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Abstract

Ranking entities such as algorithms, devices, methods,
or models based on their performances, while accounting
for application-specific preferences, is a challenge. To ad-
dress this challenge, we establish the foundations of a uni-
versal theory for performance-based ranking. First, we
introduce a rigorous framework built on top of both the
probability and order theories. Our new framework en-
compasses the elements necessary to (1) manipulate perfor-
mances as mathematical objects, (2) express which perfor-
mances are worse than or equivalent to others, (3) model
tasks through a variable called satisfaction, (4) consider
properties of the evaluation, (5) define scores, and (6)
specify application-specific preferences through a variable
called importance. On top of this framework, we propose
the first axiomatic definition of performance orderings and
performance-based rankings. Then, we introduce a univer-
sal parametric family of scores, called ranking scores, that
can be used to establish rankings satisfying our axioms,
while considering application-specific preferences. Finally,
we show, in the case of two-class classification, that the
family of ranking scores encompasses well-known perfor-
mance scores, including the accuracy, the true positive rate
(recall, sensitivity), the true negative rate (specificity), the
positive predictive value (precision), and F1. However, we
also show that some other scores commonly used to com-
pare classifiers are unsuitable to derive performance or-
derings satisfying the axioms. Therefore, this paper pro-
vides the computer vision and machine learning communi-
ties with a rigorous framework for evaluating and ranking
entities.1

1This paper is the first of a trilogy. In a nutshell, this paper (pa-
per A [19]) presents an axiomatic framework and an infinite family of
scores for ranking classifiers. In paper B [20], we particularize this frame-
work to binary classification and present the Tile that organizes these scores
(among which the precision PPV , the true positive rate TPR, the true
negative rate TNR, the scores Fβ , and the accuracy A) in a single plot.
Finally, paper C [10] provides a guide to using the Tile according to four
practical scenarios. For that, we present different Tile flavors on a real
example, analyzing and ranking 74 segmentation classifiers.
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Figure 1. This work establishes the foundations of the theory of
performance-based ranking. We do this in two steps. First, we
introduce a new mathematical framework with 6 main elements,
as depicted here by the pillars. Second, we build on top of it:
(1) a set of three axioms for the ordering of performances and for
the performance-based ranking of entities, (2) sufficient conditions
for them when the performance ordering is induced by a score,
and (3) a family of scores, named ranking scores that consider the
application-specific preferences. This theory is universal in the
sense that it is applicable to any task.

1. Introduction

Every day, millions of people are faced with choices to
make. Often, these choices are between entities (e.g., al-
gorithms, devices, methods, models, options, procedures,
solutions, strategies, etc.) considered to be interchangeable,
although not necessarily equivalent. One of the main diffi-
culties arises from the uncertainty that people have regard-
ing the use that will be made of the entity to choose. A
widespread approach to objectifying these choices is to (1)
perform an evaluation to determine (i.e., assume, calculate,
estimate, predict, etc.) a performance, encompassing the
necessary uncertainty, for each of these entities; (2) choose
a way of comparing these performances with each other;
and (3) assume that an entity is preferable to others if it has
the best performance. A more general problem is to estab-
lish an order of preference between the entities: this is the
performance-based ranking.

The approach of performance-based ranking is
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widespread in many fields and has proved its undeni-
able usefulness, especially in scientific communities that
organize themselves around competitions [2, 8, 14, 15] for
the development of algorithms for specific tasks. Never-
theless, several studies [16, 17] have alerted the scientific
community about the ranking methodology used in these
competitions.

A critical analysis of common practices is presented
in [16] for 150 biomedical image analysis challenges. Mul-
tiple problems are identified. It turns out that a justifica-
tion of the scores that are used is provided in only 23% of
the cases, and that the rank computation method is reported
in only 36% of the cases. Moreover, there are at least 10
different methods for determining the rank of an algorithm
based on multiple scores. The properties of these methods
are largely unknown.

There remains an obvious lack of theoretical founda-
tions for the performance-based ranking. From our perspec-
tive, there is a common and detrimental confusion between
the concept of performance and the numerical scores (also
called metrics, measures, indicators, criteria, factors, and
indices [1, 21]). Moreover, the way of comparing perfor-
mances is often chosen by intuition [17] or by imitation of
what has been chosen in the previously published related
works. This inevitably leads to a drastic loss of diversity
in the rankings that can be presented. From our perspective,
considering the diversity of possible rankings is healthy, and
also desirable for those who want to subsequently choose an
entity based on their own application-specific preferences.

The lack of theoretical foundations is quite profound.
Loosely speaking, the performance of a given entity can be
defined as the information necessary to determine the de-
gree of satisfaction one has with it, relatively to application-
specific preferences tuned by the relative importance given
to the various cases that can occur when the entity is used.
Unfortunately, although such a definition sheds interesting
light on the subject, it is of little interest, as it does not spec-
ify the mathematical nature of the performance, the space in
which it is, or the operations that are permitted, particularly
those that enable the various performances to be compared
with one another.

The aim of this paper is to look at the performance-
based ranking from a broader angle. As illustrated in Fig. 1,
we aim at establishing mathematically rigorous theoretical
foundations that can be applied to a wide range of problems,
for example the one of ranking two-class classification.

Contributions. Our contributions are threefold and can be
summarized as follows. (1) First, in Sec. 3, we present
a new generic mathematical framework that encompasses
the evaluation of entities, the performances, and the space
in which they are, the notions of satisfaction and impor-
tance, the scores that characterize numerically the perfor-
mances, and some operations permitted on performances

such as those for combining several performances and those
for comparing performances with one another (is equiva-
lent to, is worse than, is better than, is incomparable with,
etc.). (2) Second, we introduce the foundations of the the-
ory of performance-based ranking in Sec. 4. We innovate by
proposing an axiomatic definition for both the ordering of
performances and the ranking of entities based on their per-
formances. We also present a new family of scores, named
ranking scores, that can be used to induce performance or-
derings that satisfy our axioms. These scores are param-
eterized by some application-specific preferences, and are
universal in the sense that they are applicable to any task.
(3) Third, in Sec. 5, we study the particularization of the
theory of performance-based ranking to the popular case of
the two-class crisp classification.

2. Related Work
Mathematical foundations can be found in the probability
theory, in the order theory, and in statistics. The probabil-
ity theory [12, 13] provides the tools needed to consider
the uncertainty that one has about how an entity will be
used. However, to be rigorous, probability measures can-
not be used without defining a measurable space. Surpris-
ingly, after reviewing hundreds of papers that use the no-
tion of performance, mainly in the fields of computer vision,
medicine and physics, we found none that explicitly gives
such a space and explains how to express, based on it, what
the performances are and what operations are allowed on
them. The order theory [4, 9] provides the basis for defin-
ing and manipulating homogeneous binary relations such as
is equivalent to, is worse than, is better than, and is incom-
parable with that underpin rankings. Statistics provide tools
to compare rankings through rank correlations, in particular
Kendall’s τ and Spearman’s ρ.

In a recent attempt to formalize the notion of ranking, for
basic vision tasks, Nguyen et al. [17] proposed to impose
three properties for ranking: (1) reliability (“a small change
in parameter values, should not result in a drastic change
in rankings”), (2) meaningfulness (evaluated by humans),
and (3) mathematical consistency (“use scores that satisfy
certain properties”).

The mathematical framework introduced in this paper
helps to clarify these three requirements. (1) Regarding
the reliability, which is also a matter of concern in [16],
we argue that one should distinguish between two types of
parameters: those involved in the evaluation (i.e. the step
in which the performance of an entity is determined) and
those involved in the ranking of the entities based on their
previously determined performances. The case actually dis-
cussed in [17] is of the first type. The second type of pa-
rameters can be useful to adapt the ranking to application-
specific preferences: the importance. (2) Regarding the
meaningfulness, in the absence of analytical means to en-
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sure the meaningfulness of scores, Nguyen et al. [17] sug-
gest testing the ranking procedure on sanity tests with pre-
determined desired rankings. In contrast, we propose to
start by modeling the task through a variable called satis-
faction and then to derive meaningful ranking scores, by
construction. (3) Concerning the mathematical consistency,
we show that it is possible to impose it based on axioms, at
a level just below the scores (see Fig. 1).

3. Mathematical Framework
We now present the mathematical framework in which the
theory of performance-based rankings will be established
in Sec. 4. This mathematical framework is universal in the
sense that it is task-agnostic. To the best of our knowledge,
it is the first time that a rigorous mathematical framework
is conceived for the universal comparison of performances.
All mathematical symbols used in this paper are defined
where they first appear. For the reader’s convenience, we
also provide a list of them in the supplementary material
(see Appendix A.1).

3.1. The Probability Theory to Anchor Perfor-
mances

We start by specifying the underlying space for perfor-
mances. For us, a performance is not a real number or a col-
lection of them, as sometimes assumed in the literature. In-
stead, we choose to conceive our mathematical framework
specifically to compare performances that have a probabilis-
tic meaning. For this reason, we ground our framework in
the probability theory [12, 13] and consider that a compo-
nent for building the theory of performances, denoted by P ,
is that of probability measures. For two performances to be
comparable, they should be defined on a common measur-
able space (Ω,Σ). The set Ω is the sample space, or uni-
verse, and the set Σ is a σ-algebra on Ω called event space.
Without loss of generality, when Ω is finite, one can choose
Σ = 2Ω. The set of all probability measures on (Ω,Σ) is
denoted by P(Ω,Σ).

