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Abstract. In multi-objective optimization, set-based quality indicators
are a cornerstone of benchmarking and performance assessment. They
capture the quality of a set of trade-off solutions by reducing it to a
scalar number. One of the most commonly used set-based metrics is the
R2 indicator, which describes the expected utility of a solution set to a
decision-maker under a distribution of utility functions. Typically, this
indicator is applied by discretizing this distribution of utility functions,
yielding a weakly Pareto-compliant indicator. In consequence, adding a
nondominated or dominating solution to a solution set may – but does
not have to – improve the indicator’s value.
In this paper, we reinvestigate the R2 indicator under the premise that
we have a continuous, uniform distribution of (Tchebycheff) utility func-
tions. We analyze its properties in detail, demonstrating that this contin-
uous variant is indeed Pareto-compliant – that is, any beneficial solution
will improve the metric’s value. Additionally, we provide an efficient com-
putational procedure to compute this metric for bi-objective problems
in O(N logN). As a result, this work contributes to the state-of-the-art
Pareto-compliant unary performance metrics, such as the hypervolume
indicator, offering an efficient and promising alternative.

Keywords: Performance assessment · Multi-objective optimization · R2
indicator · Benchmarking · Utility functions · Pareto compliance.

1 Introduction

When optimizing any system, there is often not just one objective, but multi-
ple criteria required to assess the quality of a solution. Rather than aggregating
these different optimization objectives into one, e.g., by means of a linear com-
bination of the individual objectives, the domain of multi-objective (MO) opti-
mization aims to find a set of (Pareto-)optimal trade-off solutions to present to a
decision-maker [13]. However, to benchmark MO optimizers and facilitate algo-
rithm design, parameter tuning, and automated algorithm selection, quantifying
the quality of trade-off solutions in a unary set-based performance indicator is
often necessary.
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To be reasonably interpretable, it is recommended that a MO performance
indicator fulfills a property that is known as Pareto compliance [8]. More pre-
cisely, a set-based performance indicator is called Pareto-compliant, if and only
if its indicator value for set A is better than for set B when set A dominates set
B. In addition, an indicator is called weakly Pareto-compliant if its value for set
A is not worse than for set B.

Up to now, the hypervolume (HV) indicator, and variants thereof, are the
only set-based performance indicators that are recognized as truly Pareto-comp-
liant [17,2,9]. The HV indicator computes the m-dimensional hypervolume dom-
inated by the solution set w.r.t. to a user-specified anti-optimal reference point.

In contrast, there are multiple families of weakly Pareto-compliant indica-
tors. Exemplary and widely used representatives are the IGD+ indicator [11],
requiring an (approximated or known) reference Pareto front, or the R2 indi-
cator [10,5], requiring an ideal/utopian reference point as well as a sample of
aggregation (or: utility) functions.

The R2 indicator, in particular, may be an attractive choice as it requires an
ideal rather than an anti-optimal reference point. In many problems, the ideal
point is easier to find, e.g., in multi-objective machine learning problems where
optimal, but not always anti-optimal, values for loss functions are available. Also,
solutions that do not dominate a chosen reference point may not contribute to
the dominated hypervolume, and a reference point far away from the Pareto
front (PF) tends to put a high weight on solutions at the PF’s boundary, which
is also often undesirable. Another benefit arises when constructing test problems
from objectives with known single-objective optima, which lack a natural upper
bound for the reference point or a clear “region of interest”.

While the unary R2 indicator was initially defined as an integral over a con-
tinuum of utility functions by [10], it is usually only discussed and applied in an
approximate manner for which the distribution of utility functions is discretized
[5,14]. The latter comes with the benefit of being flexible regarding the involved
utility functions. It also provides a convenient way to compute the indicator as
an average of multiple utility functions, however, sacrificing Pareto compliance
in the process. In this paper, we consider the most common R2 indicator def-
inition with a uniform distribution of Tchebycheff utility functions [10,5]. Our
main contribution is the methodology to compute this indicator exactly for a set
of solutions in the bi-objective case, thereby preserving its Pareto compliance.
We achieve this by shifting perspective away from averaging over predefined
utility functions towards computing the R2 indicator contributions of each indi-
vidual nondominated point, thereby eliminating weaknesses in the R2 indicator’s
properties. Additionally, we demonstrate the exact R2 indicator values for indi-
vidual points and linear Pareto fronts, as well as the approximate nature of the
discretization-based approach commonly used so far.

