arXiv:2401.02569v2 [math.OC] 19 Apr 2024

Stochastic Dissipativity for Systems with Probabilistic Input Delays

Ethan J. LoCicero, Amy K. Strong, Leila J. Bridgeman

Thomas Lord Department of Mechanical Engineering and Materials Science, Duke University, North Carolina, United States of America

Abstract

This work considers stochastic operators in general inner-product spaces, and in particular, systems with stochastically timevarying input delays of a known probability distribution. Stochastic dissipativity and stability are defined from an operatortheoretic perspective, and the well-known open-loop dissipativity conditions for closed-loop/network stability are extended to the stochastic case. Criteria are derived to identify dissipative nonlinear systems with stochastic input delays, and this result is used to find delay-distribution-dependent linear matrix inequality conditions for stochastic dissipativity of a linear system with input delays of a known probability distribution. A numerical experiment demonstrates the utility of the resulting criteria for robust plant analysis and controller design, highlighting significantly reduced conservatism compared to deterministic methods.

Key words: time-delays, stochastic control, robust control of nonlinear systems, linear matrix inequalities, passivity

1 Introduction

Signal delays are pervasive in a wide variety of fields, including chemical systems, lasers, aircraft, the internet, robotic tele-operation, traffic control, biology, and medicine [1,15,21,32]. Delays are particularly notable in large-scale, distributed systems where control and measurement signals are communicated over vast distances and unreliable networks. Such delays can adversely affect performance and stability, and they greatly complicate the mathematical analysis of otherwise simple problems [9,29,32].

Stability analysis of delayed systems is a challenging problem. For instance, the necessary and sufficient form of a Lyapunov-Krasovskii (L-K) functional for proving stability of a linear time invariant (LTI) system with constant state delays results in infinite-dimensional linear matrix inequality (LMI) conditions [29,32]. Moreover, no L-K functional form is yet known to be necessary and sufficient for proving the stability of an LTI system with time-varying delays. As a result, there is a

⋆ This work is supported by NSF GRFP Grant No. 1644868,

the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, and ONR Grant No. N00014- 23-1-2043. Corresponding author Ethan J. LoCicero.

Email addresses: ethan.locicero@duke.edu (Ethan J. LoCicero, ), amy.k.strong@duke.edu (Amy K. Strong, ),

leila.bridgeman@duke.edu (Leila J. Bridgeman).

vast literature on deriving variations of L-K functionals [11,12,13,23,29,32].

An alternative approach to stability analysis has been to use input-output methods. Input-output stability notions, including passivity, gain, and conic sectors [35] have been used to analyze the stability of delayed systems [4,8,10,24,26,27,36]. However, existing results for time-varying delays are often limited and overlyconservative. Moreover, these results often don’t account for the inherent stochasticity in many delay processes. However, input-output methods are often thought of as special cases of QSR-dissipativity as introduced in Reference [34], so the recent (and long foreshadowed [31]) development of stochastic dissipativity [14] provides an opportunity for less conservative analysis of delay systems. Consequently, this paper develops dissipativity theory for systems with stochastic input delays.

In the framework of Reference [14], a stochastic system need only satisfy a dissipativity property in expectation, which is then used to show Lyapunov stability in probability. This has the potential to significantly reduce the conservatism of stability results for stochastic systems. While the stochastic dissipativity definition and stability theorem from Reference [14] are broad, their criteria to identify dissipativity, which comes in the form of a KYP-style lemma, is restricted to nonlinear systems with affine dependence on the random process. This re-

Preprint submitted to Automatica 3 July 2024 striction precludes delays from the analysis.

In this paper, the notion of stochastic dissipativity is revisited with two major changes compared to Reference [14]. First, dissipativity and stability are approached from an operator-theoretic perspective. In many cases, operator-theoretic perspectives, which are centered on input-output stability, are equivalent to state-space perspectives, which are centered on Lyapunov stability. However, in certain cases, input-output stability implies Lyapunov stability [17]. Second, a delay-distribution-dependent KYP-style lemma is derived to characterize stochastic, QSR-dissipative systems. Along with a new stochastic dissipativity definition, stability theorem, and general dissipativity criteria for nonlinear systems with stochastic input delays, a KYP-style lemma is provided for LTI systems with stochastic input delays of bounded probability distribution, which results in LMI conditions for stochastic dissipativity. The utility of these LMI conditions is illustrated in a numerical example.

1.1 Preliminaries

In this section, notation is established and some properties of inner product spaces and probability spaces are reviewed. Let element-wise inequalities be denoted <, >, ≤, and ≥, and let matrix definiteness be denoted ≻, ≺, ⪰, and ⪯. An overline, (·), denotes a bound above in the sense of a ≤ a for scalars and A ⪯ A for matrices. The n-dimensional identity and n × m-dimensional zero matrices are I_n and 0_{n×m}, respectively. Subscripts are dropped when evident from context. Asterisks denote duplicate blocks in symmetric matrices, and (·)^T denotes the transpose of a matrix. To preserve space, He(M) := M + M^T , and Sq(M, x) := x^T Mx. The set of real numbers over a closed interval, [a, b], is denoted R_{[a,b]} . Square brackets are replaced with parenthesis to denote the open interval, as in R_{(a,b)} . Integers are denoted likewise with Z. The n-dimensional real vectors and n×m-dimensional real matrices are denoted R^n and R^{n×m} , respectively. The set of n×n symmetric matrices is denoted S^{n×n}. The set of square-summable sequences is denoted ℓ_2, and the ℓ_2-norm is denoted || · ||_{ℓ2} .

A set X is a real inner product space if it is closed under addition, + : X × X → X , and scalar multiplication, · : R × X → X , and is equipped with an inner product mapping ⟨(·), (·)⟩ : X × X → R. If the elements of X are n-dimensional vector sequences, i.e. x : Z → R^n for all x ∈ X , then the space is denoted X^n. The space X is complete if ||x||^2_X := ⟨x, x⟩ < ∞ for all x ∈ X . The extension of X , denoted X_e, satisfies ||x_{[T ]}||^2_X < ∞ for all T ∈ R_{[0,∞)} , where x_{[T ]} is the truncation of x(k) at k = T , defined as x(k) = x(k) for k ≤ T and x(k) = 0 for k > T . The truncated inner product is also sometimes denoted ⟨x, y⟩_{[T ]}. A complete probability space is defined by (Ω, F, P), where Ω is the sample space, F is the event space (a σ-algebra of subsets of Ω), and P : F → [0, 1] is a probability measure (a nonnegative countably additive set function satisfying P(Ω) = 1). A single sample from Ω at time T is denoted w_T , while sequence of samples from time 0 to time T is denoted with brackets, as in w_{[T ]} ∈ F. Independent and identically distributed samples are denoted i.i.d. The notation E_{w[k] ∼P}(f(w_{[k]})) denotes the expected value of the function f(w_{[k]}), where w_{[k]} ∈ F is distributed according to P.

1.2 A Motivating Counterexample

It is well known that the gain of a system is invariant with respect to constant input delays. Therefore, when investigating the stability of a network using the Small Gain Theorem [6], constant input delays can be neglected, begging the question: why is so much effort taken here to establish input-output properties? The answer is, for time-varying input delays, even establishing gain becomes complicated.