Example 1. For the popular case of two-class crisp clas-
sification, several choices can be made for Ω. In the sim-
plest setting, this set contains two elements interpreted as
“correct result” and “incorrect result”. In this case, the
performance analysis can only be based on the proportion
of correct results, i.e., the accuracy. In another setting, one
can choose to have three elements in Ω, making the distinc-
tion between the two types of incorrect results, namely false
positive (a.k.a. type I error) and false negative (a.k.a. type
II error). Finally, one could prefer having four elements in
Ω, one for each pair of ground-truth and predicted classes
(in the frequency-based approach, this corresponds to the
normalized contingency table or confusion matrix). This
enlarges the flexibility in the analysis of performances.

3.2. The Preorder ≲

Our framework is not only grounded in the probability the-
ory, as explained above, but also in the order theory [4, 9].
We aim at being able to decide if a performance is, e.g.,
worse than, equivalent, or better than another one. Math-
ematically, these comparisons are done thanks to binary,
homogeneous, relations on P(Ω,Σ). Indeed, all binary re-
lations used to compare performances should be coherent.
In other words, they should all correspond to a common
performance ordering. It turns out that, instead of defin-
ing as many relations as we need before proving that they
are coherent, it is possible to derive all the desired relations
from a single one. Following this path, in this paper, the bi-
nary relations ∼, >, <, and ̸⪋ on P(Ω,Σ) will be implicitly
considered as derived from a common binary relation ≲ on
P(Ω,Σ) as follows:

• P1 ∼ P2 if and only if (iif ) P1 ≲ P2 ∧ P2 ≲ P1;
• P1 > P2 iif P1 ̸≲ P2 ∧ P2 ≲ P1;
• P1 < P2 iif P1 ≲ P2 ∧ P2 ̸≲ P1; and
• P1 ̸⪋ P2 iif P1 ̸≲ P2 ∧ P2 ̸≲ P1.

With such a construction, if ≲ is a preorder (i.e., reflexive
and transitive), then ∼ is an equivalence (i.e. reflexive, tran-
sitive, and symmetric), > and < are converse strict partial
orders (i.e., irreflexive, asymmetric, and transitive), and ̸⪋ is
irreflexive and symmetric. For the proof, see supplemen-
tary material (Appendix A.2.4). These are the intuitively
expected properties that justify to interpret ≲ as worse or
equivalent, > as better, < as worse, and ̸⪋ as incompara-
ble.

Example 1 (continued). In the particular case of two-class
crisp classification, two common spaces are used to de-
pict the performances as points, when the priors are fixed:
the Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) space and the
Precision-Recall (PR) space. On the one hand, ROC users
will all intuitively agree that a performance P1 is better
than, equivalent to, or worse than a performance P2 when
both the values of TNR (true negative rate) and the TPR
(true positive rate) of P1 are greater, equal, or smaller than
those of P2, respectively. Few of these users will risk decid-
ing when one of the two scores is higher while the other is
lower, as this depends on application-specific preferences.
On the other hand, PR users will focus on the TPR (re-
call) and PPV (precision) and perform a similar intuitive
reasoning based on these two scores. A careful comparison
reveals that ROC and PR users do not intuitively make the
same decisions. This is rather surprising since, when priors
are fixed, both spaces show the same thing [5]. The the-
ory presented in this paper clarifies what are the suitable
performance orderings.
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3.3. The Random Variable Satisfaction S to Char-
acterize a Task

The existence of a random variable S : Ω → R inter-
preted as the satisfaction is what justifies the use of the
term “performance” instead of “probability measure”, and
also what makes the comparison of such objects meaning-
ful. The satisfaction S is something specific to the task. It
is the responsibility of the user of the theory to assign sat-
isfaction values that are meaningful for the task in ques-
tion. In fact, we argue that a task is ill-defined when
the satisfaction is not specified, either explicitly or implic-
itly. In this paper, we pose smin,Ω = minω∈Ω S(ω) and
smax,Ω = maxω∈Ω S(ω).

Example 1 (continued). In the particular case of two-class
crisp classification, we expect that most people will agree
on the facts that (1) the satisfaction takes the same value
for all samples corresponding to incorrect results (e.g. S =
0), (2) the satisfaction takes the same value for all samples
corresponding to correct results (e.g. S = 1), and that (3)
the satisfaction is strictly greater for correct results than for
incorrect results.

3.4. The Evaluation and the Combinations Φ

We now have all the elements necessary to introduce the
notion of evaluation. Let us denote, by E, the set of entities
of interest. In our framework, the evaluation is modeled by
function eval : E → P(Ω,Σ) : ϵ 7→ eval(ϵ).

We find it convenient to think in terms of a (thought) ran-
dom experiment involving an entity ϵ and having outcomes
that allow to determine how satisfying the various realiza-
tions are, e.g., if the result is correct, how accurate it is, or
how many resources are used. We define the performance
P = eval(ϵ) of an entity ϵ as the distribution of these out-
comes.

Example 1 (continued). In the particular case of classifica-
tion, a typical random experiment implicitly considered in
the literature is in five steps. (1) Draw a sample s at random
from a source. (2) Apply the oracle on s to obtain ground-
truth class y(s). (3) Apply a descriptor on s to obtain the
features (a.k.a. attributes) x(s). (4) Feed the classifier with
x(s) to obtain the predicted class ŷ(x(s)). (5) Set the out-
come of the experiment to the pair (y, ŷ).

Our framework can be further enriched by integrating
some knowledge about the function eval. By definition, a
performance P is achievable when there exists an entity ϵ
whose evaluation leads to it: ∃ϵ : eval(ϵ) = P . It of-
ten happens that, based solely on the performances of the
evaluated entities, we can be sure that some other perfor-
mances are also achievable, by combining and/or disrupting
the entities we have at our disposal. To take this knowledge
into account, we define the function Φ : 2P(Ω,Σ) → 2P(Ω,Σ)

that gives the set of performances that are achievable for
sure, for some set of achievable performances given in in-
put. Note that Φ is idempotent, i.e. Φ ◦ Φ = Φ.

Consider a random experiment using a black box entity
ϵ only once (this is the knowledge we have about eval).
Let λ1, λ2, . . . λn be positive values summing up to one.
All other things remaining identical, if one can achieve the
performances P1, P2, . . . Pn with, respectively, the entities
ϵ1, ϵ2, . . . ϵn, then the performance

∑
i λiPi is achievable

with a hybrid entity that randomly selects an entity among
ϵ1, ϵ2, . . . ϵn with the series of respective selection probabil-
ities λ1, λ2, . . . λn before running the corresponding entity.
In this case, denoting the set of all possible convex combi-
nations by conv, we can take Φ = conv.

Example 1 (continued). In the particular case of two-class
crisp classification, when the source of samples, the ora-
cle, and the descriptor are kept unchanged, Fawcett’s inter-
polation [6] allows interpolating linearly between perfor-
mances with a hybrid classifier. And, when the oracle, the
descriptor, and the classifier are kept unchanged, Piérard’s
summarization [18] allows interpolating linearly between
performances with a hybrid source of samples.

Note that the performance
∑

i λiPi ∈ P(Ω,Σ), where∑
i λi = 1 and λi ≥ 0∀i, takes various names in the lit-

erature. From an affine geometry perspective, it is a con-
vex combination. From a statistical perspective, it is a mix-
ture. From the perspective of metric spaces, it is the unique
Karcher mean [11] that minimizes the Fréchet variance [7]
with the metric d : P2

(Ω,Σ) → R≥0 : P1, P2 7→ d(P1;P2) =

(
∑

ω∈Ω(P1({ω})− P2({ω}))2)1/2.

3.5. The Scores X

In our framework, scores2 (also called metrics, measures,
indicators, criteria, factors, and indices in the literature [1,
21]) are functions associating a real value to performances,
that is, X : dom(X) → R : P 7→ X(P ) with dom(X) ⊆
P(Ω,Σ). The set of all scores with a domain included in
P(Ω,Σ) is denoted by X(Ω,Σ). One can define different para-
metric families of scores:
• Expected value scores are parameterized by a random

variable V . We define them as XE
V : P(Ω,Σ) →

[minω∈Ω V (ω),maxω∈Ω V (ω)] : P 7→ XE
V (P ) =

EP [V ], where E denotes the mathematical expectation.
The score XE

S , that we call the expected satisfaction, is a
universal score in the sense that it exists for all tasks. It
will be further studied in Sec. 4.

• Probabilistic scores are parameterized by two events
E1, E2 ∈ Σ such that ∅ ⊊ E1 ⊊ E2 ⊆ Ω. We define
them as XP

E1|E2
: {P ∈ P(Ω,Σ) : P (E2) ̸= 0} → [0, 1] :

2We choose the term score to avoid any possible confusion with the
mathematical meaning of the terms metric, measure, and indicator.
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P 7→ XP
E1|E2

(P ) = P (E1|E2). All probabilistic scores
can be expressed as a ratio of two expected value scores.

Example 1 (continued). In the particular case of two-class
crisp classification, the expected satisfaction is both the ex-
pected value score XE

S and the probabilistic score XP
S=1|Ω.

This is because S is a {0, 1}-binary random variable. In
this case, the expected satisfaction is called accuracy and
denoted by A.

3.6. The Random Variable Importance I to Char-
acterize Application Preferences

It is well known that the ranking of entities does not only
have to be specific for the task, but that it should also be sen-
sitive to application-specific preferences. To encode these
preferences, we propose to rely on a second random vari-
able that we call importance: I : Ω → R≥0. We require
that I ̸= 0, i.e. ∃ω : I(ω) ̸= 0.