This paper is structured as follows: We introduce multi-objective optimiza-
tion and set-based performance assessment in Section 2. Then, in Section 3, we
derive the methodology for computing exact R2 indicator values, first for a single
solution and then for a set of solutions. Section 4 presents some exemplary re-
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sults regarding characteristics of the exact R2 indicator, and Section 5 concludes
the paper with an outlook on future research avenues.

2 Background

We begin by introducing some fundamental aspects of multi-objective optimiza-
tion and dominance relationships of multi-objective solutions. Then, we will
cover core aspects of set-based performance assessment in multi-objective opti-
mization and its best known representative, the hypervolume indicator. Finally,
we introduce the R2 indicator with its most important properties for the dis-
cretized and the exact variant.

2.1 Multi-objective Optimization

In multi-objective (MO) optimization, we aim to (w.l.o.g.) minimize multiple
conflicting objectives. Commonly, a MO optimization problem (MOP) with m
objectives is given by an objective function F : X 7→ Rm where X represents
the decision space. The individual objectives are denoted as fi : X 7→ R, i =
1, . . . ,m in this work. Further, we are primarily considering the bi-objective
setting (m = 2). Depending on the particular problem and decision space, there
may be further constraints on admissible solutions.

A particular challenge posed by MOPs pertains to solution comparison. While
in single-objective optimization, solutions can be compared directly (either they
have identical objective values or one is better than another), such immediate
comparisons are not possible for all solutions of a MOP. To solve this, we need
the concept of dominance. A solution x dominates another solution y (x ≺ y), iff
fi(x) ≤ fi(y) for all i and fi(x) < fi(y) for at least one i. A solution x strongly
dominates another solution y if the stronger condition fi(x) < fi(y) holds for
all i. A solution that dominates, but does not strongly dominate, another solution
is also called weakly dominant. Finally, two solutions can be incomparable, that
is, mutually nondominated, if either fulfills some objective better than the other.

Definitions of dominance can also be extended to sets of solutions. A set of
solutions A (weakly) dominates another set B, if each member of B is (weakly)
dominated by a solution in A, written as A ⪯ B and A ≺ B, respectively [18,8].

The set of all nondominated solutions P = {x ∈ X | ∄y ∈ X : y ≺ x} is known
as the Pareto set, and its image under F is known as the Pareto front. The Pareto
set contains the optimal trade-off solutions regarding the objectives, and aiming
to obtain a close approximation to it is the prevalent approach of solving MOPs
when no further constraints or preferences on the objectives are known, i.e.,
under black-box assumptions. Evolutionary algorithms are the most widespread
approach for finding good Pareto set approximations in these conditions.

Finally, we call the vector of the optimal, individual function values ideal
point, and refer to the best vector dominated by all Pareto optimal points as
nadir point. Often, before computing indicator values and if the ideal and nadir
points are available, the region between them is normalized to the [0, 1]m box in
objective space as a normalization technique.
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Fig. 1. Left: Illustration of the HV indicator. Right: If no point dominating the HV is
found, the minimal distance to the region of interest (dotted) can be used as an addi-
tional indicator. The combined indicator is, however, not Pareto-compliant anymore.

2.2 Set-based Performance Assessment

As the Pareto set generally contains more than one solution, set-based perfor-
mance measures are the norm in assessing the overall quality of an archive of
evaluated points. This need to quantify Pareto set approximations has led to
numerous performance measures being introduced. For a recent survey on MO
performance indicators, we refer to [1].

The most prominent set-based performance measure is the dominated hyper-
volume (HV) indicator (or: S-metric) that measures the space dominated by the
set of solutions w.r.t. an anti-optimal reference point [17,2,9]. An illustration of
the HV indicator for two objectives is given in Figure 1.

