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Abstract

This work considers stochastic operators in general inner-product spaces, and in particular, systems with stochastically time-
varying input delays of a known probability distribution. Stochastic dissipativity and stability are defined from an operator-
theoretic 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.
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1 Introduction

Signal delays are pervasive in a wide variety of fields,
including chemical systems, lasers, aircraft, the inter-
net, robotic tele-operation, traffic control, biology, and
medicine [1,15,21,32]. Delays are particularly notable in
large-scale, distributed systems where control and mea-
surement 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 lin-
ear matrix inequality (LMI) conditions [29,32]. More-
over, no L-K functional form is yet known to be nec-
essary and sufficient for proving the stability of an LTI
system with time-varying delays. As a result, there is a
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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 overly-
conservative.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 Ref-
erence [34], so the recent (and long foreshadowed [31])
development of stochastic dissipativity [14] provides an
opportunity for less conservative analysis of delay sys-
tems. 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 proba-
bility. This has the potential to significantly reduce the
conservatism of stability results for stochastic systems.
While the stochastic dissipativity definition and stabil-
ity theorem from Reference [14] are broad, their crite-
ria 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-
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striction precludes delays from the analysis.

In this paper, the notion of stochastic dissipativity is
revisited with two major changes compared to Ref-
erence [14]. First, dissipativity and stability are ap-
proached 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 Lya-
punov stability. However, in certain cases, input-output
stability implies Lyapunov stability [17]. Second, a
delay-distribution-dependent KYP-style lemma is de-
rived to characterize stochastic, QSR-dissipative sys-
tems. Along with a new stochastic dissipativity defini-
tion, stability theorem, and general dissipativity crite-
ria for nonlinear systems with stochastic input delays,
a KYP-style lemma is provided for LTI systems with
stochastic input delays of bounded probability distri-
bution, 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 proper-
ties 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 matri-
ces. The n-dimensional identity and n×m-dimensional
zero matrices are In and 0n×m, respectively. Subscripts
are dropped when evident from context. Asterisks de-
note duplicate blocks in symmetric matrices, and (·)T
denotes the transpose of a matrix. To preserve space,
He(M) := M + MT , and Sq(M,x) := xTMx. 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 de-
noted likewise with Z. The n-dimensional real vectors
and n×m-dimensional real matrices are denotedR

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 ℓ2, and the ℓ2-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 Xn. The space X
is complete if ||x||2X := 〈x, x〉 < ∞ for all x ∈ X . The
extension of X , denoted Xe, satisfies ||x[T ]||2X < ∞ 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 fromΩ
at time T is denoted wT , 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 Ew[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 invari-
ant 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 an-
swer is, for time-varying input delays, even establishing
gain becomes complicated.

Consider, for instance, the linear memory-less sys-
tem y = Ku, where u ∈ ℓ2 and K ∈ R. The gain of
this system is K. Now consider its delayed counter-
part, yd = Ku(k − wk), where 0 ≤ wk ≤ 2. A valid
trajectory of this system is given by the sequences
{u(k)} = {2, 1, 0, 0, ..., 0} and {wk} = {0, 1, 2, 0, ..., 0}.
(Note, this delay sequence represents a realistic case of
communication dropout over two time steps). The in-
put norm is ||u||2ℓ2 = 5, and consequently, ||y||2ℓ2 = 5K,

as expected. However, ||yd||2ℓ2 = 12K, which is a gain of
12
5 K > K. If the maximum delay increases, the gain can
actually become arbitrarily large, by selecting wk = k.
Therefore, time-varying input delays can have a sig-
nificant 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]. How-
ever, 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 guaran-
tees.

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 exten-
sions of Vidyasagar’s Dissipativity Theorem [33] to the
realm of stochastic dissipativity.
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Dissipativity was introduced as an extension of Lya-
punov theory to open systems (systems with inputs and
outputs) [34]. However, when viewed from an operator-
theoretic perspective [33], it can be seen as a multi-
dimensional 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 dissipa-
tivity was originally developed for continuous-time sys-
tems, 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, wi, wj ∈ Ω, are mutually independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.), a system G : Xn

e × F →
Xm

e is (Q,S,R)-dissipative-in-expectation (or stochasti-
cally dissipative) with Q ∈ S

m, S ∈ R
m×n, and R ∈ S

n

if there exists β ∈ R (possibly a function of initial condi-
tions) such that for all T ∈ Z(0,∞) and u ∈ Xn

e ,

E
w[T ]∼P

(〈
ξ,

[
Q S

ST R

]
ξ
〉)

