
Localized Distributional Robustness in
Submodular Multi-Task Subset Selection

Ege C. Kaya, Abolfazl Hashemi∗

Abstract
In this work, we approach the problem of multi-task submodular opti-
mization with the perspective of local distributional robustness, within
the neighborhood of a reference distribution which assigns an impor-
tance score to each task. We initially propose to introduce a regular-
ization term which makes use of the relative entropy to the standard
multi-task objective. We then demonstrate through duality that this
novel formulation itself is equivalent to the maximization of a sub-
modular function, which may be efficiently carried out through stan-
dard greedy selection methods. This approach bridges the existing gap
in the optimization of performance-robustness trade-offs in multi-task
subset selection. To numerically validate our theoretical results, we
test the proposed method in two different setting, one involving the
selection of satellites in low Earth orbit constellations in the context of
a sensor selection problem, and the other involving an image summa-
rization task using neural networks. Our method is compared with two
other algorithms focused on optimizing the performance of the worst-
case task, and on directly optimizing the performance on the reference
distribution itself. We conclude that our novel formulation produces
a solution that is locally distributional robust, and computationally
inexpensive.

Keywords: Optimization, robustness, submodularity.

1 Introduction

Submodular functions have for long been the focus of extensive studies [1–4],
thanks to their propensity to occur naturally in many distinct domains such
as economics and algorithmic game theory [5–7] and machine learning [8–17],
within many distinct problems, ranging from sensor selection [4,18–20] to so-
cial network modeling [21]. In simplest terms, a submodular function is a set
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function that possesses the diminishing marginal gains property [22]. This
property, at first glance, enables one to draw an analogy between submodular
functions and concave functions in the continuous domain. However, inter-
estingly, a similar analogy may be drawn between submodular functions and
convex functions in the continuous domain, as well, through the use of cer-
tain extensions of submodular functions onto the continuous domain [4,23].
The similarity of submodular functions to both convex and concave func-
tions, the white whales of optimization literature, has also garnered interest
in the study of the optimization of submodular functions.

The quintessential submodular optimization problem is that of the max-
imization of a submodular function under a cardinality constraint. This
problem entails selecting a subset out of a ground set N of elements, such
that the size of the selection does not exceed a preset constraint value, and
the evaluation of the selection under the submodular function is as high as
possible. The evaluation f(S) of a subset S ⊆ N by f is commonly called
the score or utility of the set S. The following formulation, where, f is a
submodular function, N is the ground set and K is a positive integer rep-
resenting the cardinality constraint, expresses this problem in mathematical
terms [5]:

max
S⊆N

f(S)

s. t. |S| ≤ K.
(1)

The notion of robustness occurs very frequently in optimization litera-
ture and is the object of much consideration. Although there are differing
definitions of robustness depending on the context at hand, such as being
immune to removals from the solution [24], or to slight changes in param-
eters or input data [25], and others [26], it always encompasses the general
idea of a produced solution to a problem (the output) staying correct and
valid under perturbations to the input. In the present context of submodular
optimization, one conception of robustness that is commonly encountered is
multi-task robustness. As the name implies, with this conception, the aim
is to algorithmically produce a solution set whose utility with respect to
multiple submodular functions f1, . . . , fn is satisfactory.

As it stands, the notion of being “satisfactory” is intentionally left to
be vague, and the problem can be formulated in multiple ways to fit the
description. A straightforward interpretation with this goal in mind might
lead to what we will call the worst-case formulation [4,27–29], which aims to
focus on producing a solution that maximizes the worst-performing objective
function among all. Using the shorthand notation [n] := {1, . . . , n}, this
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formulation is as follows:

max
S⊆N

min
i∈[n]

f i(S)

s. t. |S| ≤ K.
(2)

A shortcoming of this formulation is the fact that it can be viewed as be-
ing too pessimistic [30], dedicating all resources to the maximization of the
worst-performing objective function, at the expense of disregarding the oth-
ers. In scenarios where one objective function is a clear outlier, as in it
always scores significantly lower than all others, this approach may effec-
tively lead to getting low utility on all functions in pursuit of the hopeless
aim of maximizing that outlier.

Another way to formulate the multi-task robust problem could be to
adopt what we will call the average-case formulation [30,31], which aims to
directly optimize the arithmetic average of all the objective functions. In
this case, the formulation would be

max
S⊆N

1

n

n∑
i=1

f i(S)

s. t. |S| ≤ K.

(3)

The apparent shortcoming of this formulation is the fact that contrary to
the previous formulation, it provides no guarantees whatsoever about how
low the utility with respect to any individual objective function may be.
In essence, one or multiple objective functions could be scoring arbitrarily
badly, as long as the other objective functions are scoring well enough to
compensate for the underperformers.

The previous two formulations, even with their stated shortcomings, may
very well be acceptable approaches, especially in the absence of any addi-
tional information. However, we argue that if we possess additional infor-
mation on the nature of the objective functions, or a system at hand, for
whose various tasks we use the multiple objective functions to model, we can
progress to a more meaningful formulation. Suppose, for instance, that we
have access to a reference distribution, an n−dimensional discrete probabil-
ity distribution Q ∈ ∆n. In a practical setting, the reference distribution
Q may be obtained by a decision-maker subjectively assigning importance
scores to each objective function, or by a frequentist approach, where the
value assigned to each function would be given by how frequently the task
that is modeled by said function is performed by the system. It is reasonable
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to argue that the reference distribution can facilitate incorporating the intent
and priority of the main stakeholders in the problem. The incorporation of
this additional information to the previous formulation leads to a general-
ization of Problem (3), where the reference distribution is simply assumed
to be uniform. This idea is encapsulated in the following formulation:

max
S⊆N

n∑
i=1

Qif
i(S)

s. t. |S| ≤ K.

(4)

We note that this previous formulation reduces exactly to Problem (2) when
P ∗ is a one-hot discrete distribution, indicating the worst-performing objec-
tive function.

