal area-preserving mapping satisfies

SD
τ∈F(M)

Rarea(τ) = 0.

For consistency, we normalize the area of the surfaceM to 4π ensuring the mean of Rarea close
to 1 in all cases. The global area distortion is quantified with the authalic energy EA, defined
by (3.4). As discussed in Section 3.2, the EA(f) = 0 if f is perfectly area-preserving.

7.1 Spherical authalic energy and bijective correction

As discussed in Section 4.1, the modification from EA to EA is crucial for ensuring the bijectivity
of the resulting mappings. To evaluate its efficacy, we conduct numerical experiments comparing
the minimization of EA versus EA. However, as mentioned in Section 6, this modification alone
may not completely eliminate folding triangles in challenging cases. Thus, the Riemannian
bijective correction is applied as a post-processing step to achieve bijective mappings.

The results are summarized in Table 1. As expected, minimizing EA significantly reduces
the number of folding triangles compared to minimizing EA. Remarkably, in the case of EA, the
Riemannian bijective correction successfully eliminates all folding triangles, even for as many
as 381 folding triangles in the Chess King mesh. Furthermore, minimizing EA shows slightly
better area-preserving properties in terms of EA and standard deviation of Rarea compared to
minimizing EA.

In conclusion, the results highlight the significance of minimizing EA and the effectiveness of
the Riemannian bijective correction.

Table 1. Numerical results comparing the minimization of EA (4.1) and EA (3.4) across bench-
mark triangular meshes. Rarea: area ratio (7.1); #Foldings: number of folding triangles.

Model name
minimize EA

† minimize EA
†

Time
EA

Rarea #Fold- Time
EA

Rarea #Fold-
(secs.) SD ings (secs.) SD ings∗

Right Hand 0.75 2.44× 10−2 6.77× 10−2 0 0.91 2.67× 10−1 2.06× 10−1 165→ 0
David Head 0.72 2.12× 10−3 1.28× 10−2 0 0.93 3.65× 10−3 1.70× 10−2 0
Bull 3.57 2.28× 10−2 5.24× 10−2 0 3.87 2.21× 10−1 1.38× 10−1 18→ 0
Bulldog 9.93 1.90× 10−3 1.57× 10−2 0 4.59 3.01× 10−2 4.98× 10−2 0
Lion Statue 15.73 5.81× 10−3 2.14× 10−2 0 14.82 9.57× 10−2 8.48× 10−2 11→ 0
Gargoyle 15.97 3.83× 10−3 2.12× 10−2 0 7.23 1.66× 10−2 3.89× 10−2 0
Max Planck 4.73 9.51× 10−4 9.35× 10−3 0 2.58 2.49× 10−2 4.48× 10−2 0
Chess King 46.61 1.98× 10−2 3.90× 10−2 0 64.68 6.89× 10−2 7.27× 10−2 381→ 0
∗ left: before bijective correction; right: after bijective correction (Alg. 2)
† stopping criteria: energy deficit < 10−5 or reach 100 iterations (Alg. 1)

7.2 Comparison to state-of-the-art methods

We next compare our proposed method (SAEM) with the spherical density-equalizing mapping
(SDEM) [28] and the Riemannian gradient descent [33]. RGD has demonstrated superior area
preservation compared to the fixed-point method [36], adaptive area-preserving mapping [6], and
optimal transportation mapping [10], as reported in [33].

The numerical results are summarized in Table 2. In terms of computational efficiency,
our proposed method outperforms the tested methods in most cases (see Figure 7 left). The
inefficiency of SDEM likely stems from solving a large-scale linear system for the PDE and
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bijective correction in each iteration. Both our method and the RGD method are line search
methods, resulting in comparable efficiency.

In terms of accuracy, both EA and the standard deviation of Rarea indicate that our proposed
method achieves superior area-preserving performance (see Figure 7 right). The poor accuracy
of the RGD method may be due to the intrinsic limitations of gradient descent. Additionally,
the bijective correction in SDEM likely enhances angle preservation, which can interfere with
area preservation.

Furthermore, both our Riemannian bijective correction method and the manipulation of the
Beltrami coefficient in SDEM demonstrate robust bijectivity. In contrast, the stereographic
projection-based bijective correction in the RGD method fails to resolve folding triangles in
certain challenging cases.