An important property of a set-based performance measure I : Rm → R is
Pareto compliance: If A ⪯ B and B ⪯̸ A, then I(A) < I(B) [18]. That is, a per-
formance measure should improve if new non-dominated or (weakly) dominating
solutions are added to a set of solutions. If only I(A) ≤ I(B) can be guaranteed
under the same circumstances, I is called weakly Pareto-compliant. Only the HV
indicator and other indicators based on it are established to be Pareto-compliant
[9]. The selection of weakly Pareto-compliant indicators is somewhat larger, in-
cluding, for example, the (discretized) R2 [5] and the IGD+ [11] measures.

The necessity of the anti-optimal reference point can, however, be a hindrance
to achieving Pareto compliance in practice. Setting the reference point so far
back that it is dominated by every feasible solution introduces a bias towards
the edges of the PF, while a reference point close to the nadir point fails to
consider all solutions outside of such a defined region of interest, cf. Figure 1.
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2.3 The R2 Indicator

In contrast to the HV indicator, the unary R2 indicator is ordinarily defined as
the expected utility of the point set w.r.t. a distribution of utility functions U
[10]. In the most general case, for a set of solutions Y of a MOP, we can define
it as follows:

R2(Y ) :=

∫
u∈U

min
y∈Y

u(y)du.

The most common choice of a utility function is a Tchebycheff aggregation, which
allows to reach all Pareto-optimal points depending on the chosen parametriza-
tion. For a weight vector w ∈ [0, 1]m with

∑m
i=1 wi = 1 and a utopian vector y∗,

it is given by

uw(y) = max
i=1,...,m

wi(yi − y∗i )

= max
i=1,...,m

wiy
′
i

using y′i = yi−y∗i to shift the utopian point w.l.o.g. to the origin. The distribution
of utility functions is then usually chosen as uniform on the weight simplex.

In the bi-objective case, where w2 = w1 − 1 holds, this yields the following
formula for R2:

R2(Y ) =

∫ 1

0

min
y∈Y

uw(Y )dw

=

∫ 1

0

min
y∈Y

{max(wy′1, (1− w)y′2)}dw.

As there is no apparent way to calculate this property directly, it is generally
approximated in a discrete manner by discretizing U using n = |W | weight
vectors w ∈ W :

R2(Y ) ≈ 1

|W |
∑
w∈W

min
y∈Y

uw(y).

As an example, the uniform weight distribution with size n for the bi-objective
case is given by [5]

W =

{
(0, 1),

(
1

n− 1
,
n− 2

n− 1

)
, . . . ,

(
n− 2

n− 1
,

1

n− 1

)
, (1, 0)

}
.

The discretization is simultaneously a blessing and a curse: On the one hand,
it provides an effective method of approximating the underlying exact R2 value
with high precision. On the other hand, this weakens the indicators’ properties.
To optimize the discretized R2 indicator, one can consider at most |W | points
on the Pareto front, which optimize uw for each w ∈ W , respectively. Additional
nondominated solutions cannot contribute to the indicator value. Further, an
individual utility function uw may be optimized by a point that is only weakly
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Pareto optimal, but has the same utility (for this set of weights) as another,
Pareto optimal point. See, for example, the top left image of Figure 2, where
each point along the vertical lines would have identical utility values. This places
the discretized R2 indicator among the weakly Pareto-compliant indicators.

A final property of the R2 indicator is that each solution y from a nondom-
inated set of solutions Y is optimal in terms of utility compared to all other
solutions from Y for a particular weight (w∗, 1− w∗) such that [5]

w∗y′1 = (1− w∗)y′2

⇒ w∗ =
y′2

y′1 + y′2
.

Discussions around the R2 indicator and its application focus (almost) exclu-
sively on its discrete variant [5,16] rather than on the original continuous defini-
tion of R2 [10]. The remainder of this paper is dedicated to a better understand-
ing of this original definition, analyzing its properties, and detailing methods for
computing it.

3 The R2 Indicator for Continuous Utility Distributions

In this section, we derive how the R2 indicator can be computed under the
assumption of a continuous distribution of Tchebycheff utility functions for bi-
objective problems. We will start by analyzing the scenario for a single solution
point before extending the analysis to sets of solutions. At last, we derive the
computational complexity of the presented approach.