Consider, for instance, the linear memory-less system y = Ku, where u ∈ ℓ_2 and K ∈ R. The gain of this system is K. Now consider its delayed counterpart, y_d = Ku(k − w_k), where 0 ≤ w_k ≤ 2. A valid trajectory of this system is given by the sequences {u(k)} = {2, 1, 0, 0, ..., 0} and {w_k} = {0, 1, 2, 0, ..., 0}. (Note, this delay sequence represents a realistic case of communication dropout over two time steps). The input norm is ||u||^2_{ℓ2} = 5, and consequently, ||y||^2_{ℓ2} = 5K, as expected. However, ||y_d||^2_{ℓ2} = 12K, which is a gain of 12 5 K > K. If the maximum delay increases, the gain can actually become arbitrarily large, by selecting w_k = k. Therefore, time-varying input delays can have a significant impact on gain and more general dissipativity properties.

There have been several recent investigations into gain bounds for systems with time-varying input delays [4,36,37], as well as a broad literature on L-K functions for systems with time-varying delays [12,13,23]. However, these results presume no additional information about the delay beyond its maximum and minimum value. Here, stochastic information about the delay is used to recover stochastic dissipativity properties and ultimately less conservative stochastic stability guarantees.

2 Stochastic Dissipativity Theory

This section defines a stochastic version dissipativity and input-output stability on general inner-product spaces. Then, Theorem 1 shows when stochastic dissipativity implies stochastic input-output stability, and Theorem 2 builds on this to derive stability conditions for networks of dissipative operators. Both theorems are direct extensions of Vidyasagar’s Dissipativity Theorem [33] to the realm of stochastic dissipativity.

Dissipativity was introduced as an extension of Lyapunov theory to open systems (systems with inputs and outputs) [34]. However, when viewed from an operatortheoretic perspective [33], it can be seen as a multidimensional generalization of conic sectors [35]. The operator-theoretic perspective foregoes the concept of a state to show input-output stability of a more general operator on an inner product space. Though dissipativity was originally developed for continuous-time systems, it has long been extended to discrete systems [3]. More recently, the notion of stochastic dissipativity, or dissipativity-in-expectation, has been introduced in the Lyapunov framework [14,30]. In Definition 1, a similar definition that provides several advantages is introduced from the operator-theoretic perspective.

Definition 1 Given a complete real inner product space, X , and a complete probability space, (Ω, F, P), where any two samples, w_i, w_j ∈ Ω, are mutually independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), a system G : X^n_e × F → X^m_e is (Q, S, R)-dissipative-in-expectation (or stochastically dissipative) with Q ∈ S^m, S ∈ R^{m×n} , and R ∈ S^n if there exists β ∈ R (possibly a function of initial conditions) such that for all T ∈ Z_{(0,∞)} and u ∈ X^n_e ,

E_{w[T ]∼P} (⟨ ξ, [ Q S S^T R ] ξ ⟩) ≥ β, (1)

where ξ^T = [ G^T (u_{[T ]}, w_{[T ]}) u^T_{[T ]} ] . This definition is similar to Reference [14], Equation 30, except it is restricted to the QSR-type supply rate and relaxed to general inner product spaces. The inclusion of nonzero β is also an important relaxation for handling initial conditions in the operator-theoretic framework. Next, a stochastic version of input-output stability is presented.

Definition 2 Given a complete real inner product space, X , and a complete probability space, (Ω, F, P), where any two samples, w_i, w_j ∈ Ω, are i.i.d., an operator G : X^n_e × F → X^m_e is input-output stable-in-expectation (or stochastically input-output stable) on X if there exists β ∈ R (possibly depending on initial conditions) and γ ∈ R_{(0,∞)} such that for all u ∈ X^n, E_{w[T ]∼P}(||G(u_{[T ]}, w_{[T ]})||^2_X ) ≤ γ||u_{[T ]}||^2_X + β for all T ∈ Z_{(0,∞)}. Naturally, one might ask whether this is a strong enough statement of stability to be practically useful. In the following lemma, Markov’s inequality demonstrates that stochastic input-output stability does in fact ensure that the output gain is almost surely bounded.

Lemma 1 If G : X^n_e × F → X^m_e is stochastically inputoutput stable on the complete, real inner product space,

X , and the complete probability space, (Ω, F, P), then ‖G(u_{[T ]}, w_{[T ]})‖^2_X < ∞ almost surely.

PROOF. By Markov’s Inequality [28,18], P(X≥a) ≤ E(X) a for any non-negative random variable ,X, with finite expectation, and for any a > 0. Letting X = ‖G(u_{[T ]}, w_{[T ]})‖^2_X and substituting the upper bound on its expectation from Definition 2, there exists some γ ∈ R_> and β ∈ R such that P(‖G(u_{[T ]}, w_{[T ]})‖^2_X ≥ a) ≤

γ‖u_{[T ]}‖^2_X +β

a for all a > 0, u ∈ X^n, T ∈ Z_>. Taking the limit, lim_{a→∞} P(‖G(u_{[T ]}, w_{[T ]})‖^2_X ≥ a) = 0. Therefore, ‖G(u_{[T ]}, w_{[T ]})‖^2_X is unbounded almost never.

From Lemma 1, this definition of stochastic inputoutput stability is about as strong as deterministic input-output stability. While the stochastic version allows for some events to cause the output norm to be unbounded, these events happen with zero probability. Now, Theorem 1 relates stochastic dissipativity to stochastic input-output stability.

Theorem 1 Consider a complete real inner product space, X , and a complete probability space, (Ω, F, P), where any two samples, w_i, w_j ∈ Ω, are i.i.d. If G : X^n_e × F → X^m_e is stochastically dissipative with Q ≺ 0, then G is stochastically input-output stable on X .

PROOF. The proof employs the S-procedure [5], which is to say M ⪯ 0 is implied by the existence of some α ∈ R_{(0,∞)} such that M + αF ⪯ 0 for some F ⪰ 0. In this case, the aim is to show there exists β_{io} ∈ R and γ ∈ R_{(0,∞)} such that M = E_{w[T ]∼P}(||G(u_{[T ]}, w_{[T ]})||^2_X ) − γ||u_{[T ]}||^2_X − β_{io} ≤ 0 for all T ∈ R_{(0,∞)} . To do so, let F be given by Equation 1. Rearranging and letting β_{io} = −αβ yields the condition

E_{w[T ]∼P} (⟨ ξ, [ αQ + I αS αS^T αR − γI ] ξ ⟩) ≤ 0.

This condition is implied by the matrix inside being negative definite, which by Schur complement is equivalent to αQ + I ≺ 0 and αR − γI − αS^T (αQ + I)^{−1}αS ≺ 0. There exists α large enough that the first inequality is satisfied if and only if Q ≺ 0. Further, for any S, R, and compatible α and Q, there exists a finite γ large enough to satisfy the second inequality.