1.1 Contribution

Based on this previous formulation, we present our novel robust formulation,
which not only makes use of the reference distribution to simply weigh each
objective function but to act as the center of a neighborhood of robustness,
within which we will aim to be robust. The initial candidate formulation for
this is as follows:

max
S⊆N

min
P∈∆n

n∑
i=1

Pif
i(S)

s. t. |S| ≤ K, D(P ∥ Q) ≤ R,

(5)

where the constraint D(P ∥ Q) ≤ R designates the requirement that we
localize ourselves to a specified neighborhood of robustness, with radius R,
only within which we will maximize our objectives, weighed by the worst
possible distribution. D(P ∥ Q) is intentionally unspecified and could be any
metric or divergence. For an investigation of different statistical distances
for D(P ∥ Q), we refer the reader to Section 3.

Before we proceed with the theoretical analysis of Problem 5, we propose
one last change to the formulation to make it more tractable. We relax the
formulation by introducing the constraint D(P ∥ Q) ≤ R into the objective
via a penalizing regularization constant λ ≥ 0, instead of strictly enforcing it.
This change reflects the standard idea of introducing Lagrange multipliers,
utilized frequently in continuous optimization [32]. With this final addition,
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our novel formulation becomes

max
S⊆N

min
P∈∆n

n∑
i=1

Pif
i(S) + λD(P ∥ Q)

s. t. |S| ≤ K.

(6)

1.2 Related Works and Significance

Robust submodular optimization. Reference [18] is a fundamental work
in establishing the notion of robustness in submodular optimization that is
adopted in the current manuscript, and proposing an algorithmic solution
to the worst-case formulation of Problem (2), namely, the Submodular
Saturation Algorithm (SSA). This algorithm will be discussed consid-
erably in the following sections and will constitute one of the baselines for our
work to be compared against. References [29, 33] similarly adopt the same
formulation of Problem (2) in consideration of robustness. The former of
these works generalizes the results of [18], which deals with the cardinality-
constrained problem, to cases where knapsack or other matroid constraints
are present, including the case where the constraints themselves are submod-
ular, as well. The latter shifts the focus to achieving higher computational
efficiency, aiming for a fast and practical algorithm with asymptotic approx-
imation guarantees when n, the number of objective functions is increased
arbitrarily. Reference [30] proposes a novel notion of robustness that yet
pertains to the context of multiple objective functions. The authors firstly
motivate their novel approach by drawing attention to the pessimistic nature
of Problem (2). They instead propose an approach that entails the maxi-
mization of the pth quantile of the objective functions, where 0 ≤ p < 1. To
simplify, this approach may be viewed as forgoing the consideration of the
worst-performing pth of the objective functions in favor of maximizing the
remaining. Different from all of the previously mentioned works, the present
work shifts the focus to the scope of distributional robustness, focusing on
localizing our goal of robustness within a subset of the n−dimensional sim-
plex, in a neighborhood of a reference distribution. References [24,34] adopt
one of the aforementioned different notions of robustness within the con-
text of submodular optimization. In these works, the notion of robustness is
against the post-processing of solutions for the arbitrary or adversarial dele-
tion of a certain number of elements, rather than robustness against multiple
submodular objective functions.

Distributionally-robust optimization. Our work is closely related to
and motivated by the distributionally robust optimization paradigm. In a
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very general sense, distributionally robust optimization is a paradigm where
some uncertainty about the nature of the problem is governed by a proba-
bility distribution and the goal is to leverage the information we have about
this governing distribution with the goal of optimization or optimal decision-
making. Reference [35] approaches a convex optimization problem in the
context of distributionally robust optimization. Reference [36] broadens the
scope of consideration of online optimization of nonconvex functions. In par-
ticular, the authors use relative entropy regularization, which we also employ
in this work. Reference [31], much like our work, deals with distributionally-
robust optimization of submodular functions. The authors here work in the
presence of stochastic submodular objective functions that are drawn from a
given reference distribution and aim to maximize the expected value of such
functions. They propose an approach that entails a variance-regularized ob-
jective, making use of the multilinear extension of submodular functions and
the Momentum Frank-Wolfe algorithm. In contrast to this line of work, we
leverage distributionally robust optimization for discrete multi-task subset
selection and demonstrate the possibility of formulating the distributionally
robust problem as a simple submodular maximization problem, essentially
allowing us to produce a distributionally robust solution at no additional
cost to produce a solution to the naive formulation of Problem (4).

2 Preliminaries and Background

We begin by introducing the concept of the marginal gain in set functions
because it is key in defining submodular functions.

Definition 1 (Marginal gain). Given a set function f : 2N → R and A,B ⊆
N , we denote f(B ∪ A) − f(B), the marginal gain in f due to adding A to
B, by ∆f (A|B).
When the set A is a singleton, i.e., A = {a}, we drop the curly brackets to
adopt the short-hand notation ∆f (a|B).

Now, we introduce the notion of submodularity using this definition.

Definition 2 (Submodularity). A set function f : 2N → R is submodular if
for every A ⊆ B ⊆ N and e ∈ N \B, it holds that

∆f (e|A) ≥ ∆f (e|B). (7)

This definition of submodularity highlights the renowned diminishing
marginal gains property of submodular functions, which is commonly re-
ferred to when making the analogy to discrete concave functions. However,
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the following equivalent definition, although less intuitive, proves to be more
useful in certain situations, including a part of our analysis:

Definition 3 (Submodularity, alternative). A set function f : 2N → R is
submodular if for every A,B ⊆ N,

f(A ∩B) + f(A ∪B) ≤ f(A) + f(B). (8)

The common notion in thinking about a submodular function f is that it
scores each set by its utility, as such, we will commonly refer to the evaluation
f(S) as the utility, performance, or score of set S.