Further in this paper, we will describe a new family of
scores, called ranking scores, which are parameterized by
such a random variable. We would, however, like to draw
the reader’s attention to the fact that the importance is some-
thing that cannot, in general, be deduced from a score. In
particular, the visual inspection of a formula for a given
score could be misleading. Therefore, in this paper, we
present a technique to analyze the behavior of any score by
computing the rank correlations with the ranking scores for
which the importances are well-defined.

Example 1 (continued). In the particular case of two-class
crisp classification, examples of misleading formulas are
provided in supplementary material. In particular, we pro-
vide two equivalent formulas for the accuracy and two for
the true positive rate. In both cases, by visually inspect-
ing them, one would intuitively draw different conclusions
about the importance given to the true negatives, false pos-
itives, false negatives, and true positives.

4. Performance-Based Ranking Theory
In this section, we first present a universal axiomatic defi-
nition of the performance orderings and performance-based
rankings of entities (Sec. 4.1). Then, we establish the bridge
between these axioms and the scores, and give a suffi-
cient condition per axiom (Sec. 4.2). Finally, we take the
application-specific preferences into account and identify
an infinite, diversified, and universal family of scores from
which one can induce performance orderings satisfying our
axioms (Sec. 4.3).

4.1. Axiomatic Definition

We propose an axiomatic definition of both the performance
orderings and the performance-based rankings. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first time that an axiomatic

definition is proposed for it. The axioms do not involve any
score. And, they do not involve I either.

4.1.1 Leveraging the Preorder ≲

We argue that if several entities, from a set E, have been
ranked, then removing or adding an entity should not affect
the relative order of the previously present entities. To guar-
antee it, our first axiom imposes that the ranking function is
based on a preorder ≲ on P(Ω,Σ). There is no consensus in
the literature about the rank value to consider when several
entities have equivalent performances. Therefore, instead
of imposing an arbitrarily chosen value, our axiom specifies
bounds for it.

Axiom 1. The ranking function rankE : E → [1, |E|] : ϵ 7→
rankE(ϵ) satisfies |{ϵ′ ∈ E : eval(ϵ) < eval(ϵ′)}| + 1 ≤
rankE(ϵ) ≤ |{ϵ′ ∈ E : eval(ϵ) ≲ eval(ϵ′)}|, where ≲ is a
preorder on P(Ω,Σ).

4.1.2 Leveraging the Satisfaction S

Let us now take a look at the case in which the degree of
satisfaction that can be obtained with an entity ϵ1 is for sure
less or equal than the degree of satisfaction that can obtained
with an entity ϵ2. This is the case when there exists a value
s such that P1(S ≤ s) = 1 and P2(S ≥ s) = 1. We argue
that, in this case, the performance P1 of ϵ1 cannot be better
than the performance P2 of ϵ2, that is P1 ≲ P2 or P1 ̸⪋ P2.

Axiom 2. If two performances P1, P2 ∈ P(Ω,Σ) are such
that P1(S ≤ s) = 1 and P2(S ≥ s) = 1 for any s, then
P1 ≲ P2 or P1 ̸⪋ P2.

The principle behind this second axiom is that, thanks
to the random variable S, we can use the natural order ≤
that exists on R to obtain a preorder on Ω, and the axiom
stipulates that the preorder on P(Ω,Σ) is coherent with it.

Let us now take a look at three implications that are
clearly intuitively expected.

Corollary 1. For any s, all performances P such that
P (S = s) = 1 are either equivalent or incomparable.

Corollary 2. We have P (S = smin,Ω) = 1 ⇒ ∄P ′ : P ′ <
P . In other words, P (S = smin,Ω) = 1 means that P
belongs to the set of the worst performances, among P(Ω,Σ).

Corollary 3. We have P (S = smax,Ω) = 1 ⇒ ∄P ′ : P ′ >
P . In other words, P (S = smax,Ω) = 1 means that P
belongs to the set of the best performances, among P(Ω,Σ).

4.1.3 Leveraging the Combinations Φ

We argue that, for any set of achievable performances, it
should not be possible to obtain a performance better than
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the best of them, or worse than the worst of them, by com-
bining the entities corresponding to them. Expressing this
requirement in terms of ≲ leads to our third and last axiom.

Axiom 3. Let P be a performance, and Π be a set of per-
formances on P(Ω,Σ) such that P ′ ≲ P ∨P ≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π.
• P ′ ≲ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ′ ̸≲ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ̸≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• and P ̸≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ̸≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π).

With the definitions for ∼, >, <, and ̸⪋ given in Sec. 3.2,
the following corollary can be derived.

Corollary 4. Let P ∈ P(Ω,Σ) and Π ⊆ P(Ω,Σ) such that
P ′ ≲ P ∨ P ≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π. We have;
• P ′ ∼ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ∼ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ′ > P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P > P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ′ < P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P < P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ′ ̸⪋ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ̸⪋ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π).

4.1.4 Consistency

The three axioms are consistent in the sense that they do
not contradict each others. A trivial preorder ≲ for which
all axioms are satisfied is the one such that all performances
are equivalent, regardless of what S and Φ are.

4.2. Sufficient Conditions

In this section, we first establish a bridge between the ax-
ioms and scores and give sufficient conditions to satisfy our
axioms. We do it for Φ = conv. The proofs can be found
in the supplementary material.

The 1st theorem explains how performance orderings ≲
can be induced from scores X . It is a construction that al-
lows to capitalize on the natural order ≤ on R to obtain a
preorder ≲ on P(Ω,Σ).

Theorem 1 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 1). If a binary
relation ≲X on P(Ω,Σ) is induced by a score X as P1 ≲X

P2 iif either P1 = P2 or P1 ∈ dom(X) and P2 ∈ dom(X)
and X(P1) ≤ X(P2), then ≲X is a preorder, as required
by Axiom 1.

The 2nd theorem makes the connection between the prop-
erties of the scores X and the satisfaction S.

Theorem 2 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 2). If a score
X satisfies, for all events E ∈ Σ, the inequalities
minω∈E S(ω) ≤ X(P ) ≤ maxω∈E S(ω) for all perfor-
mances P ∈ dom(X) such that P (E) = 1, then the order-
ing ≲X satisfies Axiom 2.

The 3rd theorem makes the connection between the prop-
erties of the scores X and the combinations Φ = conv.

Theorem 3 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 3). If a score
X is such that Π ⊆ dom(X) ⇒ conv(Π) ⊆ dom(X),
where conv(Π) denotes the set of all convex combinations
of the performances in Π, and if minP∈Π X(P ) ≤ X(P ) ≤
maxP∈Π X(P ) for all Π ⊆ dom(X) and all P ∈ conv(Π),
then the ordering ≲X satisfies Axiom 3 for Φ = conv.

No matter the sample space, there always exists at least
one performance ordering that satisfies axioms 1, 2, and 3:
the ordering ≲XE

S
induced by the expected satisfaction.

This is true, regardless of the sample space Ω.

4.3. The Ranking Scores: Universal Solutions

We now consider the application-specific preferences mod-
eled by the random variable I . We introduce a new family
of scores, the ranking scores RI , that are parameterized by
the importance, a non-negative random variable I ̸= 0:

RI : dom(RI) → [smin,Ω, smax,Ω] :

P 7→ RI(P ) =
EP [IS]

EP [I]
=

∑
ω∈Ω I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑

ω∈Ω I(ω)P ({ω})

where dom(RI) = {P ∈ P(Ω,Σ) : EP [I] ̸= 0}. The ex-
pected satisfaction XE

S corresponds to RI when all samples
are equally important.

The scores RI and the performance orderings ≲RI
sat-

isfy the conditions of Theorem 1, 2, and 3 (proofs are given
in the supplementary material). Thus, the performance or-
derings ≲RI

induced by the ranking scores satisfy all our
axioms. Hence, the chosen name. What is really remark-
able about these scores is their universality: they can be
used for any performance-based ranking.

Properties. Let us now give some selected properties.
Their proofs can be found in the supplementary material.

The first property sheds light on how the importance can
be interpreted. Consider any random experiment for which
the set of possible outcomes is Ω, their distribution being
given by P . One can choose to filter the outcomes as fol-
lows: run the experiment, and if the outcome is ω, end the
experiment with probability I(ω), otherwise restart every-
thing. The new distribution of outcomes is given by the
operation filterI(P ).

Property 1. The ranking scores can be decomposed into
an operation on performances considering the importance
I and a score (the expected satisfaction) considering the
satisfaction S. We have RI = XE

S ◦ filterI , where filterI
denotes the operation

filterI : dom(RI) → P(Ω,Σ) :

P 7→
(
Σ → [0, 1] : E 7→

∑
ω∈E P ({ω})I(ω)∑
ω∈Ω P ({ω})I(ω)

)
.
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Until now, we considered that the satisfaction was fixed.
But what if one hesitates about the objective of the task, i.e.
with its modeling through S? The next property clarifies
what really matters.

Property 2. Linearly transforming the satisfaction results
in the same linear transformation of the score. It is some-
thing that does not affect the ordering.

The next property is about the scale invariance of I .

Property 3. RkI = RI , ∀k ̸= 0. We can thus restrict
the study of ranking scores to the case in which the total
importance

∑
ω∈Σ I(ω) is constant.

It is possible to go further in the particular case of a bi-
nary satisfaction.

Property 4. For a binary satisfaction, the performance or-
dering induced by a ranking score is insensitive to the uni-
form scaling of the importance given to the unsatisfying or
to the satisfying samples (i.e., S−1(0) and S−1(1), respec-
tively).