Theorem 2 Consider a complete real inner product space, X , N ∈ Z_{(0,∞)} complete probability spaces, (Ω_i, F_i, P_i), where any two samples, w^i_j , w^i_k ∈ Ω_i, are i.i.d., and N operators G_i : X^{ni}_e × F_i → X^{mi}_e , where G_i is (Q_i, S_i, R_i)-dissipative-on-average for i ∈ 1, . . . , N. Let these operators be connected by y^i=G_i(u^i, w^i) and u=Hy+η, where u^T =[u^{iT} . . . u^{N T} ], y^T = [y^{1T} . . . y^{N T} ], η ∈ X^n_e , and H is a real static matrix of appropriate dimensions. The composite network G : X^n_e × F_1 × · · · × F_N → X^m_e defined by y = G(η, w^i, . . . , w^N ) is (Q, S, R)-dissipative-on-average with Q = Q_Λ + He(S_ΛH) + H^T R_ΛH, S = S_Λ + H^T R_Λ, and R = R_Λ, where Q_Λ = diag(λ_1Q_1, . . . , λ_N Q_N ), S_Λ = diag(λ_1S_1, . . . , λ_N S_N ), R_Λ = diag(λ_1R_1, . . . , λ_N R_N ), and λ_1, . . . , λ_N ∈ R_{(0,∞)} .

PROOF. By definition, (λQ, λS, λR)-dissipativity-on-average is identical for any λ ∈ R_{(0,∞)} . Therefore, from Definition 1, it is known that for all i ∈ 1, . . . , N, there exists β_i ∈ R such that for all T > 0 and u^i ∈ X^{ni}_e , E_{w[T ]∼P} ( ⟨G_i(u^i, w^i), λ_iQ_iG_i(u^i, w^i)⟩_{[T ]} + ⟨G_i(u^i, w^i), 2λ_iS_iu^i⟩_{[T ]} + ⟨u^i, λ_iR_iu^i⟩_{[T ]} ) ≥ β_i. For more compact notation, let G = diag(G_1, . . . , G_N ), u^T = [u^{1T} . . . u^{N T} ], and β^T = [β_1 . . . β_N ], then the N known inequalities can be combined as E_{w[T ]∼P} ( ⟨G(u, w^i, . . . , w^N ), Q_ΛG(u, w^i, . . . , w^N )⟩_{[T ]} + ⟨G(u, w^i, . . . , w^N ), 2S_Λu⟩_{[T ]} + ⟨u, R_Λu⟩_{[T ]} ) ≥ β for all T > 0 and u ∈ X^n_e . Substituting the interconnection equations and rearranging yields E_{w[T ]∼P} ( ⟨y, ( Q_Λ + He(S_ΛH) + H^T R_ΛH ) y⟩_{[T ]} + ⟨y, 2 ( S_ΛH + R_Λ ) η⟩_{[T ]} + ⟨η, R_Λη⟩_{[T ]} ) ≥ β for all T >0 and η∈X^n_e . The result follows by Definition 1.

Together, Theorems 1 and 2 provide open-loop dissipativity conditions for closed-loop and network stability.

3 Identifying Stochastic Dissipativity for Probabilistic Input Delays

3.1 General Criteria

In this section, stochastic dissipativity criteria are derived for nonlinear, input-affine systems with stochastic input delays. This general lemma stops several steps short of the system of equations that result from the standard KYP-style lemma in Reference [16] and the stochastic variation in Reference [14]. Those existing results provide systems of equations to solve for a Lyapunov-like function. For delay systems, Lyapunov functions are generally too restrictive to derive delaydependent stability criteria. For LTI systems with constant state delays, the complete L-K functional is known to be necessary and sufficient for Lyapunov stability, though its form is usually too complex to deal with directly [32]. For nonlinear systems with time-varying state delays, no such criteria has yet been discovered. Consequently, the literature on L-K functionals is vast, and the best functional form is an open question. Therefore, this lemma is presented up to the point where a particular L-K functional must be chosen. In the next section, the continuation of this lemma is demonstrated with a particular choice of L-K functional for LTI systems with bounded input delays.

Theorem 3 Consider a complete real inner product space, X , and a complete probability space, (Ω, F, P), where Ω = Z_{[0,∞)} and any two samples, w_i, w_j ∈ Ω, are i.i.d. Consider the operator G : X^m_e × F → X^p_e , where y = G(u, w) is given by G : { x(k + 1) = f(x(k)) + g(x(k))u(k − w_k) y(k) = h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − w_k), (2) where x ∈ X^n_e is the state, f:R^n → R^n , g:R^n → R^{n×m} , h:R^n → R^p , and j:R^n → R^{p×m} . The system G is (Q, S, R)-dissipative-in-expectation if there exists some function V :Z × X^n × X^m × Z_{[0,∞)} → R, satisfying for all k ∈ Z, x(0) ∈ R^n , and u_{[k]} ∈ X^m, E w_{[k+1]}∼P ( Sq ( Q, h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − w_k ) ) + 2 (h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − w_k))^T Su(k)

+ Sq ( R, u(k) ) − ΔV (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) ) ≥ 0, (3)

where V (0, x(0), u_{[0]}, w(0)) depends on initial conditions, V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) ≥ 0, and ΔV (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) := V (k+1, x_{[k+1]}, u_{[k+1]}, w_{[k+1]})−V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) is the difference of V at k.

PROOF. Define the expected difference of V at k as

Δ_E V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) := E_{w[k+1]∼P} ( ΔV (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) ) . Using the properties of V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) and a telescoping sum, we have for all T > 0,

0 = E_{w[T +1]∼P} ( V (T +1, x_{[T +1]}, u_{[T +1]}, w_{[T +1]})

− V (0, x_{[0]}, u_{[0]}, w_{[0]}) ) − T∑ k=0 Δ_E V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]})

≥ α − T∑ k=0 Δ_E V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) (4) where α := −E_{w[0] ∼P}(V (0, x_{[0]}, u_{[0]}, w_{[0]})) is a function of initial conditions. Applying the S-procedure to Equation 1 and Equation 4 shows that

E_{w[T ]∼P} (^T∑ k=0 ( y^T (k)Qy(k) + 2y^T (k)Su(k) + u^T (k)Ru(k) )) ≥ β ⇐= E_{w[T ]∼P} (^T∑ k=0 ( y^T (k)Qy(k) + 2y^T (k)Su(k) + u^T (k)Ru(k) ))

+ α − T∑ k=0 Δ_E V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) ≥ β

Substituting Equation 2, selecting β = α, and rearranging yields

E w_{[T +1]}∼P (^T∑ k=0 ( Sq ( Q, h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − w_k) )

+ 2(h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − w_k))^T Su(k) + Sq ( R, u(k) ) − ΔV (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) )) ≥ 0. By linearity of the expectation operator, this is implied by Equation 3.

3.2 LMI Criteria

This section restricts the scope of discussion to LTI systems with stochastic input delays of a known, bounded distribution. First, the following lemma will be useful.

Lemma 2 For any real matrices A, B, and C of appropriate dimensions, where A and C are symmetric, [ A B B^T C ] ⪰ 0 ⇐⇒ A B nB B^T C nC nB^T nC n^2C ⪰ 0 (5)

is true for all n ∈ R_{≥0} .

PROOF. By Schur complement, the right-hand side of Equation 5 is equivalent to [ A B B^T C ] − [ nB nC ] (n^2C)^{−1} [ nB^T nC ] ⪰ 0 and n^2C ⪰ 0. The former expression resolves to [ A − BC^{−1}B^T 0 0 0 ] ⪰ 0.

The result follows by applying the Schur complement again to recover the left-hand side of Equation 5.