3.1 R2 for a Single Solution

Without loss of generality, let y∗ = (0, 0) be the utopian point and Y = {y}
be the set containing only one solution y = (y1, y2) > (0, 0). Further, let
w = (w∗, 1 − w∗) be the weight vector such that w∗y1 = (1 − w∗)y2. Then,
for w1 < w∗, w1y1 < (1 − w1)y2 and for w1 > w∗, w1y1 > (1 − w1)y2. Based
on this observation, we can compute the exact R2 indicator of Y for a uniform
distribution of Tchebycheff utility functions by splitting the integral along w∗:

R2(Y ) =

∫ 1

0

max(y1w, y2(1− w))dw

=

∫ w∗

0

y2(1− w)dw +

∫ 1

w∗
y1wdw

=

[
−1

2
y2(1− w)2

]w∗

0

+

[
1

2
y1w

2

]1
w∗

=
1

2
y2

(
1− (1− w∗)2

)
+

1

2
y1

(
1− (w∗)2

)
.
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Fig. 2. Illustration of level sets of the Tchebycheff utility for five different weight
vectors w. The utility value uw(y) is determined by the surface that the level set
touches first: At vertical surfaces (see left and center image in the top row), the uw(y) is
determined by the f1 value while at horizontal surfaces (see bottom row) uw(y) depends
on the f2 value of y. At y (the top right figure) both w1y1 and w2y2 are identical.
Note: Weight vectors are illustrated to point towards their equilibrium between both
objectives, i.e., w1f1 = w2f2.

This simple case demonstrates that computing the exact R2 indicator for a set
of solutions consists of the following steps: First, we need to identify areas in
which the utility value does not vary w.r.t. y and is only sensitive to w. Then,
we compute the contribution of each of these areas to the final R2 value using
the corresponding integral and finally sum everything up.

We can build on these observations to derive a general procedure to compute
R2(Y ) for arbitrary solution sets.

3.2 R2 for a Set of Solutions

Let us now consider what happens when our solution set contains N > 1 solu-
tions. Let Y = {y(1), . . . , y(N)} be the set of nondominated solutions ordered by
ascending y1 value. Analogous to w∗ above, let w(n) = (w

(n)
1 , 1 − w

(n)
1 ) be the

weight vector such that w
(n)
1 y

(n)
1 = (1− w

(n)
1 )y

(n)
2 for all n = 1, . . . , N .

The weights w(n) indicate when the utility of solution y(n) is optimal and
identical w.r.t. both individual objectives. Slightly increasing (decreasing) w

(n)
1

lets the term of the first (second) objective dominate, i.e., the w(n) values indicate
a switch in the relevant objective.
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Fig. 3. Schematic illustration of the integration ranges of a solution y(n). y(n−1), y(n),
and y(n+1) are consecutive points in the solution set. y(n−) and y(n+) correspond to the
corners in the PF that are adjacent to y(n). Their corresponding weight vectors w(n−)

and w(n+) indicate the boundaries in which y(n) locally determines the PF. At w(n),
the objective switches between the f1- (vertical PF segment) and f2-values (horizontal
PF segment) of solution y(n).

In addition, we need to identify the weight ranges for which the utility value
is determined by a given solution y(n) rather than by one of its adjacent non-
dominated solutions, y(n−1) or y(n+1). As a visual aid for the following explana-
tions, Figure 3 provides a sketch of the involved solutions, weight vectors, and
their relationships. For this purpose, let w(n+) be the weight vector such that
w

(n+)
1 y

(n+1)
1 = (1 − w

(n+)
1 )y

(n)
2 . w(n+) represents the weight vector pointing to

the intersection between y(n) and y(n+1), marked as y(n+) in Figure 3, where the
relevant solution switches between the two solution vectors. On the other side,
w(n−) analogously defines the boundary between y(n−1) and y(n), which is indi-
cated by y(n−) in Figure 3. Given these definitions, a solution y(n) = (y