Most of the scores obtained by averaging or integrat-
ing ranking scores are not themselves ranking scores, and
are unsuited for ranking. Thanks to Theorem 2, we know
that the performance orderings induced by them satisfy Ax-
iom 2. However, most often, they do not satisfy Axiom 3.
Nevertheless, two exceptions occur in the particular case of
a binary satisfaction.

Property 5. If I is the arithmetic mean of I1 and I2, then
RI is the f -mean of RI1 and RI2 with f : x 7→ x−1, i.e.,
the harmonic mean, when S(ω) = 1 ⇒ I1(ω) = I2(ω).

Property 6. If I is the arithmetic mean of I1 and I2, then
RI is the f -mean of RI1 and RI2 with f : x 7→ (1− x)−1,
when S(ω) = 0 ⇒ I1(ω) = I2(ω).

For any homogeneous binary relation R (e.g. ≤, <, =,
>, ≥, . . . ) on R, let us define the set ϕR(P ) = {P ′ ∈
P(Ω,Σ) : RI(P

′)RRI(P )}. Based on these sets, the fol-
lowing property helps to understand why the ranking scores
are suitable when Φ = conv. This is indeed related to the
fact that the scores RI are pseudolinear functions.

Property 7. For any given performance P ∈ P(Ω,Σ), the
worse set ϕ<(P ) (a.k.a. the strictly lower contour set),
the worse or equivalent set ϕ≤(P ) (a.k.a. the lower con-
tour set), the equivalent set ϕ=(P ), the better or equivalent
set ϕ≥(P ) (a.k.a. the upper contour set) and the better set
ϕ>(P ) (a.k.a. the strict upper contour set) are all convex.

5. Observations for Two-Class Classification
We now take a brief look at the particular case of two-class
crisp classification.

5.1. How Can We Use our Framework?

Choice for the measurable space. We consider the sam-
ple space Ω = {tn, fp, fn, tp} and the event space Σ =
2Ω. The samples tn, fp, fn, and tp are interpreted as, re-
spectively, a true negative, a false positive (type I error), a
false negative (type II error), and a true positive.

Choice for the satisfaction. We consider that the satis-
faction is such that S(fp) = S(fn) = 0 and S(tn) =
S(tp) = 1. Thus, |{ω ∈ Ω : S(ω) = 0}| = 2, and
|{ω ∈ Ω : S(ω) = 1}| = 2.

Supplementary and optional things. It is convenient to
introduce a set C = {c−, c+} in which c− and c+ are named
negative class and positive class. We also define the ran-
dom variable Y : Ω → C, named ground truth, such that
Y (tn) = Y (fp) = c− and Y (fn) = Y (tp) = c+, as well
as the random variable Ŷ : Ω → C, named prediction, such
that Ŷ (tn) = Ŷ (fn) = c− and Ŷ (fp) = Ŷ (tp) = c+.
This terminology allows us to easily use the traditional no-
tations for two-class classification problems.

5.2. What our ranking theory teaches us?

We now examine some common scores defined in the lit-
erature for two-class crisp classification, from the ranking
standpoint. Methodologically, we choose the set of numer-
ical quantities that have been listed in a recent review on
the topic [1], and focus on those that are scores (this ex-
cludes the base measures and the 1st level measures as they
are called in that paper).

We consider three sets of performances: (1) the set of
all performances P(Ω,Σ); (2) all performances for fixed and
unbalanced priors (we choose arbitrarily a positive prior of
0.2); (3) all performances for fixed and balanced priors.

For each score X and for each set of performances Π,
we report in Tab. 1 the result of three tests on X as well as
the minimum and maximum rank correlations X has with
the ranking scores.

The tests are the following. The 1st test determines
whether ≲X satisfies Axiom 2 when the the set P(Ω,Σ) is
restricted to Π ⊆ P(Ω,Σ). The 2nd and 3rd tests are related to
Theorem 3 (and thus to Axiom 3). The 2nd test determines
whether, for any subset Π′ of Π, maxP ′∈Π′ X(P ′) is greater
or equal to X(P ) for all performances P ∈ conv(Π′).
The 3rd test determines whether, for any subset Π′ of Π,
minP ′∈Π′ X(P ′) is less or equal to X(P ) for all perfor-
mances P ∈ conv(Π′).

For the rank correlations, we first try to determine analyt-
ically if the score is monotonically increasing or decreasing
with one of the ranking scores. If it is the case, we report a
maximum correlation of 1 or a minimum correlation of −1,
respectively. The proofs can be found in the supplementary
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Table 1. Properties of some common scores defined in the literature for two-class crisp classification. The symbol †indicates a value that
has been obtained theoretically, the others have been obtained empirically. Our conclusion is that, for the purpose of ranking, the scores in
green can always be used, those in orange should only been used when the priors are fixed, and those in black cannot be used even when
the priors are fixed. See Sec. 5 for the detailed description.

without any constraint: all performances with constraint: positive prior = 0.2 with constraint: positive prior = 0.5
score 1st test 2nd test 3rd test τmin τmax 1st test 2nd test 3rd test τmin τmax 1st test 2nd test 3rd test τmin τmax

Accuracy V V V 0.469 1† V V V 0.157 1† V V V 0.505 1†

F-score for β = 0.5 V V V 0.079 1† V V V 0.451 1† V V V 0.352 1†

F-score for β = 1.0 V V V 0.161 1† V V V 0.352 1† V V V 0.194 1†

F-score for β = 2.0 V V V 0.079 1† V V V 0.194 1† V V V 0.072 1†

Negative Predictive Value (NPV) V V V 0.000 1† V V V 0.503 1† V V V 0.503 1†

Positive Predictive Value (PPV) V V V 0.000 1† V V V 0.503 1† V V V 0.503 1†

True Negative Rate (TNR) V V V 0.000 1† V V V 0.000 1† V V V 0.000 1†

True Positive Rate (TPR) V V V 0.000 1† V V V 0.000 1† V V V 0.000 1†

Balanced Accuracy V X X 0.486 0.713 V V V 0.504 1† V V V 0.505 1†

Cohen’s κ X X X 0.476 0.697 V V V 0.503 1† V V V 0.505 1†

Informedness V X X 0.486 0.713 V V V 0.504 1† V V V 0.505 1†

Positive Likelihood Ratio (PLR) V X X 0.420 0.677 V V V 0.491 1† V V V 0.491 1†

Probability of True Negative (PTN) X V V -0.007 0.818 V V V 0.000 1† V V V 0.000 1†

Probability of True Positive (PTP) X V V -0.006 0.818 V V V 0.000 1† V V V 0.000 1†

Chance in Cohen’s κ X X X 0.194 0.498 X V V -0.157 0.849 V V V 0† 0†

Error Rate X V V -1† -0.469 X V V -1† -0.157 X V V -1† -0.505
False Discovery Rate (FDR) X V V -1† 0.000 X V V -1† -0.503 X V V -1† -0.503
False Negative Rate (FNR) X V V -1† 0.000 X V V -1† 0.000 X V V -1† 0.000
False Omission Rate (FOR) X V V -1† 0.000 X V V -1† -0.503 X V V -1† -0.503
False Positive Rate (FPR) X V V -1† 0.000 X V V -1† 0.000 X V V -1† 0.000
Geometric mean of TNR and TPR V X X 0.461 0.653 V X V 0.503 0.831 V X V 0.503 0.830
Markedness V X X 0.486 0.713 V X X 0.418 0.887 V X X 0.503 0.913
Matthews Correlation Coefficient (MCC) V X X 0.503 0.746 V X X 0.458 0.944 V X X 0.503 0.963
Negative Likelihood Ratio (NLR) X X X -0.677 -0.418 X V V -1† -0.491 X V V -1† -0.491
Odds Ratio (OR) V X X 0.499 0.671 V X X 0.503 0.894 V X X 0.503 0.892
Rate of positive predictions X V V -0.469 0.469 X V V -0.849 0.157 X V V -0.504 0.505
Sensitivity Index Estimate (d′) V X X 0.502 0.786 V X X 0.503 0.926 V X X 0.503 0.924

material. Otherwise, we report empirical values obtained by
optimizing Kendall’s τ . We consider a uniform distribution
of performances within Π. Kendall’s τ is computed using
a function provided in SCIPY [22], with its default param-
eters, and fed with the values of RI and X for about 6550
performances regularly placed in Π. Note that Kendall’s τ
is not a continuous function of I when estimated on a finite
set of performances. We designed a custom optimizer to
circumvent the difficulties related to that.

The result of our review is given in Tab. 1, where the
scores have been grouped in three categories: in green are
the scores satisfying the three tests in all cases. In orange
are those that satisfy the three tests only for fixed priors.
In black are the others. We draw 4 conclusions. (1) Per-
formance orderings satisfying our axioms can be induced
by several classical scores for two-class classification (in
green). (2) There exist scores that are commonly used in the
literature (in orange) that cannot be used for ranking classi-
fiers, unless the priors are fixed. (3) There exist scores that
are often used to compare classifiers (e.g., the geometric
mean of TNR and TPR, the markedness, Matthews Corre-
lation Coefficient, the Odds Ratio) but that cannot be used
to rank, even when the priors are fixed. (4) In all studied
cases where our axioms are satisfied, there is a perfect cor-
relation with a ranking score. This shows that our family
of scores covers at least a broad part of the needs. Only
one exception occurred (in gray): the accuracy achievable
by chance, as considered by Cohen in the definition of his

κ [3], when the classes are balanced. In this case, the score
takes a constant value, that is why it satisfies our axioms.