To clearly demonstrate the improvements of our proposed method, Figure 8 presents the
ratios of the results from RGD and SDEM to those of our method across the metrics in Table
2, including computational time, authalic energy EA, and the standard deviation of Rarea. A
ratio of 1 indicates equivalent performance, while a ratio greater than 1 signifies the superiority
of our algorithm. The results emphasize the outstanding performance of our method compared
to state-of-the-art methods.

In summary, our proposed method outperforms the RGD method and SDEM in terms of
efficiency, accuracy, and bijectivity.

Time

Right Hand

David Head Bull
Bulldog

Lion Statue
Gargoyle

Max Planck

Chess K
ing

100

101

102

103

104

RGD
SDEM
SAEM

Area Ratio SD

Right Hand

David Head Bull
Bulldog

Lion Statue
Gargoyle

Max Planck

Chess K
ing

10-4

10-2

100

RGD
SDEM
SAEM

Fig. 7. The numerical results of our proposed method (SAEM), Riemannian gradient descent
(RGD) [33], and spherical density-equalizing mapping (SDEM) [28]. Left: computational time
cost; Right: standard deviation of area ratio (7.1).

8 Discussion

In this section, we discuss key differences in methods for mapping vertices onto a sphere, strate-
gies for ensuring bijectivity, and previous studies on SEM for area-preserving mappings on
genus-zero surfaces.

8.1 Computational methods for spherical authalic mappings

There are several approaches for maintaining the vertices of an authalic map on a sphere. The
first approach treats the sphere as a plane using stereographic projection. Nadeem et al. [30] and
Choi et al. [6] address the area-preserving mapping problem through optimal mass transport.
Starting with an initial spherical conformal mapping, they apply stereographic projection to
the plane and solve the problem using the Newton method. Similarly, Yueh et al. [36] employ
stereographic projection and the fixed-point method to update the unit disk for the southern
hemisphere while handling the northern hemisphere through inversion to achieve spherical area-
preserving mappings.

The second approach is Riemannian optimization, where points are projected onto the tan-
gent plane and subsequently normalized onto the sphere using the 2-norm, adhering to the
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Table 2. Numerical results of spherical authalic energy minimization (SAEM), Riemannian
gradient descent (RGD) [33], and spherical density-equalizing mapping (SDEM) [28]. EA: au-
thalic energy (3.4); Rarea: area ratio (7.1); #Foldings: number of folding triangles; #Iterations:
iteration count.

Metric Model name
Spherical authalic energy Riemannian gradient Spherical density-equalizing
minimization (SAEM)† descent (RGD)‡ [33] mapping (SDEM)§ [28]

Time

Right Hand 0.75 1.73 11.46
David Head 0.72 6.81 2.32
Bull 3.57 3.70 104.62
Bulldog 9.93 16.55 101.65
Lion 15.73 1.26 122.10
Gargoyle 15.97 6.88 117.84
Max Planck 4.73 3.05 19.17
Chess King 46.61 87.03 2094.42

EA

Right Hand 2.44× 10−2 8.12× 10−2 5.54× 101

David Head 2.12× 10−3 2.60× 10−3 2.22× 100

Bull 2.28× 10−2 2.40× 10−1 2.17× 101

Bulldog 1.90× 10−3 1.31× 10−2 1.04× 101

Lion 5.81× 10−3 4.79× 10−1 1.72× 100

Gargoyle 3.83× 10−3 5.14× 10−2 3.17× 101

Max Planck 9.51× 10−4 3.54× 10−2 3.61× 100

Chess King 1.98× 10−2 5.38× 10−2 1.22× 102

Rarea SD

Right Hand 6.77× 10−2 1.05× 10−1 2.35× 100

David Head 1.28× 10−2 1.45× 10−2 4.18× 10−1

Bull 5.24× 10−2 1.14× 10 0 1.03× 100

Bulldog 1.57× 10−2 3.51× 10−2 9.08× 10−1

Lion 2.14× 10−2 2.00× 10−1 1.12× 100

Gargoyle 2.12× 10−2 6.88× 10−2 1.54× 100

Max Planck 9.53× 10−3 5.38× 10−2 5.46× 10−1

Chess King 3.90× 10−2 6.41× 10−2 3.10× 100

# Foldings

Right Hand 0 0 0
David Head 0 0 0
Bull 0 3 0
Bulldog 0 0 0
Lion 0 0 0
Gargoyle 0 0 0
Max Planck 0 0 0
Chess King 0 17 0