Next, Theorem 4 provides sufficient delay-distribution-dependent LMI conditions for an input-delayed LTI system to be stochastically (Q, S, R)-dissipative.

Theorem 4 Consider a complete probability space (Ω, F, P) where Ω = Z_{[wm,wM ]} and any two samples, w_i, w_j ∈ Ω, are i.i.d. Further, consider the operator G : X^m_e × F → X^p_e , where y = G(u, w) is given by

G : { x(k + 1) = Ax(k) + Bu(k − w_k) y(k) = Cx(k) + Du(k − w_k ), (6)

where A ∈ R^{n×n} , B ∈ R^{n×m} , C ∈ R^{p×n} and D ∈ R^{p×m} are known constant matrices. The system, G, is QSRdissipative-in-expectation if there exist M_1, M_2, M_3, N_1, N_2, N_3, W_1, W_2, W_3 ∈ R^{m×m} , positive semi-definite P ∈ S^{(n+m)×(n+m)}, X, Y ∈ S^{m×m}, and positive definite Z_1, Z_2 ∈ S^{m×m} such that

E_{wk ∼P} ~Π ~N ~M ~W ~N^T Z_2 0 0 ~M T 0 Z_1 0 ~W T 0 0 Z_1

⪰ 0 (7)

where

~Π =

Π_{11} Π_{12}+Π_{13} (w_M −w_k )Π_{12} ∗ Π_{22}+Π_{33}+He(Π_{23}) (w_M −w_k)(Π_{22}+Π_{23}) ∗ ∗ (w_M −w_k)^2Π_{22} ,

Π = Π_{11}∈S^{n+2m} Π_{12}∈R^{(n+2m)×m} Π_{13}∈R^{(n+2m)×m} ∗ Π_{22}∈S^m Π_{23}∈R^{m×m} ∗ ∗ Π_{33}∈S^m = Π_0 − Π_1 − Π_2 − Π_3 − Π_4,

Π_0 =

C^T QC C^T S 0 C^T QD 0 ∗ R 0 S^T D 0 ∗ ∗ 0_{m×m} 0 0 ∗ ∗ ∗ D^T QD 0 ∗ ∗ ∗ ∗ 0_{m×m}

,

Π_1 =

A^T 0_{n×m} 0_{m×n} I_m 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m} B^T 0_{m×m} 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m}

P

A^T 0_{n×m} 0_{m×n} I_m 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m} B^T 0_{m×m} 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m}

T

−

I_n 0_{n×m} 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m} 0_{m×n} I_m 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m} 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m}

P

I_n 0_{n×m} 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m} 0_{m×n} I_m 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m} 0_{m×n} 0_{m×m}

T

,

Π_2 = 0_{(n+m)×(n+m)} ∗ ∗ ∗ 0 (w_M −w_m+1)X+Y ∗ ∗ 0 0 −X ∗ 0 0 0 −Y ,

Π_3 = (w_M −1) 0_{n×m} I_m −I_m 0_{2m×m} (Z_1 + Z_2) 0_{n×m} I_m −I_m 0_{2m×m}

T

,

Π_4 = 0_{(n+m)×(n+m)} ∗ 0 He( [ M+N W −M −W −N ] ) ,

~N = √w_M − 1 0_{(n+m)×m} N_1 N_2 + N_3 (w_M −w_k)N_2 , N = N_1 N_2 N_3

~M = √w_k − 1 0_{(n+m)×m} M_1 M_2 + M_3 (w_M −w_k)M_2 , M = M_1 M_2 M_3 ,

~W = √w_M − w_k 0_{(n+m)×m} W_1 W_2 − W_3 (w_M −w_k )W_2 , W = W_1 W_2 W_3 .

PROOF. The outline of the proof is as follows. First, an L-K-like function is proposed based on existing literature, and its difference operator is bounded to achieve a quadratic expression in θ^T (k, w_k) := [ x^T (k) u^T (k) u^T (k−1) u^T (k−w_k) u^T (k−w_M ) ] , where

Lyapunov-like variables P , X, Y , Z_1, and Z_2 relate each of these terms to one another. Then, Theorem 3 is applied to derive an inequality condition for stochastic (Q, S, R)-dissipativity using a bound on the L-K function’s expected difference. The resulting condition is impractical to verify directly, so it is reformulated using Newton’s series of finite differences and Lemma 2, which leads to the sufficient matrix inequality condition in Equation 7. Intuition for the choice of θ(k, w_k ) is as follows. First, the terms x(k), u(k), and u(k − w_k) appear explicitly in Theorem 3. Further, applying the difference operator to u(k) results in u(k + 1) − u(k), or, to obey causality, the difference operator on u(k − 1) results in u(k)−u(k −1). Lastly using the maximum delay u(k − w_M ) will turn out to be useful at several points.

Motivated by Reference [12], consider the L-K-like function V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]})=

∑_5 i=1 V_i(k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]})≥0, where

V_1(k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) = [ x^T (k) u^T (k−1) ] P [ x(k) u(k−1) ] ,

V_2(k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) = k−1∑ i=k−w_k +1 u^T (i−1)Xu(i−1),

V_3(k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) = k−1∑ i=k−w_M +1 u^T (i−1)Y u(i−1),

V_4(k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) = −w_m+1 ∑ j=−w_M +2 k−1∑ i=k+j u^T (i−1)Xu(i−1),

V_5(k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) = −1∑ i=−w_M +1 k−1∑ m=k+i η^T (m)(Z_1+Z_2)η(m),

and η(k) := Δu(k − 1) = u(k) − u(k−1), and P , X, Y , Z_1, and Z_2 are defined in Theorem 4. Its expected difference is

Δ_E V (k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) = 5∑ i=1 Δ_E V_i(k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]})

:= 5∑ i=1 E w_{[k+1]}∼P ( V_i(k+1, x_{[k+1]}, u_{[k+1]}, w_{[k+1]})

− V_i(k, x_{[k]}, u_{[k]}, w_{[k]}) ) .

Dropping the arguments of Δ_E V_i,

Δ_E V_1 = E_{wk ∼P} ( Sq ( P, [ Ax(k) + Bu(k − w_k) u(k) ] )

− Sq ( P, [ x(k) u(k−1) ] )) ,

Δ_E V_2 = E_{w[k+1]∼P} (^k∑ i=k−w_{k+1} +2 Sq(X, u(i − 1))

− k−1∑ i=k−w_k +1 Sq(X, u(i − 1)) )

≤ E_{wk ∼P} ( Sq(X, u(k − 1)) − Sq(X, u(k − w_k)) + k−w_m+1 ∑ i=k−w_M +2 Sq(X, u(i − 1)) ) ,

Δ_E V_3 = E_{w[k+1]∼P} (^k∑ i=k−w_M +2 Sq(Y, u(i − 1))

− k−1∑ i=k−w_M +1 Sq(Y, u(i − 1)) )

= Sq(Y, u(k − 1)) − Sq(Y, u(k − w_M )),

Δ_E V_4 = E_{w[k+1]∼P}

(^{−w}m^{+1}∑ j=−w_M +2 k∑ i=k+1+j Sq(X, u(i − 1))

− −w_m+1 ∑ j=−w_M +2 k−1∑ i=k+j Sq(X, u(i − 1)) )

= (w_M −w_m)Sq(X, u(k−1))− k−w_m+1 ∑ i=k−w_M +2 Sq(X, u(i−1)),

Δ_E V_5 = E_{w[k+1]∼P} (^{−1}∑ i=−w_M +1 k∑ m=k+1+i Sq((Z_1 + Z_2), η(m))

− −1∑ i=−w_M +1 k−1∑ m=k+i Sq((Z_1 + Z_2), η(m)) )

= E_{wk ∼P} ( (w_M −1)Sq((Z_1+Z_2), η(k)) − k−1∑ i=k−w_M +1 Sq(Z_2, η(i))

− k−1∑ i=k−w_k +1 Sq(Z_1, η(i))

− k−w_k∑

i=k−w_M +1 Sq(Z_1, η(i)) ) .