Finally, we introduce two additional useful properties of set functions,
that are combined with submodularity in the derivation of theoretical guar-
antees for approximation algorithms that optimize submodular functions.

Definition 4 (Normalized set functions). A set function f : 2N → R is
normalized if f(∅) = 0.

Definition 5 (Monotone nondecreasing set functions). A set function f :

2N → R is monotone nondecreasing if for every A ⊆ B ⊆ N, we have
f(A) ≤ f(B).

Note that a set function f having both of the last two properties ensures
that f ≥ 0.

Possibly the most fundamental result in submodular optimization con-
cerns the maximization of normalized, monotone nondecreasing submodular
functions under a cardinality constraint. In this case, the iterative Greedy
algorithm, which simply consists of going over the entire set of remaining el-
ements at each iteration and adding the one with the highest marginal gain
to the solution, obtains an approximation ratio of 1− 1/e. Although simple
in principle, Greedy is demonstrably the optimal approximation algorithm,
unless P = NP. [22]

While Greedy is demonstrably optimal and very easy to implement, its
standard form is usually avoided due to the computational cost of reevaluat-
ing every remaining element at each iteration that it incurs. Several meth-
ods have been proposed to circumvent this shortcoming, two significant ones
being Lazy Greedy [37], and Stochastic Greedy [38]. In particular,
Stochastic Greedy achieves a reduced computational cost by reducing
its evaluations to a subset of the remaining elements sampled uniformly at
random at each iteration, instead of reevaluating every element. Stochas-
tic Greedy also enjoys, on expectation, an approximation ratio similar to
that of Greedy, with an additional term that designates the dependence
on the cardinality of the randomly sampled subset.
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Theorem 1 (Stochastic Greedy approximation ratio). [38] Let f :

2N → R be a normalized, monotone nondecreasing submodular function. Let
R = (|N |/K) log(1/ϵ) be the size of the sampled set at each iteration of
Stochastic Greedy used in the solution of Problem (1), where ϵ ∈ (0, 1).
Then, on expectation, Stochastic Greedy achieves an approximation ra-
tio of 1 − 1/e − ϵ, i.e., Stochastic Greedy produces a solution Ŝ which
satisfies

E[f(Ŝ)] ≥ (1− 1/e− ϵ)f(S∗), (9)

where S∗ is a maximizer of Problem (1).

3 Investigation of Various Statistical Distances for
Regularization

In the formulation of Problem (6), we have intentionally left unspecified
the statistical distance D(P ∥ Q) to be used in the regularization term,
in order to localize our region of interest to a neighborhood around the
reference distribution Q. In this section, we will be specifically interested in
investigating which choices of D(· ∥ ·) lead to favorable algorithmic solutions
and theoretical guarantees for Problem (6). In particular, of specific interest
will be such D(· ∥ ·) that preserve the submodular nature of the problem.
For, ensuring that the problem remains submodular allows us to produce a
locally robust solution essentially at no additional cost with respect to the
non-robust formulation of Problem (1), by falling back to our familiar tools
such as Stochastic Greedy, and enjoying theoretical guarantees such as
that presented in Theorem 1.

We first shift our attention to metrics induced by ℓp norms. One choice
for D(P ∥ Q) that leads to a favorable algorithmic solution is the metric
induced by the ℓ∞ norm, i.e., D(P ∥ Q) = ∥P −Q∥∞ := maxi∈[n]|Pi −Qi|.
With this selection, Problem (6) becomes

max
S⊆N

min
P∈∆n

n∑
i=1

Pif
i(S) + λ∥P −Q∥∞

s. t. |S| ≤ K.

(10)

In this case, we may exploit the reduction of the inner problem of (10) to a
linear program to derive a result. Indeed, since we know that the optimal
point of a linear program will occur at one of the vertices of the feasible
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region [39], we have the following equivalence:

min
P∈∆n

n∑
i=1

Pif
i(S) + λ∥P −Q∥∞ ≡ min

i∈[n]
f i(S)− λQi. (11)

Hence, Problem (10) reduces, in whole, to

max
S⊆N

min
i∈[n]

f i(S)− λQi

s. t. |S| ≤ K.
(12)

The main observation about Problem (12) is that it is strikingly similar to the
worst-case formulation of Problem (2), however, in addition, the information
due to the reference distribution Q still holds influence. We propose to
use SSA [18] with a slight modification enabling the incorporation of the
reference distribution Q for the solution of Problem (12). The full algorithm,
which we name Saturate with Preference, is presented in Algorithm
1.

It is worth noting that the choice of the metric induced by the ℓ1 norm,
i.e., D(P ∥ Q) = ∥P − Q∥1 :=

∑n
i=1|Pi − Qi|, through the same reduction

of the inner problem to a linear program, and the same equivalence of (11),
results in the same formulation of Problem (12). Since P and Q are discrete
probability distributions, one may also view the quantity ∥P−Q∥1 as a scaled
version of the total variation distance, an example of an f−divergence, which
motivates the discussion of the next section, in using one f−divergence with
particularly significant theoretical outcomes, namely, the relative entropy or
KL-divergence.

4 Relative Entropy Regularization

The choice of relative entropy for the regularizing function, i.e., D(P ∥ Q) =
DKL(P ∥ Q), where

DKL(P ∥ Q) :=

n∑
i=1

Pi log

(
Pi

Qi

)
, (13)

leads to the most significant theoretical outcomes, as will be seen in the
following analysis. With this choice, the novel formulation is as follows:

max
S

min
P

n∑
i=1

Pif
i(S) + λDKL(P ∥ Q)

s. t. S ⊆ N, |S| ≤ K, and P ∈ ∆n.