(n)
1 , y

(n)
2 )

determines the Tchebycheff utility in the interval [w
(n−)
1 , w

(n+)
1 ] for w1, with

the subinterval [w(n−)
1 , w

(n)
1 ] being dependent on the y2-value and [w

(n)
1 , w

(n+)
1 ]

depending on its y1-value.
Note also that, similarly to the HV indicator, the solution y(n) has an exclu-

sive contribution corresponding to the box spanned by it with y(n−) and y(n+):
The utilities uw(n−) to uw(n+) would worsen if y(n) was removed. This will still
be true if we consider the case that y(n) would only weakly dominate one of its
neighbors in the set, re-establishing Pareto compliance for the R2 indicator as
it was described in its original publication [10].

Now we can compute the partial R2 contribution of y(n) in a similar way to
the single solution set by splitting along w

(n)
1 . It only differs by replacing the

overall integration boundaries by y(n)’s relevant weight range, w(n−)
1 and w

(n+)
1 ,
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which gives:

R2(y(n)) =

∫ w
(n+)
1

w
(n−)
1

max(y
(n)
1 w, y

(n)
2 (1− w))dw

=

∫ w
(n)
1

w
(n−)
1

y
(n)
2 (1− w)dw +

∫ w
(n+)
1

w
(n)
1

y
(n)
1 wdw

=

[
−1

2
y
(n)
2 (1− w)2

]w(n)
1

w
(n−)
1

+

[
1

2
y
(n)
1 w2

]w(n+)
1

w
(n)
1

=
1

2
y
(n)
2

(
(1− w

(n−)
1 )2 − (1− w

(n)
1 )2

)
+

1

2
y
(n)
1

(
(w

(n+)
1 )2 − (w

(n)
1 )2

)
.

For the special cases that n = 1 or n = N , where there is no neighbor in one
direction, we can define w

(1−)
1 = 0 and w

(N+)
1 = 1, respectively.

Given the individual contributions R2(y(n)) for all n = 1, . . . N , we can con-
struct the exact R2 value of the whole solution set Y simply as their sum:

R2(Y ) =

N∑
n=1

R2(y(n)).

In consequence, computing the exact R2 indicator for two objectives can essen-
tially be achieved with a single pass along the N solutions from Y , as will be
described next.

3.3 Computational Complexity

The computational complexity of this approach is determined mostly by the con-
dition that we require Y to contain only nondominated solutions and be sorted
by y1. For this, we can first sort an archive of solutions (including dominated
points) by y1 and pass over this list once, removing any dominated points and
duplicates. This takes O(N logN) time with standard sorting algorithms.

The computation of the indicator itself is then just a matter of another
pass over the sorted list of nondominated points, which requires linear time: All
required w and y values can be obtained on the fly based on any given point y(n)
and its immediate neighbors. To summarize, the computation of the exact R2
indicator on an archive of N points in bi-objective space requires a complexity
of O(N logN). This improves upon the O(N |W |) complexity of the discretized
R2 for precise indicator values and large sets of solutions, i.e., large |W | and N
values.

4 Properties of the Exact R2 Indicator

In this section, we present some empirical and theoretical results on our proposed
exact R2 indicator. We start by demonstrating the approximation behaviour of
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Fig. 4. Comparison of the approximated R2 indicator values using |W | weight vectors
and the exact R2 indicator value computed by our methodology. Left: The exact value
is shown by the dashed line. Right: The corresponding approximation error of the
discretized approach. The test set of solutions is given by 105 randomly evaluated
points on a bi-sphere problem from the bi-objective BBOB [4] with parameters {FID:
1, IID: 1, DIM: 2}.

the discrete R2 in relation to the exact computation described in the previous
sections. Then, we will calculate the optimal R2 indicator values for simple
front shapes and demonstrate the convergence behaviour of the indicator w.r.t.
increasingly large nondominated sets.

We implemented the exact R2 indicator in the statistical software R. For
computations of the discrete R2 indicator, we utilize the unary_r2_indicator
function from the emoa package [12]. The scripts to reproduce these experimental
results are published at https://github.com/schaepermeier/r2-revisited.