≥ β, (1)

where ξT =
[
GT (u[T ], w[T ]) uT

[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, wi, wj ∈ Ω, are i.i.d., an op-
erator G : Xn

e × F → Xm
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 ∈ Xn,

Ew[T ]∼P(||G(u[T ], w[T ])||2X ) ≤ γ||u[T ]||2X + 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 : Xn
e ×F → Xm

e is stochastically input-
output stable on the complete, real inner product space,

X , and the complete probability space, (Ω,F ,P), then
‖G(u[T ], w[T ])‖2X < ∞ 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 ])‖2X 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 ])‖2X ≥ a) ≤
γ‖u[T ]‖

2
X
+β

a
for all a > 0, u ∈ Xn, T ∈ Z>. Taking the

limit, lima→∞ P(‖G(u[T ], w[T ])‖2X ≥ a) = 0. Therefore,

‖G(u[T ], w[T ])‖2X is unbounded almost never.

From Lemma 1, this definition of stochastic input-
output stability is about as strong as deterministic
input-output stability. While the stochastic version al-
lows for some events to cause the output norm to be
unbounded, these events happen with zero probabil-
ity. 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, wi, wj ∈ Ω, are i.i.d. If
G : Xn

e × F → Xm
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 βio ∈ R and
γ ∈ R(0,∞) such that M = Ew[T ]∼P(||G(u[T ], w[T ])||2X )−
γ||u[T ]||2X −βio ≤ 0 for all T ∈ R(0,∞). To do so, let F be
given by Equation 1. Rearranging and letting βio = −αβ
yields the condition

E
w[T ]∼P

(〈
ξ,

[
αQ + I αS

αST αR− γI

]
ξ
〉)

≤ 0.

This condition is implied by the matrix inside being neg-
ative definite, which by Schur complement is equivalent
to αQ + I ≺ 0 and αR − γI − αST (αQ + I)−1αS ≺ 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,

(Ωi,Fi,Pi), where any two samples, wi
j , w

i
k ∈ Ωi,

are i.i.d., and N operators Gi : Xni

e × Fi → Xmi

e ,
where Gi is (Qi, Si, Ri)-dissipative-on-average for
i ∈ 1, . . . , N . Let these operators be connected by
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yi=Gi(u
i, wi) and u=Hy+η, where uT=[uiT . . . uNT

],

yT = [y1
T
. . . yN

T
], η ∈ Xn

e , and H is a real static
matrix of appropriate dimensions. The composite net-
work G : Xn

e × F1 × · · · × FN → Xm
e defined by

y = G(η, wi, . . . , wN ) is (Q,S,R)-dissipative-on-average
with Q = QΛ +He(SΛH) +HTRΛH, S = SΛ +HTRΛ,
and R = RΛ, where QΛ = diag(λ1Q1, . . . , λNQN ), SΛ =
diag(λ1S1, . . . , λNSN ), RΛ = diag(λ1R1, . . . , λNRN ),
and λ1, . . . , λN ∈ 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 βi ∈ R such that for all T > 0 and ui ∈ Xni

e ,

E
w[T ]∼P

(
〈Gi(u

i, wi), λiQiGi(u
i, wi)〉[T ]

+ 〈Gi(u
i, wi), 2λiSiu

i〉[T ] + 〈ui, λiRiu
i〉[T ]

)
≥ βi.

For more compact notation, let G = diag(G1, . . . , GN ),

uT = [u1T . . . uNT
], and βT = [β1 . . . βN ], then the N

known inequalities can be combined as

E
w[T ]∼P

(
〈G(u,wi, . . . , wN ), QΛG(u,wi, . . . , wN )〉[T ]

+ 〈G(u,wi, . . . , wN ), 2SΛu〉[T ] + 〈u,RΛu〉[T ]

)
≥ β

for all T > 0 and u ∈ Xn
e . Substituting the interconnec-

tion equations and rearranging yields

E
w[T ]∼P

(
〈y,
(
QΛ +He(SΛH) +HTRΛH

)
y〉[T ]

+ 〈y, 2
(
SΛH +RΛ

)
η〉[T ] + 〈η,RΛη〉[T ]

)
≥ β

for all T>0 and η∈Xn
e . The result follows by Definition 1.