(14)
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Algorithm 1 Saturate with Preference
Input: Finite collection of monotone nondecreasing submodular functions

f1, . . . fn, ground set N , cardinality constraint K ∈ N, regularization param-
eter λ ≥ 0, reference distribution Q ∈ ∆n

Output: Solution set S

1: km ← 0
2: kM ← mini f

i(N)− λQi

3: § ← ∅
4: while kM − km ≥ 1/n do
5: k ← (kM − km)/2
6: Define f̄(k)(·)← 1

n

∑n
i=1min{f i(·)− λQi, k}

7: Ŝ ← Greedy(f̄(k), k)
8: if |Ŝ| > αK then
9: kM ← k

10: else
11: km ← k
12: S ← Ŝ
13: end if
14: end while

We start our analysis of the novel formulation by considering the dual formu-
lation of the inner minimization problem in (14), by introducing a Lagrange
multiplier for the constraint P ∈ ∆n in Problem (14). We first note that
this constraint is equivalent to the two constraints (i) Pi ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [n]
and (ii)

∑n
i=1 Pi = 1. Introducing a Lagrange multiplier only for constraint

(ii), we write the Lagrangian of the inner problem as

L (P, S, µ) =
n∑

i=1

Pif
i(S) + λDKL(P ∥ Q) + µ

n∑
i=1

Pi − µ. (15)

Minimizing L(P, S, µ) over P will yield the dual formulation of the inner
problem of (14). We solve

min
P
L (P, S, µ)

s. t. Pi ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [n].
(16)

Leveraging the convexity of the problem in P , we simply look at the partial
derivative of L with respect to each Pi, which is given by

∂L
∂Pi

= f i(S) + λ log

(
Pi

Qi

)
+ λ+ µ. (17)
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Setting this quantity equal to 0, we obtain the minimizer P ∗
i :

P ∗
i = Qi exp

(
−λ+ µ+ f i(S)

λ

)
. (18)

Using this, along with the fact that
∑n

i=1 P
∗
i = 1, we get

n∑
i=1

P ∗
i =

n∑
i=1

Qi exp

(
−λ+ µ+ f i(S)

λ

)

=

n∑
i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

)
exp

(
−λ+ µ

λ

)
= 1.

(19)

Then,

λ+ µ = λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

))
. (20)

Now, evaluating L at the minimizer P ∗, we obtain

L(P ∗, S, µ) =
n∑

i=1

P ∗
i f

i(S) + λDKL(P
∗ ∥ Q)

=
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−λ+ µ+ f i(S)

λ

)
f i(S)

+ λ
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−λ+ µ+ f i(S)

λ

)
·
[
−λ+ µ+ f i(S)

λ

]
= − (λ+ µ)

n∑
i=1

Qi exp

(
−λ+ µ+ f i(S)

λ

)
.

(21)

Since we have
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−λ+ µ+ f i(S)

λ

)
=

n∑
i=1

P ∗
i = 1, (22)

(21) becomes

L(P ∗, S, µ) = − (λ+ µ) . (23)
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Finally, from (20), we obtain:

g(S) := L(P ∗, S, µ) = −λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

))
. (24)

Hence, the dual formulation of Problem (14) becomes that of the maximiza-
tion of another set function g:

max
S⊆N

g(S)

s.t. |S| ≤ K.
(25)

A simple analysis of the extreme cases of values for the regularization pa-
rameter λ is revealing of the equivalence of the two problems. We evaluate
the limit

lim
λ→x
−λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

))
=

lim
λ→x
−
log
(∑n

i=1Qi exp
(
−f i(S)

λ

))
1
λ

(26)

This limit is equivalent to

lim
λ→x

∑n
i=1Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

)
f i(S)∑n

i=1Qi exp
(
−f i(S)

λ

) . (27)

Letting x→∞, we have:

lim
λ→∞

∑n
i=1Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

)
f i(S)∑n

i=1Qi exp
(
−f i(S)

λ

) =

n∑
i=1

Qif
i(S). (28)

This is indeed the expected behavior, since letting λ → ∞ in Problem (14)
effectively assigns all importance to the regularization term, and necessarily
forces one to have P = Q, making the objective

max
S⊆N

n∑
i=1

Qif
i(S)

s.t. |S| ≤ K,

(29)
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which is recovered exactly in (28).
On the other hand, letting x = 0, the value of the limit is determined by

the most dominant term in the sums in the numerator and the denominator,
that is,

lim
λ→0

∑n
i=1Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

)
f i(S)∑n

i=1Qi exp
(
−f i(S)

λ

)
= min

i∈[n]

Qi exp
(
−f i(S)

λ

)
f i(S)

Qi exp
(
−f i(S)

λ

) = min
i∈[n]

f i(S).

(30)

Hence, the problem becomes

max
S⊆N

min
i∈[n]

f i(S)

s.t. |S| ≤ K.
(31)

Again, letting x = 0 in Problem (14) removes the regularization term, and
reduces the inner minimization problem to a linear program, whose solution
will have Pi = 1 for i = argmini∈[n] f

i(S), and Pj = 0 for all j ̸= i, exactly
recovering (31). Note that this is also exactly the worst-case formulation of
Problem (2), demonstrating that our novel formulation is a generalization of
the worst-case formulation.

The main question that arises directly from this novel formulation of
Problem (25) is whether the function g retains the properties of being nor-
malized, monotone non-decreasing, and submodular since the presence of
all three of these properties would reduce the solution of Problem (25) to
the use of standardized methods. Fortunately, this is indeed the case, as
demonstrated in Theorem 2.

Theorem 2. The set function g(S) is

(i) normalized,

(ii) monotone non-decreasing, and

(iii) submodular.
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Proof. (i) We have

g(∅) = −λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(∅)

λ

))

= −λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp (0)

)
= −λ log (1) = 0.