4.1 Comparison of Discrete and Exact R2 Values

We start by comparing the exact R2 indicator as computed using our method
(see Section 3) with the discretized version found throughout the literature.
As a basis for the comparison, we rely on the nondominated points found by
evaluating 105 solutions on a bi-sphere problem from the bi-objective BBOB
[4]. We evaluated the discretized R2 with uniformly distributed weights, and
the number of weights (|W |) ranging from one to one million. The value of the
discretized indicator as well as the approximation error are visualized in Figure 4.

We can see that, in this example, the R2 indicator seems sufficiently well
approximated at around 1,000 weights. Still, more weights yield a more accurate
approximation: Empirically, there seems to be an exponential relationship be-
tween the number of weights chosen and the approximation error. This reflects
analyses by [5] on the behavior of the discrete R2 with an increasing number of
weights, albeit missing the exact R2 values for comparison.

https://github.com/schaepermeier/r2-revisited
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4.2 Exact R2 Indicator Values

For the exact R2 indicator, we can provide the optimal indicator values for sim-
ple solution sets and corresponding test functions. This contributes to a better
understanding of the R2 indicator values, as a geometric interpretation like with
the hypervolume indicator is not possible.

Nadir and Ideal Points Assuming we have normalized the objective space
((0, 0) being the ideal point and (1, 1) being the nadir point), we can compute
the R2 indicator for the worst possible solution within the region of interest
[0, 1] × [0, 1] by inserting the nadir point (1, 1) into the equation. According to
the previous results, and with w∗ = 0.5 to fulfill w∗y1 = (1 − w∗)y2, we can
compute this value as follows:

R2({(1, 1)}) = 1

2
y2(1− (1− w∗)2) +

1

2
y1(1− (w∗)2)

= 0.5 · 1(1− (1− 0.5)2) + 0.5 · 1(1− 0.52)

= 0.5 · 0.75 + 0.5 · 0.75 = 0.75.

This result is independent of the particular problem or PF, as it is only dependent
on the normalized nadir and ideal points. Analogously, we can derive the R2
value for the ideal point as R2({(0, 0)}) = 0, as all utilities equal zero at the
ideal point. For comparison, the HV w.r.t. the nadir point as the reference point
is HV ({(1, 1)}) = 0, while the HV of the ideal point is HV ({(0, 0)}) = 1 in this
situation.

Linear Front Let us now consider a linear PF where y2 = 1−y1 and y1 ∈ [0, 1]
with ideal point (0, 0). When computing R2, for each weight vector w, we can
find the optimal solution y on the PF, which we can derive as follows:

w1y1 = w2y2 ⇒ w1y1 = (1− w1)(1− y1) ⇔ y1 = 1− w1.

Note that when we use this, it does not matter which of the objectives we
consider in the R2 computation, as they will always yield the same utility value.
Integrating over the weights for this set Ylin, we get:

R2(Ylin) =

∫ 1

0

min
y∈Ylin

{max(wy1, (1− w)y2)}dw

=

∫ 1

0

wy1dw =

∫ 1

0

w(1− w)dw =

∫ 1

0

(w − w2)dw

=

[
1

2
w2 − 1

3
w3

]1
0

=
1

2
− 1

3
=

1

6
≈ 0.1667.

Based on this result, we can derive that the optimal R2 indicator value for
the DTLZ1 problem [7], which possesses a linear PF with ideal point (0, 0) and
nadir point (0.5, 0.5), is 1

12 ≈ 0.0833.
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Fig. 5. Schematic illustration of a concave ( 3
4
< R2 < 1

6
), linear (R2 = 1

6
), and convex

(0 < R2 < 1
6
) PF, respectively. The ideal point at the origin is denoted by +, and the

gray area indicates the dominated area.