6. Conclusion
The choice of a performance score for ranking turns out to
have a considerable impact on the development of a field of
research. Therefore, we have established rigorous theoreti-
cal foundations for comparing and ranking entities based on
their performances. Usually, benchmarks rely on a single,
arbitrarily chosen performance score. However, the choice
of the score presents several challenges. Firstly, not all
scores lead to a meaningful order. Secondly, one usually
does not have a clear, global overview of the suitable scores
for ranking. Finally, the absence of consensus among ex-
perts further complicates the choice of the best score. Our
paper addresses these challenges by providing the following
solutions: (i) An axiomatic definition of the performance-
based rankings that can be used to validate a choice; (ii) The
ranking scores, an infinite family of diversified scores uni-
versally suitable for ranking, that allow the users to spec-
ify their preferences numerically through a random variable
called importance; the inherent subjectivity can be intro-
duced thanks to it.
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A.1. List of symbols

A.1.1 Mathematical symbols

• 1U : the 0-1 indicator function of subset U
• R: the real numbers
• R: a relation
• conv: the set of convex combinations
• ∨: the inclusive disjunction (i.e., logical or)
• ∧: the conjunction (i.e., logical and)
• ◦: the composition of functions, i.e. (g ◦ f)(x) = g(f(x))
• E: the mathematical expectation

A.1.2 Symbols related to our mathematical framework

We organize these symbols according to the 6 pillars depicted in Fig. 1, which correspond to the 6 subsections of Sec. 3.

Symbols related to the 1st pillar (Sec. 3.1)
• Ω: the sample space (universe)
• ω: a sample (i.e., an element of Ω)
• Σ: the event space (a σ-algebra on Ω, e.g. 2Ω)
• E: an event (i.e., an element of Σ)
• (Ω,Σ): the measurable space
• P(Ω,Σ): all performances on (Ω,Σ)
• Π: a set of performances (Π ⊆ P(Ω,Σ)

• P : a performance (i.e., an element of P(Ω,Σ))

Symbols related to the 2nd pillar (Sec. 3.2)
• ≲: binary relation worse or equivalent on P(Ω,Σ)

• ≳: binary relation better or equivalent on P(Ω,Σ)

• ∼: binary relation equivalent on P(Ω,Σ)

• >: binary relation better on P(Ω,Σ)

• <: binary relation worse on P(Ω,Σ)

• ̸⪋: binary relation incomparable on P(Ω,Σ)

Symbols related to the 3rd pillar (Sec. 3.3)
• S: the random variable Satisfaction
• smin,Ω: the minimum satisfaction value
• smax,Ω: the maximum satisfaction value

Symbols related to the 4th pillar (Sec. 3.4)
• E: the set of entities to rank
• ϵ: an entity, i.e. an element of E
• eval: the performance evaluation function
• Φ: some performances that are for sure achievable

Symbols related to the 5th pillar (Sec. 3.5)
• X(Ω,Σ): all scores on (Ω,Σ)
• X: a score
• dom(X): the domain of the score X
• XE

V : the expected value score parameterized by the random variable V
• XP

E1|E2
: the probabilistic score parameterized by the events E1 and E2
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Symbols related to the 6th pillar (Sec. 3.6)
• I: the random variable Importance

A.1.3 Symbols used for operations on performances

• filterI : the filtering operation

A.1.4 Symbols used in the performance ordering and performance-based ranking theory

• rankE: the ranking function, w.r.t. the set of entities E
• ≲X : the ordering induced by the score X (cf . Theorem 1)
• RI : the ranking score parameterized by the importance I
• τ : the rank correlation coefficient of Kendall

A.1.5 Symbols used for the particular case of two-class crisp classifications

Particularization of the mathematical framework
• tn: the sample true negative
• fp: the sample false positive, a.k.a. type I error
• fn: the sample false negative, a.k.a. type II error
• tp: the sample true positive

Extensions to the mathematical framework
• ROC: the Receiver Operating Characteristic space, i.e. FPR× TPR
• PR: the Precision-Recall space, i.e. TPR× PPV
• Y : the random variable for the ground truth
• Ŷ : the random variable for the prediction
• C: the set of classes
• c: a class (i.e., an element of C)
• c−: the negative class
• c+: the positive class

Scores
• A: the accuracy
• TNR: the true negative rate
• FPR: the false positive rate
• TPR: the true positive rate
• PPV : the positive predictive value
• Fβ : the F-scores
• π+: the prior of the positive class
• π−: the prior of the negative class
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A.2. Supplementary material about Sec. 3.2

This section is devoted to reminders about the order theory.

A.2.1 Reminders of classical definitions.

Let R be a homogeneous binary relation on P(Ω,Σ). It is said:
• reflexive iif PRP ∀P ;
• irreflexive iif ∄P : PRP ;
• transitive iif P1RP2 ∧ P2RP3 ⇒ P1RP3 ∀P1, P2, P3;
• symmetric iif P1RP2 ⇔ P2RP1 ∀P1, P2;
• asymmetric iif ∄(P1, P2) : P1RP2 ∧ P2RP1;
• and antisymmetric iif P1RP2 ∧ P2RP1 ⇒ P1 = P2.
Two homogeneous binary relations Ra and Rb on P(Ω,Σ) are said converse iif P1RaP2 ⇔ P2RbP1 ∀P1, P2.

A relation R is:
• an equivalence iif it is reflexive, transitive, and symmetric;
• a preorder iif it is reflexive and transitive;
• and an order iif it is reflexive, transitive, and antisymmetric.
An order R is said total iif ∄(P1, P2) : P1 ̸ RP2 ∧ P2 ̸ RP1. It is said partial otherwise.

A.2.2 The 4 cases in the comparison of two performances with a preorder ≲.

Let us now consider a preorder ≲ and derive the homogeneous binary relations ∼, >, <, ̸⪋ as follows:

P1 ∼ P2 ⇔ P1 ≲ P2 ∧ P2 ≲ P1 (1)
P1 > P2 ⇔ P1 ̸≲ P2 ∧ P2 ≲ P1 (2)
P1 < P2 ⇔ P1 ≲ P2 ∧ P2 ̸≲ P1 (3)

P1 ̸⪋ P2 ⇔ P1 ̸≲ P2 ∧ P2 ̸≲ P1 . (4)

Indeed, we have:

P1 ≲ P2 ⇔ P1 < P2 ∨ P1 ∼ P2 . (5)

Similarly, one can derive other binary relations taking unions of ∼, >, <, or ̸⪋. For example,

P1 ≳ P2 ⇔ P1 > P2 ∨ P1 ∼ P2 . (6)

A.2.3 Implications of the transitivity of ≲.

We can easily check, for each Rab ∈ {≲, ̸≲}, each Rba ∈ {≲, ̸≲}, each Rbc ∈ {≲, ̸≲}, each Rcb ∈ {≲, ̸≲}, each
Rca ∈ {≲, ̸≲}, and each Rac ∈ {≲, ̸≲}, if there exists (Pa, Pb, Pc) such that PaRabPb, PbRbaPa, PbRbcPc, PcRcbPb,
PcRcaPa, and PaRacPc. Because of the assumed transitivity of ≲, there are only 29 possible cases out of the 26:

1. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

2. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa > Pc

3. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa < Pc

4. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa ∼ Pc

5. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb > Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

6. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb > Pc, Pa > Pc

7. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb < Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

8. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb < Pc, Pa < Pc

9. Pa ̸⪋ Pb, Pb ∼ Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

10. Pa > Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

11. Pa > Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa > Pc

12. Pa > Pb, Pb > Pc, Pa > Pc

13. Pa > Pb, Pb < Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

14. Pa > Pb, Pb < Pc, Pa > Pc

15. Pa > Pb, Pb < Pc, Pa < Pc
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16. Pa > Pb, Pb < Pc, Pa ∼ Pc

17. Pa > Pb, Pb ∼ Pc, Pa > Pc

18. Pa < Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

19. Pa < Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa < Pc

20. Pa < Pb, Pb > Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

21. Pa < Pb, Pb > Pc, Pa > Pc

22. Pa < Pb, Pb > Pc, Pa < Pc

23. Pa < Pb, Pb > Pc, Pa ∼ Pc

24. Pa < Pb, Pb < Pc, Pa < Pc

25. Pa < Pb, Pb ∼ Pc, Pa < Pc

26. Pa ∼ Pb, Pb ̸⪋ Pc, Pa ̸⪋ Pc

27. Pa ∼ Pb, Pb > Pc, Pa > Pc

28. Pa ∼ Pb, Pb < Pc, Pa < Pc

29. Pa ∼ Pb, Pb ∼ Pc, Pa ∼ Pc

From this list, we can derive some rules for manipulating the binary relations ∼, >, <, and ̸⪋. First, we can see that ∼,
>, and < are transitive:

P1 ∼ P2 ∧ P2 ∼ P3 ⇒ P1 ∼ P3 (7)
P1 > P2 ∧ P2 > P3 ⇒ P1 > P3 (8)
P1 < P2 ∧ P2 < P3 ⇒ P1 < P3 . (9)

Second, we can also see how ∼ can be combined with the other 3 relations:

(P1 ∼ P2 ∧ P2 > P3) ∨ (P1 > P2 ∧ P2 ∼ P3) ⇒ P1 > P3 (10)
(P1 ∼ P2 ∧ P2 < P3) ∨ (P1 < P2 ∧ P2 ∼ P3) ⇒ P1 < P3 (11)

(P1 ∼ P2 ∧ P2 ̸⪋ P3) ∨ (P1 ̸⪋ P2 ∧ P2 ∼ P3) ⇒ P1 ̸⪋ P3 . (12)

And, third, we can see how ̸⪋ can be combined with > and <:

(P1 ̸⪋ P2 ∧ P2 > P3) ∨ (P1 > P2 ∧ P2 ̸⪋ P3) ⇒ P1 > P3 ∨ P1 ̸⪋ P3 (13)

(P1 ̸⪋ P2 ∧ P2 < P3) ∨ (P1 < P2 ∧ P2 ̸⪋ P3) ⇒ P1 < P3 ∨ P1 ̸⪋ P3 . (14)

A.2.4 Properties of ∼, >, <, ̸⪋, ≲, and ≳.