(32)

(ii) Let S ⊆ T ⊆ N . Then, for each i ∈ [n], we have f i(S) ≤ f i(T ).
Hence, −f i(S)/λ ≥ −f i(T )/λ, and exp(−f i(S)/λ) ≥ exp(−f i(T )/λ),
thanks to the monotone increasing property of the exp function and
the nonnegativity of λ. Now, because Qi ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [n],

Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

)
≥ Qi exp

(
−f i(T )

λ

)
, (33)

and thus
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

)
≥

n∑
i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(T )

λ

)
. (34)

Finally, once again using the monotone increasing property of the log
function, we get

log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

))

≥ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(T )

λ

))
,

(35)

and thus

− λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S)

λ

))

≤− λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(T )

λ

))
,

(36)

that is, g(S) ≤ g(T ).
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(iii) For this step, we use the alternative definition of submodularity, Defi-
nition 3. We have, for every S, T ⊆ N,

g (S ∩ T ) + g (S ∪ T )

=− λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S ∩ T )

λ

))

− λ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S ∪ T )

λ

))

=− λ

[
log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S ∩ T )

λ

))

+ log

(
n∑

i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S ∪ T )

λ

))]

=− λ log

( n∑
i=1

Qi exp

(
−f i(S ∩ T )

λ

)

·
n∑

j=1

Qj exp

(
−f j(S ∪ T )

λ

))

=− λ log

( n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

exp

(
−f i(S ∩ T ) + f j(S ∪ T )

λ

)

·QiQj

)
.

(37)

With a similar derivation, we get that

g(S) + g(T ) =

− λ log

 n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

exp

(
−f i(S) + f j(T )

λ

)
QiQj

 .
(38)

Now, as in the previous step, using the fact that f i is submodular for
each i ∈ [n], that the exp and log functions are monotone increasing,
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and that each product QiQj ≥ 0, we obtain

− λ log

( n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

exp

(
−f i(S ∩ T ) + f j(S ∪ T )

λ

)

·QiQj

)
≤

− λ log

 n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

exp

(
−f i(S) + f j(T )

λ

)
QiQj

 ,

(39)

that is, g(S ∩ T ) + g(S ∪ T ) ≤ g(S) + g(T ).
■

This theorem proves that the novel formulation of Problem (25) is once
again a normalized, monotone nondecreasing submodular function maxi-
mization problem under a cardinality constraint. Then, any standard method,
such as Stochastic Greedy, with well-established theoretical guarantees
such as that of Theorem 1 may be used for the solution of Problem (25)
(and hence for its equivalent, Problem 14). This, in turn, guarantees the
production of a locally distributionally robust solution that is produced at
no additional function evaluation cost with respect to the solution of the
naive formulation of Problem (4). Our novel formulation greatly relaxes the
SSA and enables the use of much less computationally expensive methods
for the solution.

5 Application to Online Submodular Optimization

A natural application of the proposed scheme arises within the context of
online submodular optimization, in the presence of time-varying objective
functions. In this setting, we aim to produce solutions to a sequence of
problems

max
St

ft(St)

s.t. St ⊆ N, |St| ≤ K, ∀t ∈ N,
(40)

where each ft is submodular, monotone nondecreasing, and normalized.
It is easy to approach this problem with the standard methods that

we possess. One could treat the problem at each time step t as a separate,
standalone problem, and use any variant of the Greedy methods to produce
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a solution St, entirely decoupled from the problems arising at different time
steps.

However, in practical settings, it may be desirable to forgo reconstruct-
ing a new solution independent of the previous solutions at each time step,
especially if the selection of additional distinct elements incurs extra cost.
In this case, it would be desirable to be able to construct a single solution
that would perform satisfactorily over multiple time steps, if possible. One
strategy to achieve this may be to set an observation window of tw time
steps, so that over tw time steps we observe the objective functions played
by the system, and only after tw time steps will we play our solution suit-
able for the tw observations. Ideally, if there is some structure or notion of
continuity within the variation of the objective functions ft, employing such
a strategy might be worthwhile, as it would use up to tw times as few dis-
tinct elements while still achieving satisfactory results. In some sense, this
would correspond to the inverse of the fairness considerations, where one
customarily wants to diversify their selections. Rather, here, the aim is to
limit diversification and conserve the same selection of elements over many
time steps.

With this idea in mind, one has to consider what sort of strategy to use
to leverage the tw observed objective functions {f1, . . . , ftw} over a given
observation window. Drawing inspiration from prevalent methods that are
in use in other optimization areas, e.g., momentum-based stochastic gradient
descent methods in continuous optimization [40, 41] and the TD(λ) method
in reinforcement learning [42], we initially propose the following scheme: For
a γ ∈ [0, 1],

max
S

γtwf1(S) + (1− γ)

tw∑
t=1

γ(tw−t)ft(S) (41)

What this formulation aims to achieve is to geometrically weigh each of
the tw observed objective functions, in a manner that may be tuned by the
parameter γ to determine how much importance will be assigned to older
observations with respect to the newer observations. Note that a value of
γ = 1 assigns all the weight to the objective function that was observed first,
f1, whereas γ = 0 assigns, with the convention that 00 = 1, all the weight
to the most recently observed objective function ftw . The values γ ∈ (0, 1)
provide us with the whole spectrum of how much importance to assign to
the past observations.

The important remark to be made in terms of this formulation and the
relative entropy regularization is that the geometric weighing of the objective

17



functions over time effectively gives us a reference distribution Γ, which we
can instead use as the center of a neighborhood of robustness, resulting in
the formulation

max
S⊆N

min
P∈∆tw

tw∑
t=1

Ptft(S) + λDKL(P ∥ Γ)

s.t. |S| ≤ K,

(42)

where Γ = (γtw , (1 − γ)γ(tw−2), . . . , (1 − γ)γ, 1 − γ). This formulation aims
to then carry the concept of robustness into the online setting, where we
attempt distributional robustness over time steps of the problem.