To see how the bound on Δ_E V_2 is derived, consider that Δ_E V_2 = E_{wk ∼P} ( Sq(X, u(k−1))−Sq(X, u(k−w_k))+R ) , where R is a remainder term that depends on w_{k+1} and w_k. This remainder is largest when w_{k+1} = w_M and w_k = w_m, which yields the expression above. This bound is useful because the summations in Δ_E V_2 and Δ_E V_4 cancel, which means

∑_4

i=1 Δ_E V_i is quadratic in θ(k). To achieve the same form with Δ_E V_5, the summations are eliminated by adding zero, completing the square, and over-bounding, as follows. First, add zero to Δ_E V_5 with

0 = 2ζ^T (k, w_k) [ M+N, W −M, −W −N ] ζ(k, w_k ) − 2ζ^T (k, w_k)M k−1∑ i=k−w_k +1 η(i)

− 2ζ^T (k, w_k)W k−w_k∑

i=k−w_M +1 η(i)

− 2ζ^T (k, w_k)N k−1∑ i=k−w_M +1 η(i),

where ζ^T (k, w_k ) := [ u^T (k−1) u^T (k−w_k) u^T (k−w_M ) ] , and M, N, and W are matrices defined in Equation 7. To see that this expression is zero, substitute [ u^T (k−1) u^T (k−w_k) u^T (k−w_M ) ]_T for ζ(k, w_k ) on the first row. Then group terms containing M, N, and W separately. Last, use the identity u(k − b) − u(k − a) = ∑_{k−b} i=k−a+1 η(i). After adding this zero, ΔE V5 contains

three summations that can be bounded above by completing the square. For example, consider the term

− k−1∑ i=k−w_k +1 ( Sq(Z_1, η(i)) + 2ζ^T (k, w_k )Mη(i) )

= − k−1∑ i=k−w_k +1 ( Sq(Z_1, η(i)) + 2ζ^T (k, w_k )Mη(i)

+ Sq(Z^{−1}_1 , M^T ζ(k, w_k )) ) + Sq(Z^{−1}_1 , M^T ζ(k, w_k )) = − k−1∑ i=k−w_k +1 ( Sq ( Z_1, η(i) + Z^{−1}_1 Mζ(k, w_k ) ))

+ Sq(Z^{−1}_1 , M^T ζ(k, w_k ))

≤ Sq(Z^{−1}_1 , M^T ζ(k, w_k)).

Applying this reasoning to all three sums results in

Δ_E V_5 = E_{wk ∼P} ( (w_M −1)Sq((Z_1+Z_2), η(k))

+ 2Sq(Φ, ζ(k, w_k )) + (w_k − 1)Sq(Z^{−1}_1 , M^T ζ(k, w_k )) + (w_M − w_k)Sq(Z^{−1}_1 , W^T ζ(k, w_k )) + (w_M − 1)Sq(Z^{−1}_2 , N^T ζ(k, w_k )) − k−1∑ i=k−w_k +1 ( Sq(Z_1, η(i)) + 2ζ^T (k, w_k)Mη(i)

+ Sq(Z^{−1}_1 , M^T ζ(k, w_k)) )

− k−w_k∑

i=k−w_M +1 ( Sq(Z_1, η(i)) + 2ζ^T (k, w_k )W η(i)

+ Sq(Z^{−1}_1 , W^T ζ(k, w_k )) ))

− k−1∑ i=k−w_M +1 ( Sq(Z_2, η(i)) + 2ζ^T (k, w_k )Nη(i)

+ Sq(Z^{−1}_2 , N^T ζ(k, w_k)) )

≤ E_{wk ∼P} ( (w_M − 1)Sq((Z_1 + Z_2)η(k))

+ Sq(He(Φ)+Ξ, ζ(k, w_k )) ) ,

where Φ = [ M + N, W − M, −W − N ] and Ξ(w_k ) = (w_k − 1)MZ^{−1}_1 M^T + (w_M − w_k)W Z^{−1}_1 W^T + (w_M − 1)NZ^{−1}_2 N^T . Equation 3 from Theorem 3 is now rewritten as E_{wk ∼P} ( θ^T (k, w_k )Π_0θ(k, w_k) ) − Δ_E V ≥ 0, where Δ_E V = Δ_E V_1 + Δ_E V_2 + Δ_E V_3 + Δ_E V_4 + Δ_E V_5, Δ_E V_1 = θ^T (k, w_k)Π_1θ(k, w_k), Δ_E V_2 + Δ_E V_3 + Δ_E V_4 = θ^T (k, w_k )Π_2θ(k, w_k ), Δ_E V_5 = Sq(Π_3 + Π_4 + Ψ(w_k), θ(k, w_k)), and Ψ(w_k) = diag(0_{(n+m)×(n+m)}, Ξ(w_k )). Letting Π = Π_0 − Π_1 − Π_2 − Π_3 − Π_4 and Υ(w_k ) = Π − Ψ(w_k), Equation 3 reduces to, for all k ∈ Z, x(0) ∈ R^n , and u_{[k]} ∈ X^m, E_{wk ∼P} ( θ^T (k, w_k)Υ(w_k )θ(k, w_k) ) ≥ 0. (8)

Equation 8 is a sufficient condition for (Q, S, R)- dissipativity, but it is not easily verifiable. To convert this to an LMI, the vectors θ must be “pulled out” of the expectation; however, θ is a function of the random variable w_k. To separate the vectors from the random variable, consider Newton’s Series of finite differences [19, pg.357][22], which gives the expression

u(k_1) = ∞∑ i=0 ( k_1−k_2 i ) Δ^i[u](k_2), where ( α β ) =^{α!}_{β!(α−β)!} is the binomial, and Δ^i[u](k_2) = ∑_i l=0(−1)^{i−l} ( i l ) u(k_2 + l) is the i^{th} order finite differ-

ence of u at k_2. Applying this with k_1 = k − w_k, and k_2 = k − w_M yields

u(k−w_k) = ∞∑ i=0 ( w_M −w_k i ) Δ^i[u](k − w_M )

= u(k−w_M ) + w_M −w_m ∑ i=1 ( w_M −w_k i ) Δ^i[u](k−w_M ).

The series is finite because for all i > w_M − w_m, the binomial term equals zero for all w_k. This may also be viewed as the (w_M −w_m)^{th}-order Lagrange interpolation polynomial, which exactly reproduces u(n) at the integer values n = k−w_M , k−w_M +1, . . . , k−w_m. To simplify notation, denote L_i(u, k) := Δ^i[u](k − w_M ). Then

θ(k, w_k ) = x(k) u(k) u(k − 1) u(k−w_M )+^{wM −wm} ∑ i=1 ( w_M −w_k i ) L_i(u, k) u(k − w_M )

.