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

3 Identifying Stochastic Dissipativity for Prob-
abilistic Input Delays

3.1 General Criteria

In this section, stochastic dissipativity criteria are de-
rived 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 delay-
dependent stability criteria. For LTI systems with con-
stant 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. There-
fore, 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 sys-
tems 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, wi, wj ∈ Ω, are
i.i.d. Consider the operator G : Xm

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 − wk)

y(k) = h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − wk),
(2)

where x ∈ Xn
e is the state, f :Rn → R

n, g:Rn → R
n×m,

h:Rn → R
p, and j:Rn → R

p×m. The system G is
(Q,S,R)-dissipative-in-expectation if there exists some
function V :Z × Xn × Xm × Z[0,∞) → R, satisfying for
all k ∈ Z, x(0) ∈ R

n, and u[k] ∈ Xm,

E
w[k+1]∼P

(
Sq
(
Q, h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − wk)

)

+ 2 (h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − wk))
T
Su(k)

+ Sq
(
R, u(k)

)
−∆V (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 ∆V (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

∆
E

V (k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) := E
w[k+1]∼P

(
∆V (k, x[k], u[k], w[k])

)
.

Using the properties of V (k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) and a tele-
scoping 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

∆
E

V (k, x[k], u[k], w[k])

≥ α−
T∑

k=0

∆
E

V (k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) (4)
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where α := −Ew[0]∼P(V (0, x[0], u[0], w[0])) is a function
of initial conditions. Applying the S-procedure to Equa-
tion 1 and Equation 4 shows that

E
w[T ]∼P

( T∑

k=0

(
yT (k)Qy(k) + 2yT (k)Su(k)

+ uT (k)Ru(k)
))

≥ β

⇐= E
w[T ]∼P

( T∑

k=0

(
yT (k)Qy(k) + 2yT (k)Su(k)

+ uT (k)Ru(k)
))

+ α−
T∑

k=0

∆
E

V (k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) ≥ β

Substituting Equation 2, selecting β = α, and rearrang-
ing yields

E
w[T+1]∼P

( T∑

k=0

(
Sq
(
Q, h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − wk)

)

+ 2(h(x(k)) + j(x(k))u(k − wk))
TSu(k)

+ Sq
(
R, u(k)

)
−∆V (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 sys-
tems 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 appro-
priate dimensions, where A and C are symmetric,

[
A B

BT C

]
� 0 ⇐⇒




A B nB

BT C nC

nBT nC n2C


 � 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

BT C

]
−
[
nB

nC

]
(n2C)−1

[
nBT nC

]
� 0

and n2C � 0. The former expression resolves to

[
A−BC−1BT 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 sys-
tem 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,
wi, wj ∈ Ω, are i.i.d. Further, consider the operator
G : Xm

e ×F → X p
e , where y = G(u,w) is given by

G :

{
x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bu(k − wk)

y(k) = Cx(k) +Du(k − wk),
(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 QSR-
dissipative-in-expectation if there existM1,M2,M3, N1,
N2, N3, W1, W2, W3 ∈ R

m×m, positive semi-definite
P ∈ S

(n+m)×(n+m), X, Y ∈ S
m×m, and positive definite

Z1, Z2 ∈ S
m×m such that

E
wk∼P







Π̃ Ñ M̃ W̃

ÑT Z2 0 0

M̃T 0 Z1 0

W̃T 0 0 Z1







� 0 (7)

where

Π̃ =




Π11 Π12+Π13 (wM−wk)Π12

∗ Π22+Π33+He(Π23) (wM−wk)(Π22+Π23)

∗ ∗ (wM−wk)
2Π22


 ,

Π =




Π11∈Sn+2m Π12∈R(n+2m)×m Π13∈R(n+2m)×m

∗ Π22∈Sm Π23∈Rm×m

∗ ∗ Π33∈Sm




= Π0 −Π1 −Π2 −Π3 −Π4,

Π0 =




CTQC CTS 0 CTQD 0

∗ R 0 STD 0

∗ ∗ 0m×m 0 0

∗ ∗ ∗ DTQD 0

∗ ∗ ∗ ∗ 0m×m




,

5



Π1 =




AT 0n×m

0m×n Im

0m×n 0m×m

BT 0m×m

0m×n 0m×m




P




AT 0n×m

0m×n Im

0m×n 0m×m

BT 0m×m

0m×n 0m×m




T

−




In 0n×m

0m×n 0m×m

0m×n Im

0m×n 0m×m

0m×n 0m×m




P




In 0n×m

0m×n 0m×m

0m×n Im

0m×n 0m×m

0m×n 0m×m




T

,

Π2 =




0(n+m)×(n+m) ∗ ∗ ∗
0 (wM−wm+1)X+Y ∗ ∗
0 0 −X ∗
0 0 0 −Y



,

Π3 = (wM−1)