6 Experimental Results

In this section, we will use an application involving a constellation of low
Earth orbit (LEO) satellites to test the performance of our three novelly
proposed algorithms, namely, the relative entropy-regularized Stochastic
Greedy algorithm detailed in Section 4, its application to the online sub-
modular optimization setting detailed in Section 5, and the Saturate with
Preference algorithm detailed in Section 3. For the results, we simulate
a Walker-Delta constellation parameterized by i : T/P/f , where i is the or-
bit inclination, T is the number of satellites in the constellation, P is the
total number of orbital planes of the constellation, and f is the phase differ-
ence in between the orbital planes in pattern units [43,44]. The semi-major
axis length of all of the orbits is 8378.1 kilometers, and the satellites remain
Earth-pointing with a field-of-view angle of π/3 radians. For the testing of
all algorithms, we instantiate a constellation with parameters 75◦ : 240/12/1.

In the testing of the relative entropy-regularized Stochastic Greedy
and the Saturate with Preference algorithms, we instantiate six dis-
tinct tasks that yield six objective functions f1, . . . , f6. The objective func-
tions f1, . . . , f5 relate to the performance of the algorithms on atmospheric
sensing tasks. Each of these tasks involves taking atmospheric readings at
a set of five randomly located points on Earth. The atmospheric conditions
at these points are described by the Lorenz 63 model [45]. The dynamics
at these points are parameterized by values that make the system chaotic.
An illustration of one instance of these points is provided in Figure 3, where
points labeled 1 belong to atmospheric reading task 1 whose performance
is indicated by the value of f1, and so on. In particular, the utility val-
ues f1(S), . . . , f5(S) of these tasks for a given subset of selected satellites
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S are proportional to the additive inverse of the mean-squared error (MSE)
achieved by the selection S of satellites. The MSE is calculated by estimat-
ing the state of each atmospheric sensing point using an unscented Kalman
filter [46], and comparing it with the actual values of the atmospheric state
at the points of interest. This estimation is highly dependent on whether an
atmospheric point is within the field of view of a satellite. Note also that
the additive inverse of the MSE is known to be a weak-submodular func-
tion. [47, 48] The sixth and final task, whose performance is related by the
objective function f6, involves ground coverage of the Earth. The utility
value f6(S) of this task is proportional to the Earth coverage achieved by
the selected subset S of the satellites in the constellation. The area of cover-
age is determined based on a grid of the Earth’s surface consisting of cells of
width and height 2◦. The area of each cell is calculated assuming a spherical
Earth. If the center point of a cell on the grid is within the field-of-view of
any satellite in the selection, that grid is taken to be covered by the selection.

The utility values of all six tasks f1, . . . , f6 are normalized to the range
of [0, 1], by dividing the utility f i(S) of a selection S on task f i at any
time step by f i(N), the maximum utility achievable by selecting the entire
ground set at that time step. This ensures that the importance score of an
individual task f i is not influenced by the potentially arbitrary value of its
utility, and is solely dictated by the weight Qi assigned to it.

We randomly sample a reference distribution Q uniformly from ∆n to
assign an importance score Qi to each task f i. Following, we simulate the
atmospheric states of the points of interest and the trajectory of the Walker-
Delta constellation, for 25 time steps, each corresponding to a time interval
of 60 seconds, for 15 runs.

6.1 Relative Entropy-Regularized Stochastic Greedy for Satel-
lite Selection

For the assessment of the relative entropy-regularized Stochastic Greedy
algorithm, we compare the performance of the solutions produced by three
algorithms, in terms of four distinct performance criteria. For each of the
algorithms, we use a cardinality constraint of K = 10, a sampling set size of
|R| = 24, and a regularization parameter of λ = 0.1, where applicable. The
three algorithms compared are as follows:

• Algorithm 1 - Local: The relative-entropy regularized Stochas-
tic Greedy algorithm, that is, the Stochastic Greedy algorithm
applied to the maximization of our novel objective function g(S) =
−λ log(

∑n
i=1Qi exp (−f i(S)/λ)), of Problem (25).
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• Algorithm 2 - Saturate (Global): The Submodular Satura-
tion Algorithm, which aims to optimize the worst-case scenario in
Problem (2).

• Algorithm 3 - Reference: The Stochastic Greedy algorithm,
applied to the maximization of the objective function f(S) =

∑n
i=1Qif

i(S)
of Problem (4), focused on directly optimizing with respect to the ref-
erence distribution with no consideration of robustness.

The four performance criteria are as follows:

• Criterion 1: The utility scores with respect to the objective F1(S) =∑n
i=1Qifi(S), which represents the performance of the algorithms when

weighed directly by the reference distribution itself.

• Criterion 2: The utility scores with respect to the objective F2(S) =
mini fi(S), which represents the global worst-case single task perfor-
mance.

• Criterion 3: The utility scores with respect to the objective F3(S) =∑n
i=1 P

∗
i fi(S), where P ∗ = argminP

∑n
i=1 Pif

i(S) + λDKL(P ∥ Q),
hence representing the local worst-case scenario performance localized
to a relative entropy neighborhood of the reference distribution. This
criterion may be considered as the benchmark of our novel formulation.

• Criterion 4: The runtime of the algorithm.

The average performances of the three algorithms over 15 runs of the simu-
lation as evaluated by these four criteria are presented in Figure 2.

Several observations may be made looking at these results. Firstly, the
designation of Saturate as “too pessimistic” is indeed justified by the results,
as seen from Figure 2 (a), where it fails to perform on the reference dis-
tribution as it is too focused on worst-case performance. However, it does
indeed dominate in worst-case single-task performance over the other two
algorithms, as evidenced by Figure 2 (b).

Concerning the performance of Algorithm 1 - Local solving our novel for-
mulation, we see from Figure 2 (a) that it has comparable performance on the
reference distribution with Algorithm 3 - Reference, which directly optimizes
the reference distribution. The usefulness of the Local approach is reflected
clearly in Figure 2 (c), where we observe it fulfilling the local distributional
robustness that our novel formulation aimed at achieving. Algorithm 1 -
Local greatly outperforms Algorithm 3 - Reference and marginally outper-
forms Saturate on the worst-case scenario within a neighborhood around the
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reference distribution. However, this marginal surpassing is complemented
by the much smaller runtime and computational complexity of the Local
approach.