# Iterations

Right Hand 100∗ 127 50∗

David Head 90 200∗ 26
Bull 100∗ 50 50∗

Bulldog 56 60 50∗

Lion 100∗ 2 50∗

Gargoyle 100∗ 17 50∗

Max Planck 24 8 23
Chess King 100∗ 107 50∗

∗ indicates reaching the maximum iteration limit.
† stopping criteria: energy deficit < 10−5 or reach 100 iterations
‡ stopping criteria: energy deficit < 5× 10−6 or reach 200 iterations
§ stopping parameter = 10−3, maximum iterations = 50.
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Time
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Rarea SD

2.19

15.27

19.72

3534.19

5.83

50.96 RGD
SDEM

Fig. 8. The ratio of the results from Riemannian gradient descent (RGD) [33] and spherical
density-equalizing mapping (SDEM) [28] to those of our method (SAEM). The big circle indicates
the average of the ratios. EA: authalic energy (3.4); Rarea: area ratio (7.1).

principles of Riemannian geometry as a generalization of Euclidean space. Lyu et al. [28] use
the area ratio as a density function, achieving area preservation by solving the diffusion equation
with an initial spherical conformal mapping, and incorporating Riemannian optimization into
the diffusion process. Sutti and Yueh [33] apply the Riemannian gradient descent method for
energy minimization, offering better theoretical convergence than projected gradient descent.

The final approach addresses the problem directly in the sphere. Instead of working in
Euclidean space, Cui et al. [10] solve the optimal transportation map using Newton’s method
on the sphere. In our work, we adopt spherical coordinates and implement the preconditioned
nonlinear CG method.

8.2 Spherical bijective correction

In the work of Lyu et al. [28], they manipulate the Beltrami coefficients µ to unfold triangles, as
∥µ∥∞ < 1 ensures bijectivity for continuously differentiable mappings. However, this approach
can be inefficient since they adjust µ in each iteration. Furthermore, the mapping associated
with ∥µ∥∞ < 1 is quasi-conformal, whose angle preservation may interfere with area preservation,
leading to greater area distortion.

In the planar region, due to the bijectivity of convex combination mappings, bijectivity
is ensured by solving a linear system [35] with a mean value weight Laplacian matrix [14].
Numerically, it has negligible impact on bijective mappings and has minimal impact on area
preservation in non-bijective cases.

To extend the unfolding method to the spherical mappings, Sutti and Yueh [33] combine
the stereographic projection with the original algorithm [35]. While this approach successfully
resolves the folding triangles in the plane, it often fails to unfold them on the sphere. In contrast,
Yueh et al. [36] address this issue by locally resolving each folding triangle on the sphere. Due
to the convex combination mappings being bijective in a planar region, in this work, we modify
this method by resolving folding triangles on the tangent plane instead.

8.3 SEM-based methods

The minimization of stretch energy for disk-shaped area-preserving mappings was first intro-
duced in [39] using the fixed-point method. This approach was later extended to spherical cases
by applying stereographic projection and performing updates on the plane. Numerically, this
method lacks theoretical convergence, occasionally even increasing energy in some challenging
cases.

Inspired by this, Sutti and Yueh [33] used the output mapping as an initial solution and ap-
plied the Riemannian gradient descent method. Although this modification resolved convergence
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issues, it still has limitations: gradient descent is intrinsically inefficient, the chosen objective
functional may not ensure an area-preserving minimizer (it should follow (3.4), as shown in [25,
Theorem 1]), and the inclusion of the image area term would cause folding triangles during
optimization (see Section 4.1 in detail).

In this work, we approximate the signed image area term by a continuous formulation, which
significantly improves the bijectivity of the produced mappings. To improve the efficiency, we
develop the associated preconditioned nonlinear CG method to effectively compute a desired
spherical area-preserving map.

9 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed a new objective functional modified from the original authalic
energy. The new objective functional has the advantage that the bijectivity of the mapping
is well preserved during the minimization process compared to the original authalic energy.
To effectively achieve a minimizer, we developed the associated preconditioned nonlinear CG
method with theoretically guaranteed convergence. Numerical experiments indicate that our
new algorithm has significant improvement in both efficiency and accuracy compared to other
state-of-the-art methods. To ensure the bijectivity of the produced mappings, we have proposed
a Riemannian bijective correction as an optional postprocessing method, which has strong the-
oretical support under mild assumptions.
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