0n×m

Im

−Im

02m×m



(Z1 + Z2)




0n×m

Im

−Im

02m×m




T

,

Π4 =


0(n+m)×(n+m) ∗

0 He(
[
M+N W−M −W−N

]
)


 ,

Ñ =
√
wM − 1




0(n+m)×m

N1

N2 +N3

(wM−wk)N2



, N =




N1

N2

N3




M̃ =
√
wk − 1




0(n+m)×m

M1

M2 +M3

(wM−wk)M2



, M =




M1

M2

M3


 ,

W̃ =
√
wM − wk




0(n+m)×m

W1

W2 −W3

(wM−wk)W2



, W =




W1

W2

W3


 .

PROOF. The outline of the proof is as follows.
First, an L-K-like function is proposed based on exist-
ing literature, and its difference operator is bounded
to achieve a quadratic expression in θT (k, wk) :=[
xT (k) uT (k) uT (k−1) uT (k−wk) uT (k−wM )

]
, where

Lyapunov-like variables P , X , Y , Z1, and Z2 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 func-
tion’s expected difference. The resulting condition is
impractical to verify directly, so it is reformulated us-
ing 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, wk) is
as follows. First, the terms x(k), u(k), and u(k − wk)
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) re-
sults in u(k)−u(k−1). Lastly using the maximum delay
u(k − wM ) will turn out to be useful at several points.

Motivated by Reference [12], consider the L-K-like func-

tion V (k, x[k], u[k], w[k])=
∑5

i=1 Vi(k, x[k], u[k], w[k])≥0,
where

V1(k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) =
[
xT (k) uT (k−1)

]
P

[
x(k)

u(k−1)

]
,

V2(k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) =

k−1∑

i=k−wk+1

uT (i−1)Xu(i−1),

V3(k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) =

k−1∑

i=k−wM+1

uT (i−1)Y u(i−1),

V4(k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) =

−wm+1∑

j=−wM+2

k−1∑

i=k+j

uT (i−1)Xu(i−1),

V5(k, x[k], u[k], w[k]) =

−1∑

i=−wM+1

k−1∑

m=k+i

ηT (m)(Z1+Z2)η(m),

and η(k) := ∆u(k − 1) = u(k) − u(k−1), and P , X ,
Y , Z1, and Z2 are defined in Theorem 4. Its expected
difference is

∆
E

V (k, x[k], u[k], w[k])

=

5∑

i=1

∆
E

Vi(k, x[k], u[k], w[k])

:=

5∑

i=1

E
w[k+1]∼P

(
Vi(k+1, x[k+1], u[k+1], w[k+1])

− Vi(k, x[k], u[k], w[k])
)
.
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Dropping the arguments of ∆EVi,

∆
E

V1 = E
wk∼P

(
Sq
(
P,

[
Ax(k) +Bu(k − wk)

u(k)

])

− Sq
(
P,

[
x(k)

u(k−1)

]))
,

∆
E

V2 = E
w[k+1]∼P

( k∑

i=k−wk+1+2

Sq(X,u(i− 1))

−
k−1∑

i=k−wk+1

Sq(X,u(i− 1))
)

≤ E
wk∼P

(
Sq(X,u(k − 1))− Sq(X,u(k − wk))

+

k−wm+1∑

i=k−wM+2

Sq(X,u(i− 1))
)
,

∆
E

V3 = E
w[k+1]∼P

( k∑

i=k−wM+2

Sq(Y, u(i− 1))

−
k−1∑

i=k−wM+1

Sq(Y, u(i− 1))
)

= Sq(Y, u(k − 1))− Sq(Y, u(k − wM )),

∆
E

V4 = E
w[k+1]∼P

( −wm+1∑

j=−wM+2

k∑

i=k+1+j

Sq(X,u(i− 1))

−
−wm+1∑

j=−wM+2

k−1∑

i=k+j

Sq(X,u(i− 1))
)

= (wM−wm)Sq(X,u(k−1))−
k−wm+1∑

i=k−wM+2

Sq(X,u(i−1)),

∆
E

V5 = E
w[k+1]∼P

( −1∑

i=−wM+1

k∑

m=k+1+i

Sq((Z1 + Z2), η(m))

−
−1∑

i=−wM+1

k−1∑

m=k+i

Sq((Z1 + Z2), η(m))
)

= E
wk∼P

(
(wM−1)Sq((Z1+Z2), η(k))

−
k−1∑

i=k−wM+1

Sq(Z2, η(i))

−
k−1∑

i=k−wk+1

Sq(Z1, η(i))

−
k−wk∑

i=k−wM+1

Sq(Z1, η(i))
)
.