Now the random variable, w_k, appears as a coefficient in θ, so w_k can be grouped instead with the matrix, Υ, by defining the new vector

z(k) = x(k) u(k) u(k − 1) u(k − w_M ) L_1(u, k) L_2(u, k) . . L_{wM −wm} (u, k)

and rewriting Equation 8 as z^T (k)E_{wk ∼P} (~ Υ(w_k ) ) z(k)≥0 for all k ∈ Z, x(0) ∈ R^n , and u_{[k]} ∈ X^m. This is now implied by E_{wk ∼P} (~ Υ(w_k) ) ⪰ 0 where

~Υ(w_k ) =

~Υ_{1,1} ~Υ_{1,2} ~Υ_{1,3} ~Υ_{1,4} . . . ~Υ_{1,ñ+2}

∗ ~Υ_{2,2} ~Υ_{2,3} ~Υ_{2,4} . . . ~Υ_{2,ñ+2}

∗ ∗ ~Υ_{3,3} ~Υ_{3,4} . . . ~Υ_{3,ñ+2} ∗ ∗ ∗ ~Υ_{4,4} . . . ~Υ_{4,ñ+2} . . . . . . . . .. . . . ∗ ∗ ∗ ∗ . . . ~Υ_{ñ+2,ñ+2}

,

ñ = w_M − w_m, ~Υ_{1,1} = Υ_{11},

~Υ_{1,2} = Υ_{12} + Υ_{13},

~Υ_{1,3} = ( w_M −w_k 1 ) Υ_{12},

~Υ_{1,4} = ( w_M −w_k 2 ) Υ_{12},

~Υ_{1,ñ+2} = ( w_M −w_k ñ ) Υ_{12},

~Υ_{2,2} = Υ_{22} + Υ_{33} + He(Υ_{23}),

~Υ_{2,3} = ( w_M −w_k 1 ) (Υ_{22} + Υ_{23}),

~Υ_{2,4} = ( w_M −w_k 2 ) (Υ_{22} + Υ_{23}),

~Υ_{2,ñ+2} = ( w_M −w_k ñ ) (Υ_{22} + Υ_{23}),

~Υ_{3,3} = ( w_M −w_k 1 )2 Υ_{22},

~Υ_{3,4} = ( w_M −w_k 1 ) ( w_M −w_k 2 ) Υ_{22},

~Υ_{3,ñ+2} = ( w_M −w_k 1 ) ( w_M −w_k ñ ) Υ_{22},

~Υ_{4,4} = ( w_M −w_k 2 )2 Υ_{22},

~Υ_{4,ñ+2} = ( w_M −w_k 2 ) ( w_M −w_k ñ ) Υ_{22},

~Υ_{ñ+2,ñ+2} = ( w_M −w_k ñ )2 Υ_{22}, and

Υ(w_k ) =

Υ_{11}∈S^{n+2m} ∗ ∗

Υ^T_{12}∈R^{m×(n+2m)} Υ_{22}∈S^m ∗

Υ^T_{13}∈R^{m×(n+2m)} Υ^T_{23}∈R^{m×m} Υ_{33}∈S^m .

Applying Lemma 2 recursively to ~Υ(w_k) reveals that E_{wk ∼P} (~ Υ(w_k ) ) ⪰ 0 is equivalent to E_{wk ∼P} (~ Υ^′(w_k) ) ⪰ 0, where

~Υ^′(w_k ) =

Υ_{11} Υ_{12} + Υ_{13} (w_M −w_k)Υ_{12}

∗ Υ_{22} + Υ_{33} + He(Υ_{23}) (w_M −w_k)(Υ_{22} + Υ_{23})

∗ ∗ (w_M −w_k)^2Υ_{22} .

Therefore, E_{wk ∼P} (~ Υ^′(w_k ) ) ⪰ 0 implies Equation 8 which implies Equation 3. By Theorem 3, this implies that G : U^m_e × F → U^p_e is (Q, S, R)-dissipative-in-expectation. Furthermore, ~Υ^′ = ~Π(w_k ) − ~Ψ(w_k ), where ~Ψ(w_k ) = ~MZ^{−1}_1 ~M^T + ~W Z^{−1}_1 ~W^T + ~NZ^{−1}_2 ~N^T , and ~Π, ~M, ~W , and ~N are given in Equation 7. Applying the Schur complement results in the equivalent LMI given by Equation 7.

3.3 Comparison with Deterministic Results

Theorem 4 is the first delay-distribution-dependent LMI condition for stochastic dissipativity of discrete LTI systems with time-varying input delay. To the authors’ knowledge, there is also no comparable deterministic result. The closest result may be Reference [7], which uses the average of the upper and lower state delay bounds to construct a less conservative L-K function. Because we consider input delays here, even the work of Reference [7] cannot be compared directly with the current result. To provide a basis for comparison, Theorem 4 can be used to derive delay-bound-dependent conditions for deterministic dissipativity, which is more conservative but relies on less information about the delay. Here, this condition is derived for comparison. The proof is identical to that of Theorem 4 through completing the square on Δ_E V_5, then Δ_E V_5 is bounded with Ξ ⪯ Ξ = (w_M − 1)NZ^{−1}_2 N^T + (w_M − 1)MZ^{−1}_1 M^T + (w_M − w_m)W Z^{−1}_1 W^T , as in Reference [12], so Ψ ⪯ Ψ = diag(0_{n+m}, Ξ). The term Ψ is no longer a function of w_k, so Π − Ψ ⪰ 0 provides a sufficient condition for deterministic dissipativity. This is linearized using Schur complement as Π ∗ ∗ ∗ [ 0 √ w_M − 1N^T ] Z_2 ∗ ∗ [ 0 √ w_M − 1M^T ] 0 Z_1 ∗ [ 0 √ w_M − w_mW^T ] 0 0 Z_1

⪰ 0, (9) which replaces Equation 7 in Theorem 4.

4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, Theorem 4 is used to characterize the dissipativity of a simple numerical system. The results are compared to the deterministic LMI from Equation 9 in order to illustrate some key advantages of the stochastic method. The stochastic dissipativity characterization is also used to design a static output feedback (SOF) controller with the maximum allowable gain that preserves stochastic input-output stability on U according to Theorems 1 and 2.

This section focuses the analysis on single-input-single-output (SISO) LTI systems, because the representation of dissipativity is easily visualized on a Nyquist plot, which allows a clear illustration of the advantages and disadvantages of Theorem 4. However, this theorem can also be used for non-square multiple-input-multiple output (MIMO) systems, and Theorems 1, 2, and 3 hold nonlinear systems as well.