With regard to the wall-clock time taken by the algorithms, as expected,
Algorithms 1 and 3 perform identically, as they are essentially the same
Stochastic Greedy algorithm. Saturate performs much more poorly,
consistently taking many times as much time at each time step. This is
explained by the fact that due to its line search-based approach, Saturate uses
several runs of the Stochastic Greedy procedure in each of its iterations.

We may conclude from these results that Algorithm 1 - Local, solving
our proposed novel formulation, succeeds in constructing a solution that is
comparable to Algorithm 3 - Reference in optimizing the performance of the
reference distribution, while also achieving local distributional robustness
within the neighborhood of the reference distribution. Although Saturate
also manages to produce a solution that is more robust against worst-case
tasks and achieves decent local distributional robustness, it is much more
computationally expensive and has a much longer runtime.

6.2 Saturate with Preference for Satellite Selection

We now turn our attention to the assessment of Algorithm 1, Saturate
with Preference. The general setting of the experiments remains similar
to the previous subsection, with the same constellation parameters of 75◦ :
240/12/1, and the same objective functions f1, . . . , f6. We compare the
performance of the selection made by Saturate with Preference, with
that of the unmodified Submodular Saturation Algorithm, by looking
at the values achieved by the two objective functions that are assigned the
highest weight by the random sampling of Q. In essence, this allows us to
evaluate whether adding the element of preference to SSA works as intended.
Indeed, Figure 5 demonstrates that for the two objective functions with the
highest priority, Saturate with Preference leads to the selection of
a subset that consistently achieves a higher utility score in comparison to
SSA. Indeed, Figure 5 demonstrates that Saturate with Preference
consistently outperforms SSA in terms of the performance on the objective
functions with the highest assigned priority.

6.3 Application to Online Submodular Optimization

In this subsection, we will assess the performance of the novel formulation
(42), which we will call the time-robust (TR) formulation for the sake of
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brevity, as detailed in Section 5. In summary, the TR formulation aims, us-
ing a combination of a momentum-like weighing scheme of the time-varying
objective functions in an online setting, along with the idea of relative en-
tropy regularization, to reuse the same selections made in one step over
multiple time steps. In this way, it aims to be more cost-efficient in settings
where the selection of more diverse elements incurs additional costs.

As a baseline, we choose the standard approach of treating each individ-
ual objective function ft observed at time step t as a separate problem and
solve it using the Stochastic Greedy algorithm, without any considera-
tion for the conservation of solutions over time steps. Figure 6 demonstrates
the comparison of our proposed approach with the time-window size tw = 5
against the standard approach, in terms of the utility achieved, the wall-clock
time taken, and the total number of distinct elements used, i.e., |

⋃T
t=0 St|,

where St represents the solution constructed at time step t of the simula-
tion. The results indicate that TR achieves a comparable yet slightly lower
utility in comparison to the standard approach. The wall-clock time taken
fluctuates in the TR formulation, since with a time-window size of 5, the
algorithm only observes during four of every five time steps and plays its
solution, performing all function evaluations on every five time steps, al-
though the total wall-clock time taken is in the same range as the standard
approach. However, the total number of distinct elements chosen by the
TR formulation is much lower, using less than half the number of distinct
elements in comparison to the standard approach.

6.4 Practical Application: Image Summarization

As a final demonstration using a more day-to-day application involving ma-
chine learning and signal processing, we apply the proposed method to im-
age summarization. We tackle the case detailed in [30], which, in short,
involves selecting the most representative K ≤ |N | images out of a dataset
N = {1, 2, . . . , |N |} of indexed images. More formally, for a selection S ⊆ N
of images, one can evaluate the utility f i(S) of each image i ∈ N through
its similarity to the closest image in the selection by:

f i(S) = 1−min
e∈S

d(i, e), (43)

where d(i, e) designates some measure of distance between images i and e.
Replicating the setting in the aforementioned work [30], we use the |N | =
819-image Pokemon dataset [49], using image embeddings calculated with an
AlexNet [29] trained on the ImageNet dataset [50]. We use the normalized
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cosine distance

d(i, e) =
vi · ve
∥vi∥∥ve∥

+ min
(e,e′ )∈N2

ve · ve′
∥ve∥∥ve′∥

. (44)

The average results obtained from fifteen runs of the algorithms, where in
each the reference distribution Q is the uniform distribution, are demon-
strated in Figure 7. We observe that our proposed Local algorithm outper-
forms Saturate for nearly all values of the cardinality constraint K on the
reference distribution and on the local worst-case distribution, while also
taking significantly less computation time, as evidenced by the results of the
previous experiments. Regarding the performance on the worst-case task,
Saturate only outperforms our algorithm within the cardinality constraint
range of K = 1 to K = 5, but then both algorithms show virtually the same
performance, again, with the Local algorithm being much less computation-
ally expensive.