Convex and Concave Fronts Additionally, we can derive value ranges for
general concave and convex PFs: A concave front Yconc will always achieve worse
utility values than a linear function, and a convex front Yconv will always have
better utility. Again considering the normalized objective space, a general con-
cave front has an ideal R2 value between the value of the linear front and the
nadir point’s value, i.e., 1

6 < R2(Yconc) < 3
4 . Analogously, a convex front Yconv

will always fall between the R2 values of the ideal point and the linear front, i.e.,
0 < R2(Yconv) <

1
6 . All cases are illustrated in Figure 5. If none of the discussed

conditions apply, the ideal R2 indicator value of the normalized objective space
may lie anywhere between 0 and 0.75.

As shown above, exact R2 indicator values can be derived for certain analyt-
ical PF shapes. Following the same pattern, that is, resolving w1y1 = (1−w1)y2
and integrating the utility function, we can compute the exact indicator values
also for more complex PF shapes, albeit in a less straightforward manner. We
limit ourselves to reporting the results for simple quadratic PF functions, which
correspond to the PFs in Figure 5:

– Convex PF with y2 = (1−√
y1)

2: 3π−8
16 ≈ 0.0890

– Concave PF with y2 =
√

1− y21 :
1
8

(
3
√
2 sinh−1 (1)− 2

)
≈ 0.2174

The result for the convex PF applies, e.g., for the classical bi-sphere problem,
while the concave PF corresponds to DTLZ2 [7].

To summarize, we can compute exact R2 indicator values for different simple
front shapes and individual points. While these values do not seem to have
an intuitive (geometric) interpretation, they are rather given meaning by the
expected utility to a decision-maker.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce a procedure to compute the exact R2 indicator
value for a given solution set. In contrast to its widely-known and commonly
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used discrete counterpart, the exact R2 indicator is not just weakly Pareto-
compliant, but a proper Pareto-compliant indicator. This is achieved by foregoing
the discretization of the distribution of utility functions usually performed in
the calculation of the indicator and taking a continuous, uniform distribution of
Tchebycheff utility functions as the basis. Pareto compliance of the R2 indicator
with this utility distribution was already described when it was introduced by
[10], but missing instructions for its exact calculation. Further, we show how
this indicator is implemented efficiently with a running time of O(N logN) for
bi-objective solution sets of size N . This positions the exact R2 indicator as a
promising Pareto-compliant alternative to the hypervolume indicator, especially
when a utopian rather than an anti-optimal reference point is naturally available.

We demonstrate the approximation behaviour of the commonly used, dis-
cretized R2 indicator in comparison with the exact computation, and provide
optimal R2 indicator values for the ideal and nadir points, as well as a linear
front in normalized objective space. From this, we derive R2 indicator value
ranges for general convex and concave PFs as well.

We expect that the exact R2 indicator offers multiple directions for further
theoretical and empirical research. So far, we have only demonstrated how the
R2 indicator is computed for bi-objective problems. A natural further research
direction pertains to the computation of the indicator for more than two objec-
tives. We do not expect that the R2 indicator will provide a runtime advantage
over the hypervolume indicator, however, schemes to approximate it are until
now the state-of-the-art in its computation and therefore very accessible com-
pared to HV approximations. We also believe that an incremental variant of the
indicator can be designed, which would make it ideal for benchmarking applica-
tions, where an indicator should be computed iteratively for the whole archive
of solutions.

From a theoretical point of view, we see potential in analyzing the approxi-
mation quality of the discretized R2 depending on the number of weights used.
This could be particularly interesting for giving quality guarantees for R2 in
higher-dimensional objective spaces, where exact indicator computations may
become computationally intractable. A deeper theoretically supported analysis
of its properties, along the lines of [5], would also be interesting. Further, the
effects of different utility functions as well as the integration of (decision-maker)
preferences can be examined, as both directions have been studied in detail for
the discretized R2 indicator [15]. Finally, connections between the R2 indicator
and the integrated preference functional [6,3], a parallel development of an indi-
cator very similar to R2 in the operations research community, should be further
investigated, and could yield improvements in understanding the R2 indicator’s
properties and computation.

Differences and similarities in the preferred distributions between the exact
R2 indicator and the hypervolume indicator when applying them in a bench-
marking context could present a promising research direction. Likewise, inte-
grating the exact R2 in optimization heuristics, similar to R2-EMOA [14], may
be the subject of future studies.
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