For SISO systems, QSR-dissipativity is equivalent to Zames’ conic sectors [35]. For SISO LTI systems with constant time delay, conic sectors can be visualized as the smallest circle that circumscribes the Nyquist plot. This circle can be characterized by its center, c, and radius, r, with the equivalent dissipativity characterization Q = −1, S = c, R = r^2 −c^2. Alternatively, it can be parameterized by the circle’s minimum and maximum values on the real axis, a and b. The equivalent dissipativity characterization for this is Q = −1, S =^{a+b}_2 , and R = −ab. Gain and passivity are special cases of conic sectors, where the former is a circle centered at the origin (Q = −1, S = 0, R = r^2), and the latter is the degenerate circle with minimum value at 0 and maximum value approaching infinity (Q = 0, S =^1_2 , R = 0). When identifying conic sectors, there are two well known methods for achieving a “tight” characterization. One method [20] is to minimize the conic radius by minimizing R + S^T S. An alternative [2] is to set b → ∞, which yields the dissipative representation Q = 0, S =^1_2 , R = −a, and maximize a; then fix a and minimize b. If a finite b is possible, this dissipative representation returns to Q = −1, S =^{a+b}_2 , R = −ab. (In some cases, numerical problems ensue in maximizing a, which can be remedied by setting b to a large constant).

Consider the SISO LTI system

x(k+1) = [ 0.6024 −0.0038

0.00381 0.9451 ] x(k)+ [ 0.1647

0.0960 ] u(k−w_k) y(k) = [ 0 1 ] x(k), (10)

which is modified from the example in Reference [25] to be Lyapunov stable. The Nyquist plot of Equation 10

−1−0.500.511.52 −10 1 Real

Imaginary w_k = 0 w_k = 1 w_k = 2 w_k = 3 w_k = 4 w_k = 5

Fig. 1. Nyquist plot of Equation 10 with various constant time delays.

with no delay (w_k = 0 ∀ k) has a maximum gain of 2 and small passivity violation. As the constant delay is increased, the gain remains constant and the passivity violation grows, as demonstrated in Figure 1 for constant time delays between 0 and 5.

To demonstrate Theorem 4, the stochastic dissipativity of Equation 10 is analyzed given w_m = 1, w_M = 5, and various probability density functions for w_k . These cases are enumerated in Table 2 and illustrated in Figure 3. The “tightest” conic characterization is identified using three methods: minimizing the gain, minimizing the conic radius, and maximizing a then minimizing b. The stochastic dissipativity is compared alongside the deterministic dissipativity for a time-varying delay with the same bounds and unknown probability distribution, using Equation 9.

Several interesting trends are evident. First, all of the stochastic dissipative characterizations are tighter than the deterministic case, even when the delay distribution is uniform (Distribution 3) or concentrated around the largest delay (Distribution 1). Second, the loosest stochastic characterization is provided by the uniform delay distribution, and the characterizations get tighter as the delay distribution becomes more concentrated. This is expected since the more certain information about the delays should correspond to tighter system characterizations. Further, when the delays are concentrated around the minimum value, the tightest lower conic bound is achieved, while the gain characterization is the same for delays concentrated around the minimum and maximum, which makes sense in the context of Figure 1.

To demonstrate the utility of stochastic dissipativity for controller design, a SOF controller y_c = Ky, is designed in negative feedback (u = −y_c) with Equation 10, where the plant input delays are distributed according to Distribution 4 in Table 2. First, the stochastic dissipative characterization from Theorem 4 is employed w_k ∼ . . . LMI Gain min r max a

Unknown Eqn. 9 4.5 c = 0, r = 4.5 a = −4.1

P_1 Eqn. 7 2.1 c = 0, r = 2.1 a = −2.0

P_2 Eqn. 7 2.8 c = 0.1, r = 2.8 a = −1.9

P_3 Eqn. 7 3.9 c = 0, r = 3.9 a = −2.8

P_4 Eqn. 7 3.6 c = 0.9, r = 3.4 a = −0.9

P_5 Eqn. 7 2.1 c = 0.9, r = 1.5 a = −0.2

P_1(w_k = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.01, 0.01, 0.01, 0.01, 0.96] P_2(w_k = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.05, 0.05, 0.05, 0.1, 0.75] P_3(w_k = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2] P_4(w_k = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.75, 0.1, 0.05, 0.05, 0.05] P_5(w_k = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.96, 0.01, 0.01, 0.01, 0.01] Fig. 2. Conic sectors identified for Equation 10 under different delay probability distributions, Pi. The “Unknown” row assumes a bounded but otherwise unknown delay distribution, and the identified conic sectors are deterministic. The remaining 5 cases are stochastic conic sectors identified for various delay distributions. The notation P(w_k=[a, b, . . . ]) = [x, y, . . . ] denotes that P(w_k=a) = x, P(w_k=b) = y, etc. The second column shows the LMI used to identify the conic bounds, and the last three columns show the conic descriptions for three different objectives.

with the maximum lower conic bound (a = −.9, b = 2e4). According to Theorems 1 and 2, the closed loop is stochastically input-output stable on X if the controller is dissipative-in-expectation with conic bounds a = 0, b = 1.1. Since the controller has no delay, stochastic dissipativity is equivalent to deterministic dissipativity, so K = 1.1 is the SOF controller with the largest permitted gain. For comparison, two other controllers are designed. The first is designed using the deterministic KYP Lemma from Equation 9, which yields a dissipative characterization (a = −4.1, b = 2e5). According to the deterministic Dissipativity Theorem [33], the controller is required to be in the cone a = 0, b = .22, which is achieved by K = .22. Last, the results are compared to a dissipativity-based controller that neglects delays entirely. The undelayed plant satisfies the conic bounds a = −.055, b → ∞, which requires the controller to be in a = 0, b = 18. Therefore, the second comparison controller is SOF with K = 18.

To simulate the SOF controllers, a three-step square wave disturbance is injected to the plant and controller at the first step. The open-loop plant is stable, but converges slowly. The controller designed for deterministic time-varying delays is overly-conservative, and does not provide a significant impact, while the dissipativity-based controller that neglects delays is overly-aggressive and causes instability. In contrast, the stochastic dissipativity-based design provides the desired fast but stable response.

−4−2024−4−20 24 Real

Imaginary

Gain min r max a (a) Time-Varying −4−2024−4−20 24 Real

Imaginary

(b) Distribution 1

−4−2024−4−20 24 Real

Imaginary

(c) Distribution 2 −4−2024−4−20 24 Real

Imaginary

(d) Distribution 3

−4−2024−4−20 24 Real

Imaginary

(e) Distribution 4 −4−2024−4−20 24 Real

Imaginary

(f) Distribution 5

Fig. 3. Nyquist plots of (stochastic) conic sectors of Equation 10 from Table 2.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, stochastic dissipativity and input-output stability was defined for operators on complete inner product spaces. Theorem 1 related stochastic dissipativity to stochastic input-output stability, and Theorem 2 derived open-loop stochastic dissipativity conditions for the closed-loop stochastic input-output stability of a network. Subsequently, a KYP Lemma was developed in two steps to verify the stochastic dissipativity of a system with time-varying input delays of a known probability distribution. First, Theorem 3 demonstrated how to use an L-K functional to verify the stochastic dissipativity of a nonlinear, input-affine system. Then, Theorem 4 demonstrated the use of a particular L-K functional to derive delay-distribution-dependent LMI conditions for stochastic dissipativity of a linear system with bounded stochastic input delays. A numerical example shows that the resulting LMI can be used for robust plant analysis and controller design, and exploiting probabilistic delay information significantly reduces conservatism over deterministic methods.