7 Conclusion

We proposed the novel formulation of Problem (14) to find a solution that
is locally distributionally robust in the neighborhood of a reference distribu-
tion, assign an importance score to each task in a multi-task objective, using
various statistical distances as a regularizer. The ℓ1 and ℓ∞ distances led to
the proposal of the Saturate with Preference algorithm, which incor-
porates an element of preference into the standard Submodular Satura-
tion Algorithm. Afterward, we demonstrated that using relative entropy
as a regularizer, through duality, one can show that this novel formulation is
equivalent to Problem (25). Then, we proved that this dual formulation gives
rise to another normalized, monotone nondecreasing submodular function,
which can be optimized with standard methods such as the Stochastic
Greedy algorithm, enjoying theoretical guarantees such as Theorem (1).
We proposed an application of the relative entropy regularized to online
submodular optimization, through the use of a momentum-like weighing of
the objective functions observed at each time step. We then experimentally
corroborated our results for all three of the proposed settings, motivated by
a practical scenario involving a sensor selection problem within a simula-
tion of LEO satellites. For the relative entropy regularization setting, we
compared our algorithm with two other algorithms focused on optimizing
the performance of the worst-case task, and on directly optimizing the per-
formance reference distribution itself. We concluded that solving our novel

23



formulation produces a solution that performs well on the reference distribu-
tion, is locally distributionally robust, and is quick in terms of computation
time. For the Saturate with Preference setting, we showed that our al-
gorithm consistently outperforms the standard Submodular Saturation
Algorithm in terms of the performance on the objective functions with
the highest assigned preference. For the application to the online submod-
ular optimization setting, we demonstrated that our algorithm achieves a
comparable utility to the regular method of solving each observed objective
function at the moment of its observation, with a comparable wall-clock time
taken. However, it does so by using a much smaller total number of distinct
satellites. Finally, for a more general, real-life application of the proposed
relative entropy-regularized algorithm, we tackled an image summarization
task based on contemporary neural network usage.
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Fig. 1: Illustration of the three discrete distributions on the 3−dimensional
simplex that the three discussed approaches optimize. Pworst corresponds to
the global worst-case task scenario, assigning a weight of 1 to the worst-case
task and a weight of 0 to all the others, residing on a vertex of the simplex.
Pavg assigns uniform weight to all tasks, and lies in the center of the simplex.
Q is the reference distribution within a neighborhood of which we want to
achieve local robustness. P ∗ is the local worst-case distribution within that
neighborhood of Q.
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(a) Performance on reference distribution (b) Performance on worst-case task

(c) Performance on local worst-case
distribution

(d) Wall-clock time elapsed for
constructing solutions

Fig. 2: The average performances over fifteen runs of the three algorithms
focused on optimizing the reference distribution, the global worst-case task,
and the local worst-case distribution as guided by the reference distribu-
tion, evaluated on the four criteria of reference distribution performance,
worst-case task performance, local worst-case distribution performance and
the wall-clock time elapsed taken by the algorithm in the construction of
the solution in the satellite selection task of Section 6, Subsection 6.1. Lo-
cal represents the relative entropy-regularized Stochastic Greedy algo-
rithm solving our novel formulation, aiming for local worst-case distribu-
tional robustness in the neighborhood of the reference distribution. Sat-
urate (Global) represents the Submodular Saturation Algorithm
proposed in [18], aiming for global worst-case task robustness. Reference
represents the Stochastic Greedy algorithm being used to directly opti-
mize the utility of the reference distribution. The highlighted areas indicate
one standard deviation. The results have been put through a moving average
filter with window size 6.
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Fig. 3: A selection of atmospheric points of interest for the five atmospheric
reading tasks, f1, . . . , f5 in one run of the simulation. Each task instantiates
five points of interest, for a total of twenty-five points. The labels near the
points indicate which atmospheric task a point belongs to.
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(a) Selection made by Algorithm 1 - Local

(b) Selection made by Algorithm 2 - Saturate
(Global)

(c) Selection made by Algorithm 3 - Reference

Fig. 4: The satellites selected by Algorithms 1, 2, and 3 on the 25th time
iteration of one run of the simulation. The red points with their correspond-
ing numbers indicate the atmospheric points of interest and the tasks they
belong to. The blue points indicate the satellites in the constellation. The
green points indicate the selected satellites at the current time iteration.
The highlighted green areas indicate the ground coverage provided by the
selected satellites. The reference distribution for this run of the simulation
is Q = [0.022, 0.267, 0.088, 0.087, 0.183, 0.353].
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Fig. 5: The average performances over fifteen runs of Saturate with
Preference in comparison to the Submodular Saturation Algo-
rithm on the two objective functions with the highest assigned weight. The
highlighted areas indicate one tenth standard deviation. The results have
been put through a moving average filter with window size 6.
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(a) Average utility of the two algorithms (b) Average wall-clock time taken by the
two algorithms

(c) Average number of distinct elements
chosen by the two algorithms

Fig. 6: The average performances over fifteen runs of the two algorithms in
the online task detailed in Section 6, 6.3. The comparison criteria are the
utility achieved, the wall-clock time taken, and the total number of distinct
elements used. Regular represents the standard approach of solving each
objective function ft observed at time step t independently of the previous
objective functions observed, using the Stochastic Greedy algorithm.
TR represents the time-robust formulation detailed in Section 5, with a time-
window size tw = 5. The highlighted areas indicate one standard deviation.
The results have been put through a moving average filter with size 6.
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(a) Performance on reference distribution (b) Performance on worst-case task

(c) Performance on local worst-case
distribution

Fig. 7: The average performances over fifteen runs of the two algorithms
focused on optimizing the global worst-case task, and the local worst-case
distribution as guided by the reference distribution, evaluated on the three
criteria of reference distribution performance, worst-case task performance,
and local worst-case distribution performance in the image summarization
task of Section 6, Subsection 6.4. Local represents the relative entropy-
regularized Stochastic Greedy algorithm solving our novel formulation,
aiming for local worst-case distributional robustness in the neighborhood of
the reference distribution. Saturate (Global) represents the Submodular
Saturation Algorithm proposed in [18], aiming for global worst-case task
robustness. The highlighted areas indicate one standard deviation. The
results have been put through a moving average filter with window size 6.

35


	Introduction
	Contribution
	Related Works and Significance

	Preliminaries and Background
	Investigation of Various Statistical Distances for Regularization
	Relative Entropy Regularization
	Application to Online Submodular Optimization
	Experimental Results
	Relative Entropy-Regularized Stochastic Greedy for Satellite Selection
	Saturate with Preference for Satellite Selection
	Application to Online Submodular Optimization
	Practical Application: Image Summarization

	Conclusion