Lemma 1. When ≲ is a preorder, ∼ is reflexive.

Proof. This results from the reflexivity of ≲ and from Eq. (1): P ∼ P ⇔ P ≲ P ∧ P ≲ P ⇔ true.

Lemma 2. When ≲ is a preorder, ∼ in transitive.

Proof. This results from the transitivity of ≲ (cf . Eq. (7)).

Lemma 3. When ≲ is a preorder, ∼ is symmetric.

Proof. This results from the fact that the conjunction is symmetric and from Eq. (1): P1 ∼ P2 ⇔ P1 ≲ P2 ∧ P2 ≲ P1 ⇔
P2 ≲ P1 ∧ P1 ≲ P2 ⇔ P2 ∼ P1.

Lemma 4. When ≲ is a preorder, > and < are converse.

Proof. This results from the fact that the conjunction is symmetric and from Eqs. (2) and (3): P1 > P2 ⇔ P1 ̸≲ P2 ∧ P2 ≲
P1 ⇔ P2 ≲ P1 ∧ P1 ̸≲ P2 ⇔ P2 < P1.

Lemma 5. When ≲ is a preorder, > and < are irreflexive.

Proof. For >, this results from the reflexivity of ≲ and from Eq. (2): P > P ⇔ P ̸≲ P ∧P ≲ P ⇔ false∧ true = false.
For <, the proof is similar.

Lemma 6. When ≲ is a preorder, > and < are asymmetric.

Proof. For >, this is because P1 > P2 ∧ P2 > P1 ⇔ (P1 ̸≲ P2 ∧ P2 ≲ P1) ∧ (P2 ̸≲ P1 ∧ P1 ≲ P2) ⇔ (P1 ̸≲ P2 ∧ P1 ≲
P2) ∧ (P2 ̸≲ P1 ∧ P2 ≲ P1) ⇔ false ∧ false ⇔ false. For <, the proof is similar.
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Lemma 7. When ≲ is a preorder, > and < are transitive.

Proof. This results from the transitivity of ≲ (cf . Eqs. (8) and (9)).

Lemma 8. When ≲ is a preorder, ̸⪋ is irreflexive.

Proof. This results from the reflexivity of ≲ and from Eq. (4): P ̸⪋ P ⇔ P ̸≲ P ∧P ̸≲ P ⇔ false∧ false ⇔ false.

Lemma 9. When ≲ is a preorder, ̸⪋ is symmetric.

Proof. This results from the fact that the conjunction is symmetric and from Eq. (4): P1 ̸⪋ P2 ⇔ P1 ̸≲ P2 ∧ P2 ̸≲ P1 ⇔
P2 ̸≲ P1 ∧ P1 ̸≲ P2 ⇔ P2 ̸⪋ P1.

Lemma 10. When ≲ is a preorder, ≲ and ≳ are converse.

Proof. From Eqs. (5) and (6), as > and < are converse, we have P1 ≳ P2 ⇔ P1 > P2 ∨P1 ∼ P2 ⇔ P2 < P1 ∨P2 ∼ P1 ⇔
P2 ≲ P1.

Lemma 11. When ≲ is a preorder, ≲ and ≳ are reflexive.

Proof. For ≲, it is by definition of preorders. For ≳, from Eqs. (1), (2) and (6), we have P ≳ P ⇔ P > P ∨ P ∼ P ⇔
(P ̸≲ P ∧ P ≲ P ) ∨ (P ≲ P ∧ P ≲ P ) ⇔ (false ∧ true) ∨ (true ∧ true) ⇔ true.

Lemma 12. When ≲ is a preorder, ≲ and ≳ are transitive.

Proof. For ≲, it is by definition of preorders. For ≳, as ≲ and ≳ are converse, P1 ≳ P2 ∧ P2 ≳ P3 ⇔ P3 ≲ P2 ∧ P2 ≲
P1 ⇒ P3 ≲ P1 ⇔ P1 ≳ P3.
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A.3. Supplementary material about Sec. 3.6

Let us consider the example of two-class classification, with P ({tn}), P ({fp}), P ({fn}), and P ({tp}) denoting, respec-
tively, the probability (or proportion) of true negatives, false positives, false negatives, and true positives. Here are two
classical scores, the accuracy and the true positive rate:

A = P ({tn}) + P ({tp}) TPR =
P ({tp})

P ({fn}) + P ({tp})

The formula for the accuracy gives the illusion that the same importance is given to {tn} and {tp} and that no importance
at all is given to {fp} and {fn}. For the true positive rate, the formula might give the impression that the same importance
is given to {fn} and {tp} and that no importance at all is given to {tn} and {fp}. In fact, the visual inspection of formulas
like these is not reliable at all to judge of the importance given by a score to the various events. To see it, consider rewriting
the previous equations as

A = (1− α)P ({tn})− αP ({fp})− αP ({fn}) + (1− α)P ({tp}) + α ∀α

TPR =
−αP ({tn})− αP ({fp})− αP ({fn}) + (1− α)P ({tp}) + α

−βP ({tn})− βP ({fp}) + (1− β)P ({fn}) + (1− β)P ({tp}) + β
∀α, β

A visual inspection of such formulas would lead, indeed, to other illusions about the events that have no importance. This
observation, however, should not stop us from thinking in terms of importance. In fact, we do it in this paper, but we do it in
a mathematical framework that allows to do it rigorously.
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A.4. Supplementary material about Sec. 4.2

A.4.1 Proof of Theorem 1.

For convenience, we provide a reminder of Theorem 1 and Axiom 1 below.

Theorem 1 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 1). If a binary relation ≲X on P(Ω,Σ) is induced by a score X as P1 ≲X P2 iif
either P1 = P2 or P1 ∈ dom(X) and P2 ∈ dom(X) and X(P1) ≤ X(P2), then ≲X is a preorder, as required by Axiom 1.

Axiom 1. The ranking function rankE : E → [1, |E|] : ϵ 7→ rankE(ϵ) satisfies |{ϵ′ ∈ E : eval(ϵ) < eval(ϵ′)}| + 1 ≤
rankE(ϵ) ≤ |{ϵ′ ∈ E : eval(ϵ) ≲ eval(ϵ′)}|, where ≲ is a preorder on P(Ω,Σ).

Proof. To establish that ≲X is a preorder, we have to show that it is (1) reflexive and (2) transitive.
(1) The reflexivity of ≲X is trivial to establish, since P1 = P2 ⇒ P1 ≲X P2.
(2) The transitivity of ≲X can be shown as follows. P1 ≲X P2 ∧ P2 ≲X P3 implies that:

• either P1 ∈ dom(X), P2 ∈ dom(X), P3 ∈ dom(X), and X(P1) ≤ X(P2)∧X(P2) ≤ X(P3) ⇒ X(P1) ≤ X(P3) ⇒
P1 ≲X P3;

• or P1 ̸∈ dom(X), P2 ̸∈ dom(X), P3 ̸∈ dom(X), and P1 = P2 ∧ P2 = P3 ⇒ P1 = P3 ⇒ P1 ≲X P3.
We conclude that, in all cases, P ≲X P and P1 ≲X P2 ∧P2 ≲X P3 ⇒ P1 ≲X P3. The orderings ≲X induced by scores X
are thus preorders.

Summary. If the homogeneous binary relations ∼, >, <, and ̸⪋ on P(Ω,Σ) are derived from the ordering ≲X as explained
above, and if the ≲X is derived from the score X , then the comparison between performances P1 and P2 can be summarized
as follows.

P1 ∈ dom(X) P1 ̸∈ dom(X)

P2 ∈ dom(X)

X(P1) < X(P2) ⇔ P1 < P2

X(P1) = X(P2) ⇔ P1 ∼ P2

X(P1) > X(P2) ⇔ P1 > P2

P1 ̸⪋ P2

P2 ̸∈ dom(X) P1 ̸⪋ P2

P1 = P2 ⇔ P1 ∼ P2

P1 ̸= P2 ⇔ P1 ̸⪋ P2

A.4.2 Proof of Theorem 2

For convenience, we provide a reminder of Theorem 2 and Axiom 2 below.

Theorem 2 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 2). If a score X satisfies, for all events E ∈ Σ, the inequalities minω∈E S(ω) ≤
X(P ) ≤ maxω∈E S(ω) for all performances P ∈ dom(X) such that P (E) = 1, then the ordering ≲X satisfies Axiom 2.

Axiom 2. If two performances P1, P2 ∈ P(Ω,Σ) are such that P1(S ≤ s) = 1 and P2(S ≥ s) = 1 for any s, then P1 ≲ P2

or P1 ̸⪋ P2.