01020304050 0123 45 Time

Delay

(a) Delay Signal

01020304050 −202 Time

Output

Plant Controller

(b) Open Loop Response

0 25 50 −202 Time

Output

(c) Deterministic cone SOF

01020304050 −202 Time

Output

(d) Stochastic cone SOF

01020304050 −3e6 −2e6 −1e6 01e62e63e6Time

Output

(e) Undelayed cone SOF

Fig. 4. Simulation of Equation 10 with delay distribution 4 (Table 2) and various SOF controllers in response to three step square wave disturbance of amplitude 10 applied to both plant and controller. Plot (a) gives the particular delay time-series, plot (b) is the system response with no controller, and the controller gain for plot (c) is K = 0.22, for (d) is K = 1.1, and (e) is K = 18.

References

[1] Robert J. Anderson and Mark W. Spong. Bilateral control of teleoperators with time delay. IEEE Tran. Aut. Ctrl., 34(5):131–138, 1988.

[2] Leila Jasmine Bridgeman and James Richard Forbes. Conicsector-based control to circumvent passivity violations. Int. J. Ctrl., 87(8):1467–1477, 2014.

[3] Christopher I. Byrnes and Wei Lin. Losslessness, feedback equivalence, and the global stabilization of discrete-time nonlinear systems. IEEE Tran. Aut. Ctrl., 39(1):83–98, 1994.

[4] Guifang Cheng, Zhishuai Ding, and Jianyin Fang.

Dissipativity analysis of linear state/input delay systems. Abs. and App. Analysis, 2012:1–14, 2012.

[5] Kürşad Derinkuyu and Mustafa Ç Pınar. On the S-procedure and some variants. Math Meth. Oper. Res., 64:55–77, 2006.

[6] C. A. Desoer and M. Vidyasagar. Feedback systems: inputoutput properties. Academic Press, Inc., New York, New York, 2 edition, 1975.

[7] H. El Aiss, A. Hmamed, and A. El Hajjaji. Improved stability and H_∞ performance criteria for linear systems with interval time-varying delays via three terms approximation. Int. J. Sys. Sci., 48:3450–3458, 2017.

[8] E. Fridman and U. Shaked. On delay-dependent passivity.

IEEE Tran. Aut. Ctrl., 47(4):664–669, 2002.

[9] Emilia Fridman. Tutorial on Lyapunov-based methods for time-delay systems. Euro. J. Ctrl., 20:271–283, 2014.

[10] Emilia Fridman and Uri Shaked. Input-output approach to stability and L_2-gain analysis of systems with time-varying delays. Sys. Ctrl. Lett., 55:1041–1053, 2006.

[11] Emilia Fridman, Uri Shaked, and Kun Liu. New conditions for delay-derivative-dependent stability. Automatica, 45:2723–2727, 2009.

[12] Huijun Gao and Tongwen Chen. New results on stability of discrete-time systems with time-varying state delay. IEEE Tran. Aut. Ctrl., 52(2):328–334, February 2007.

[13] Yige Guo, Xiang Xu, Lu Liu, Yong Wang, and Gang Feng.

New results on stability of discrete-time systems with infinte delays. Automatica, 136:1–7, 2022.

[14] Wassim N. Haddad and Manuel Lanchares. Dissipativity theory for discrete-time nonlinear stochastic dynamical systems. Int. J. Robust Nonlin. Ctrl., 32:6293–6314, 2022.

[15] J.K. Hale and S.M. Verduyn Lunel. Introduction to functional differential equations. Springer-Verlag, New York, NY, 1993.

[16] David Hill and Peter Moylan. The stability of nonlinear dissipative systems. IEEE Tran. Aut. Ctrl., pages 708–711, October 1976.

[17] David Hill and Peter Moylan. Dissipative dynamical systems:

basic input-output and state properties. J. Franklin Inst., 309(5):327–357, May 1980.

[18] Mark Huber. Halving the bounds for the markov, chebyshev, and chernoff inequalities using smoothing. The American Math. Monthly, 126(10), 2019.

[19] Károly Jordan. Calculus of finite differences. Chelsea, New York, NY, 1947.

[20] S. M. Joshi and A. G. Kelkar. Design of norm-bounded and sector-bounded LQG controllers for uncertain systems. J. Opt. Theory. Appl., 113(2):269–282, May 2002.

[21] V. Kolmanovskii and A. Myshkis. Applied theory of functional differential equations. Kluwer, Dordrecht, 1999.

[22] Jürgen König and Alfred Hucht. Newton series expansion of bosonic operator functions. SciPost Phys., 10(007):1–17, 2021.

[23] O.M. Kwon, M.J. Park, Ju H. Park, S.M. Lee, and E.J. Cha.

Stability and stabilization for discrete-time systems with time-varying delays via augmented Lyapunov-Krasovskii functional. J. Franklin Inst., 350:521–540, 2013.

[24] Zhihu Li, Jungcheng Wang, and Huihe Shao. Delaydependent dissipative control for linear time-delay systems. J. Franklin Inst., 339:529–542, 2002.

[25] Thiago Alves Lima and Diego de S. Madeira. Dissipativitybased static output feedback design for discrete-time LTI systems with time-varying input delays. Arχiv, 48:3450–3458, 2017.

[26] Magi S. Mahmoud, Yan Shi, and Fouad M. AL-Sunni.

Dissipativity analysis and synthesis of a class of nonlinear systems with time-varying delays. J. Franklin Inst., 346:570– 592, 2009.

[27] M.S. Mahmoud and Abdul-Wahid A. Saif. Dissipativity analysis and design for uncertin markovian jump systems with time-varying delays. App. Math. and Comp., 219:9681– 9695, 2013.

[28] A Markov. On certain applications of algebraic continued fractions. PhD thesis, Saint Petersburg Imperial University, St. Petersburg, Russia, 1884.

[29] Antonis Papachristodoulou, Matthew Peet, and Sanjay Lall.

Constructing Lyapunov-Krasovskii functionals for linear time delay systems. Amer. Ctrl. Conf., pages 2845–2850, June 2005.

[30] Tanmay Rajpurohit and Wassim M. Haddad. Dissipativity theory for nonlinear stochastic dynamical systems. IEEE Tran. Aut. Ctrl., 62(4):1684–1699, 2017.

[31] Michael G. Safonov. Stability and robustness of multivariable feedback systems. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, 1980.

[32] A. Seuret, Gouaisbaut F., and L. Baudouin. D1.1 - Overview of Lyapunov methods for time-delay systems. HAL Open Science, pages 1–45, September 2016.

[33] M. Vidyasagar. Input-output analysis of large-scale interconnected systems. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Germany, 1981.

[34] Jan C. Willems. Dissipative dynamical systems parts I & II.

Arch. Rational Mech. Anal., 45:321–392, 1972.

[35] G. Zames. On the input-output stability of time-varying nonlinear feedback systems parts I & II. IEEE Tran. Aut. Ctrl., ac-11(2-3):228–238,465–476, April/July 1966.

[36] Jin Zhang and Emilia Fridman. L_2-gain analysis via time-delay approach to periodic averaging with stochastic extension. Automatica, 137:1–9, 2022.

[37] Yang Zheng, Giovanni Fantuzzi, and Antonis Papachristodoulou. Chordal and factor-width decompositions for scalable semidefinite and polynomial optimization. Ann. Rev. Ctrl., 52:243–279, 2021.