Proof. Axiom 2 is satisfied when P1 ̸∈ dom(X) or P2 ̸∈ dom(X).
• Either P1 = P2 ⇔ P1 ∼ P2 ⇒ P1 ≲ P2,
• or P1 ̸= P2 ⇔ P1 ̸⪋ P2.
Axiom 2 is also satisfied when P1 ∈ dom(X) and P2 ∈ dom(X).
• On the one hand, the axiom stipulates that the event E1 = {ω ∈ Ω : S(ω) ≤ s} and the performance P1 are such that
P1(E1) = 1. Trivially, we have maxω∈E1

S(ω) ≤ s. On the other hand, the theorem stipulates that, as P1(E1) = 1,
X(P1) ≤ maxω∈E1

S(ω). Putting all together, we have X(P1) ≤ s.
• On the one hand, the axiom stipulates that the event E2 = {ω ∈ Ω : S(ω) ≥ s} and the performance P2 are such that
P2(E2) = 1. Trivially, we have s ≤ minω∈E2 S(ω). On the other hand, the theorem stipulates that, as P2(E2) = 1,
minω∈E2

S(ω) ≤ X(P2). Putting all together, we have s ≤ X(P2).
• As we have established that X(P1) ≤ s and s ≤ X(P2), we have X(P1) ≤ X(P2) ⇔ P1 ≲ P2.
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A.4.3 Proof of Theorem 3

For convenience, we provide a reminder of Theorem 3 and Axiom 3 below.

Theorem 3 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 3). If a score X is such that Π ⊆ dom(X) ⇒ conv(Π) ⊆ dom(X),
where conv(Π) denotes the set of all convex combinations of the performances in Π, and if minP∈Π X(P ) ≤ X(P ) ≤
maxP∈Π X(P ) for all Π ⊆ dom(X) and all P ∈ conv(Π), then the ordering ≲X satisfies Axiom 3 for Φ = conv.

Axiom 3. Let P be a performance, and Π be a set of performances on P(Ω,Σ) such that P ′ ≲ P ∨ P ≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π.
• P ′ ≲ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ′ ̸≲ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ̸≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• and P ̸≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ̸≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π).

Proof. Since P ′ is comparable with P (i.e., P ′ ≲ P∨P ≲ P ′) for all P ′ ∈ Π, we know that P ∈ dom(X) and Π ⊆ dom(X).
If X is such that Π ⊆ dom(X) ⇒ conv(Π) ⊆ dom(X), then P ∈ dom(X)∀P ∈ conv(Π).
• Let us consider the case in which P ′ ≲ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π. We have X(P ′) ≤ X(P )∀P ′ ∈ Π, which can be rewritten as
maxP ′∈Π X(P ′) ≤ X(P ). Taking into account the condition of the theorem, for any convex combination P we have
X(P ) ≤ maxP ′∈Π X(P ′) ≤ X(P ), and thus X(P ) ≤ X(P ) ⇔ P ≲ P .

• Let us consider the case in which P ′ ̸≲ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π. We have X(P ′) > X(P )∀P ′ ∈ Π, which can be rewritten as
X(P ) < minP ′∈Π X(P ′). Taking into account the condition of the theorem, for any convex combination P we have
X(P ) < minP ′∈Π X(P ′) ≤ X(P ), and thus X(P ) < X(P ) ⇒ P ̸≲ P .

• Let us consider the case in which P ≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π. We have X(P ) ≤ X(P ′)∀P ′ ∈ Π, which can be rewritten as
X(P ) ≤ minP ′∈Π X(P ′). Taking into account the condition of the theorem, for any convex combination P we have
X(P ) ≤ minP ′∈Π X(P ′) ≤ X(P ), and thus X(P ) ≤ X(P ) ⇒ P ≲ P .

• Let us consider the case in which P ̸≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π. We have X(P ) > X(P ′)∀P ′ ∈ Π, which can be rewritten as
maxP ′∈Π X(P ′) < X(P ). Taking into account the condition of the theorem, for any convex combination P we have
X(P ) ≤ maxP ′∈Π X(P ′) < X(P ), and thus X(P ) < X(P ) ⇒ P ̸≲ P .
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A.5. Supplementary material about Sec. 4.3

A.5.1 All ranking scores can be used to rank performances

All ranking scores satisfy the conditions of Theorem 1, and thus Axiom 1. For convenience, we provide a reminder of
Theorem 1 and Axiom 1 below.

Theorem 1 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 1). If a binary relation ≲X on P(Ω,Σ) is induced by a score X as P1 ≲X P2 iif
either P1 = P2 or P1 ∈ dom(X) and P2 ∈ dom(X) and X(P1) ≤ X(P2), then ≲X is a preorder, as required by Axiom 1.

Axiom 1. The ranking function rankE : E → [1, |E|] : ϵ 7→ rankE(ϵ) satisfies |{ϵ′ ∈ E : eval(ϵ) < eval(ϵ′)}| + 1 ≤
rankE(ϵ) ≤ |{ϵ′ ∈ E : eval(ϵ) ≲ eval(ϵ′)}|, where ≲ is a preorder on P(Ω,Σ).

Theorem 4. All ranking scores satisfy the conditions of Theorem 1.

Proof. For all ranking scores RI , it is possible to induce an ordering ≲RI
satisfying the requirements of Theorem 1.

All ranking scores satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2, and thus Axiom 2. For convenience, we provide a reminder of
Theorem 2 and Axiom 2 below.

Theorem 2 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 2). If a score X satisfies, for all events E ∈ Σ, the inequalities minω∈E S(ω) ≤
X(P ) ≤ maxω∈E S(ω) for all performances P ∈ dom(X) such that P (E) = 1, then the ordering ≲X satisfies Axiom 2.

Axiom 2. If two performances P1, P2 ∈ P(Ω,Σ) are such that P1(S ≤ s) = 1 and P2(S ≥ s) = 1 for any s, then P1 ≲ P2

or P1 ̸⪋ P2.

Theorem 5. All ranking scores satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.

Proof. We take X = RI . When P (E) = 1, we have

RI(P ) =

∑
ω∈Ω I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑

ω∈Ω I(ω)P ({ω})
=

∑
ω∈E I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑

ω∈E I(ω)P ({ω})

with
∑

ω∈Ω I(ω)P ({ω}) > 0 when P ∈ dom(RI).
• Let M = maxω∈E S(ω). We have

S(ω) ≤ M ∀ω ∈ E

⇔S(ω)−M ≤ 0 ∀ω ∈ E

⇒
∑
ω∈E

I(ω) [S(ω)−M ]P ({ω}) ≤ 0 as I(ω) ≥ 0 and P ({ω}) ≥ 0

⇔
∑
ω∈E

I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω}) ≤
∑
ω∈E

I(ω)MP ({ω})

⇔
∑
ω∈E

I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω}) ≤ M
∑
ω∈E

I(ω)P ({ω})︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

⇔
∑

ω∈E I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E I(ω)P ({ω})

≤ M

⇔RI(P ) ≤ M
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• Let m = minω∈E S(ω). We have

S(ω) ≥ m ∀ω ∈ E

⇔S(ω)−m ≥ 0 ∀ω ∈ E

⇒
∑
ω∈E

I(ω) [S(ω)−m]P ({ω}) ≥ 0 as I(ω) ≥ 0 and P ({ω}) ≥ 0

⇔
∑
ω∈E

I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω}) ≥
∑
ω∈E

I(ω)mP ({ω})

⇔
∑
ω∈E

I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω}) ≥ m
∑
ω∈E

I(ω)P ({ω})︸ ︷︷ ︸
>0

⇔
∑

ω∈E I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E I(ω)P ({ω})

≥ m

⇔RI(P ) ≥ m

• Putting all together, when P (E) = 1, we have m ≤ RI(P ) ≤ M , and so,

min
ω∈E

S(ω) ≤ RI(P ) ≤ max
ω∈E

S(ω) . (15)

All ranking scores satisfy the conditions of Theorem 3, and thus Axiom 3. For convenience, we provide a reminder of
Theorem 3 and Axiom 3 below.

Theorem 3 (Sufficient condition for Axiom 3). If a score X is such that Π ⊆ dom(X) ⇒ conv(Π) ⊆ dom(X),
where conv(Π) denotes the set of all convex combinations of the performances in Π, and if minP∈Π X(P ) ≤ X(P ) ≤
maxP∈Π X(P ) for all Π ⊆ dom(X) and all P ∈ conv(Π), then the ordering ≲X satisfies Axiom 3 for Φ = conv.

Axiom 3. Let P be a performance, and Π be a set of performances on P(Ω,Σ) such that P ′ ≲ P ∨ P ≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π.
• P ′ ≲ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ′ ̸≲ P ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ̸≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• P ≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π);
• and P ̸≲ P ′ ∀P ′ ∈ Π ⇒ P ̸≲ P ∀P ∈ Φ(Π).

Theorem 6. All ranking scores satisfy the conditions of Theorem 3.

Proof. The proof is in two parts.
• First, let us show that Π ⊆ dom(RI) ⇒ conv(Π) ⊆ dom(RI). For any P ∈ conv(Π) there exists a weighting function
λΠ,P : Π → R≥0 : P 7→ λΠ,P (P ) such that

∑
P∈Π λΠ,P (P ) = 1 and

∑
P∈Π λΠ,P (P )P = P . For all P ∈ conv(Π), we

have:

Π ⊆ dom(RI) ⇔
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)P ({ω}) ̸= 0 ∀P ∈ Π

⇒
∑
P∈Π

λΠ,P (P )
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)P ({ω}) ̸= 0

⇔
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)
∑
P∈Π

λΠ,PP ({ω}) ̸= 0

⇔
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)P ({ω}) ̸= 0

⇔ P ∈ dom(RI) .
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• Second, let us show that, for all P ∈ conv(Π), minP∈Π RI(P ) ≤ RI(P ) ≤ maxP∈Π RI(P ). Let us pose
l = minP∈Π RI(P ) and u = maxP∈Π RI(P ). We have:

l ≤ RI(P ) ≤ u ∀P ∈ Π

⇔l ≤
∑

ω∈Ω I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈Ω I(ω)P ({ω})

≤ u ∀P ∈ Π

⇔l
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)P ({ω}) ≤
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω}) ≤ u
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)P ({ω}) ∀P ∈ Π

⇒l
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)P ({ω}) ≤
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω}) ≤ u
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)P ({ω})

⇔l ≤
∑

ω∈Ω I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈Ω I(ω)P ({ω})

≤ u

⇔l ≤ RI(P ) ≤ u

A.5.2 On the properties of ranking scores.

Proof of Property 1. Let us demonstrate that we have RI(P ) = XE
S (P ′) with P ′ = filterI(P ). For all ω ∈ Ω, we have:

P ′({ω}) = P ({ω})I(ω)∑
ω′∈Ω P ({ω′})I(ω′)

Thus,

XE
S (P ′) =

∑
ω∈Ω

P ′({ω})S(ω)

=
∑
ω∈Ω

P ({ω})I(ω)∑
ω′∈Ω P ({ω′})I(ω′)

S(ω)

=

∑
ω∈Ω P ({ω})I(ω)S(ω)∑
ω′∈Ω P ({ω′})I(ω′)

= RI(P )

Proof of Property 2. Let S′ = αS + β with α, β ∈ R.∑
ω∈Ω P ({ω})S′(ω)I(ω)∑

ω∈Ω P ({ω})I(ω)
= α

∑
ω∈Ω P ({ω})S(ω)I(ω)∑

ω∈Ω P ({ω})I(ω)
+ β

Proof of Property 3. RkI =
∑

ω∈Ω kI(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈Ω kI(ω)P ({ω}) =

∑
ω∈Ω I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑

ω∈Ω I(ω)P ({ω}) = RI

Proof of Property 4. Let us consider a binary satisfaction, that is S(ω) ∈ {0, 1} ∀ω ∈ Ω. Let us define the events E0 = {ω ∈
Ω : S(ω) = 0} and E1 = {ω ∈ Ω : S(ω) = 1}. If I ′ = (1S=0α0 + 1S=1α1)I with α0 > 0 and α1 > 0, then

RI(P ) =

∑
ω∈Ω I(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑

ω∈Ω I(ω)P ({ω})

=

∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I(ω)P ({ω}) +
∑

ω∈E1
I(ω)P ({ω})
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and

RI′(P ) =

∑
ω∈Ω I ′(ω)S(ω)P ({ω})∑

ω∈Ω I ′(ω)P ({ω})

=

∑
ω∈E1

I ′(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I ′(ω)P ({ω}) +
∑

ω∈E1
I ′(ω)P ({ω})

=

∑
ω∈E1

α1I(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

α0I(ω)P ({ω}) +
∑

ω∈E1
α1I(ω)P ({ω})

=
α1

∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})
α0

∑
ω∈E0

I(ω)P ({ω}) + α1

∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})

Thus, RI′ = α1RI

α0(1−RI)α1RI
and ∂RI′

∂RI
= α0α1

(α0(1−RI)α1RI)
2 > 0. This leads immediately to the conclusion that ≲RI′=≲RI

.

Proof of Properties 5 and 6. Let us consider a binary satisfaction and the events E0 = {ω ∈ Ω : S(ω) = 0} and E1 = {ω ∈
Ω : S(ω) = 1}. Let I1 and I2 be two random variables and I = λ1I1 + λ2I2 with λ1, λ2 ∈ R such that λ1 + λ2 = 1.
• When the random variables I1 and I2 are such that I1(ω) = I2(ω) = I(ω)∀ω ∈ E1, if we take f : x 7→ x−1,

λ1f (RI1(P )) + λ2f (RI1(P ))

=λ1

(
1 +

∑
ω∈E0

I1(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E1

I1(ω)P ({ω})

)
+ λ2

(
1 +

∑
ω∈E0

I2(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E1

I2(ω)P ({ω})

)

=λ1

(
1 +

∑
ω∈E0

I1(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})

)
+ λ2

(
1 +

∑
ω∈E0

I2(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})

)

=(λ1 + λ2) +
λ1

∑
ω∈E0

I1(ω)P ({ω}) + λ2

∑
ω∈E0

I2(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})

=1 +

∑
ω∈E0

(λ1I1 + λ2I2)(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})

=1 +

∑
ω∈E0

I(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})
=f (RI(P ))

• When the random variables I1 and I2 are such that I1(ω) = I2(ω) = I(ω)∀ω ∈ E0, if we take f : x 7→ (1− x)−1,

λ1f (RI1(P )) + λ2f (RI1(P ))

=λ1

(
1 +

∑
ω∈E1

I1(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I1(ω)P ({ω})

)
+ λ2

(
1 +

∑
ω∈E1

I2(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I2(ω)P ({ω})

)

=λ1

(
1 +

∑
ω∈E1

I1(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I(ω)P ({ω})

)
+ λ2

(
1 +

∑
ω∈E1

I2(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I(ω)P ({ω})

)

=(λ1 + λ2) +
λ1

∑
ω∈E1

I1(ω)P ({ω}) + λ2

∑
ω∈E1

I2(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I(ω)P ({ω})

=1 +

∑
ω∈E1

(λ1I1 + λ2I2)(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I(ω)P ({ω})

=1 +

∑
ω∈E1

I(ω)P ({ω})∑
ω∈E0

I(ω)P ({ω})
=f (RI(P ))
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Proof of Property 7. Let R ∈ {<,≤,=,≥, >} and v = RI(P ). For all P ′ ∈ P(Ω,Σ), we have:

RI(P
′)RRI(P ) (16)

⇔RI(P
′)Rv (17)

⇔
∑

ω∈Ω I(ω)S(ω)P ′({ω})∑
ω∈Ω I(ω)P ′({ω})

Rv (18)

⇔

[∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)S(ω)P ′({ω})

]
R

[
v
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω)P ′({ω})

]
(19)

⇔
∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω) [S(ω)− v]P ′({ω})R0 (20)

This is either a linear equality or a linear inequality constraint. Thus,

ϕR(P ) =
{
P ′ ∈ P(Ω,Σ) : RI(P

′)RRI(P )
}

(21)

=

{
P ′ ∈ P(Ω,Σ) :

∑
ω∈Ω

I(ω) [S(ω)− v]P ′({ω})R0

}
(22)

is a convex subset of P(Ω,Σ).
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A.6. Supplementary material about Sec. 5.2

A.6.1 Scores perfectly correlated with a ranking score, for all performances

The accuracy, A. One can show that A = RI with I(tn) = 1/2, I(fp) = 1/2, I(fn) = 1/2, and I(tp) = 1/2.

The score Fβ with β = 0.5. One can show that F0.5 = RI with I(tn) = 0, I(fp) = 4/5, I(fn) = 1/5, and I(tp) = 1.

The score Fβ with β = 1.0. One can show that F1 = RI with I(tn) = 0, I(fp) = 1/2, I(fn) = 1/2, and I(tp) = 1.

The score Fβ with β = 2.0. One can show that F2 = RI with I(tn) = 0, I(fp) = 1/5, I(fn) = 4/5, and I(tp) = 1.

The negative predictive value, NPV . One can show that NPV = RI with I(tn) = 1, I(fp) = 0, I(fn) = 1, and
I(tp) = 0.

The positive predictive value, PPV . One can show that PPV = RI with I(tn) = 0, I(fp) = 1, I(fn) = 0, and
I(tp) = 1.

The true negative rate, TNR. One can show that TNR = RI with I(tn) = 1, I(fp) = 1, I(fn) = 0, and I(tp) = 0.

The true positive rate, TPR. One can show that TPR = RI with I(tn) = 0, I(fp) = 0, I(fn) = 1, and I(tp) = 1.

A.6.2 Scores perfectly correlated with a ranking score, for the performances corresponding to given class priors
π− ̸= 0 and π+ ̸= 0

The balanced accuracy, BA. One can show that BA = RI with I(tn) = π+, I(fp) = π+, I(fn) = π−, and I(tp) = π−.

Cohen’s kappa, κ. One can show that κ = RI−2π−π+

π2
−+π2

+
with I(tn) =

π2
+

π2
−+π2

+
, I(fp) = 1

2 , I(fn) = 1
2 , and I(tp) =

π2
−

π2
−+π2

+
.

Thus, ∂κ
RI

> 0.

The informedness (a.k.a. Youden’s J), JY . One can show that JY = 2RI−1 with I(tn) = π+, I(fp) = π+, I(fn) = π−,
and I(tp) = π−. Thus, ∂JY

RI
> 0.

The negative likelihood ratio, NLR. One can show that NLR = 1−RI

RI
with I(tn) = 1, I(fp) = 0, I(fn) = 1, and

I(tp) = 0. Thus, ∂NLR
RI

< 0.

The positive likelihood ratio, PLR. One can show that PLR = RI

1−RI
with I(tn) = 0, I(fp) = 1, I(fn) = 0, and

I(tp) = 1. Thus, ∂PLR
RI

> 0.

The probability of the elementary event true negative, PTN . One can show that PTN = π−RI with I(tn) = 1,
I(fp) = 1, I(fn) = 0, and I(tp) = 0. Thus, ∂PTN

RI
> 0.

The probability of the elementary event true positive, PTP . One can show that PTP = π+RI with I(tn) = 0,
I(fp) = 0, I(fn) = 1, and I(tp) = 1. Thus, ∂PTP

RI
> 0.
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