To see how the bound on ∆EV2 is derived, consider that
∆EV2 = Ewk∼P

(
Sq(X,u(k−1))−Sq(X,u(k−wk))+R

)
,

where R is a remainder term that depends on wk+1 and
wk. This remainder is largest when wk+1 = wM and
wk = wm, which yields the expression above. This bound
is useful because the summations in ∆EV2 and ∆EV4

cancel, which means
∑4

i=1 ∆EVi is quadratic in θ(k). To
achieve the same form with ∆EV5, the summations are
eliminated by adding zero, completing the square, and
over-bounding, as follows. First, add zero to ∆EV5 with

0 = 2ζT (k, wk)
[
M+N, W−M, −W−N

]
ζ(k, wk)

− 2ζT (k, wk)M

k−1∑

i=k−wk+1

η(i)

− 2ζT (k, wk)W

k−wk∑

i=k−wM+1

η(i)

− 2ζT (k, wk)N
k−1∑

i=k−wM+1

η(i),

where ζT (k, wk) :=
[
uT (k−1) uT (k−wk) uT (k−wM )

]
,

and M , N , and W are matrices defined in Equa-
tion 7. To see that this expression is zero, substitute[
uT (k−1) uT (k−wk) uT (k−wM )

]T
for ζ(k, wk) 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, ∆EV5 contains
three summations that can be bounded above by com-
pleting the square. For example, consider the term

−
k−1∑

i=k−wk+1

(
Sq(Z1, η(i)) + 2ζT (k, wk)Mη(i)

)

=−
k−1∑

i=k−wk+1

(
Sq(Z1, η(i)) + 2ζT (k, wk)Mη(i)

+ Sq(Z−1
1 ,MT ζ(k, wk))

)
+ Sq(Z−1

1 ,MT ζ(k, wk))

=−
k−1∑

i=k−wk+1

(
Sq
(
Z1, η(i) + Z−1

1 Mζ(k, wk)
))

+ Sq(Z−1
1 ,MT ζ(k, wk))

≤ Sq(Z−1
1 ,MT ζ(k, wk)).
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Applying this reasoning to all three sums results in

∆
E

V5 = E
wk∼P

(
(wM−1)Sq((Z1+Z2), η(k))

+ 2Sq(Φ, ζ(k, wk))

+ (wk − 1)Sq(Z−1
1 ,MT ζ(k, wk))

+ (wM − wk)Sq(Z
−1
1 ,WT ζ(k, wk))

+ (wM − 1)Sq(Z−1
2 , NT ζ(k, wk))

−
k−1∑

i=k−wk+1

(
Sq(Z1, η(i)) + 2ζT (k, wk)Mη(i)

+ Sq(Z−1
1 ,MT ζ(k, wk))

)

−
k−wk∑

i=k−wM+1

(
Sq(Z1, η(i)) + 2ζT (k, wk)Wη(i)

+ Sq(Z−1
1 ,WT ζ(k, wk))

))

−
k−1∑

i=k−wM+1

(
Sq(Z2, η(i)) + 2ζT (k, wk)Nη(i)

+ Sq(Z−1
2 , NT ζ(k, wk))

)

≤ E
wk∼P

(
(wM − 1)Sq((Z1 + Z2)η(k))

+ Sq(He(Φ)+Ξ, ζ(k, wk))
)
,

where Φ =
[
M +N, W −M, −W −N

]
and Ξ(wk) =

(wk − 1)MZ−1
1 MT + (wM − wk)WZ−1

1 WT + (wM −
1)NZ−1

2 NT . Equation 3 from Theorem 3 is now

rewritten as Ewk∼P

(
θT (k, wk)Π0θ(k, wk)

)
− ∆EV ≥ 0,

where ∆EV = ∆EV1 + ∆EV2 + ∆EV3 + ∆EV4 + ∆EV5,
∆EV1 = θT (k, wk)Π1θ(k, wk), ∆EV2 + ∆EV3 + ∆EV4 =
θT (k, wk)Π2θ(k, wk), ∆EV5 = Sq(Π3 + Π4 + Ψ(wk),
θ(k, wk)), and Ψ(wk) = diag(0(n+m)×(n+m),Ξ(wk)).
Letting Π = Π0 − Π1 − Π2 − Π3 − Π4 and Υ(wk) =
Π − Ψ(wk), Equation 3 reduces to, for all k ∈ Z,
x(0) ∈ R

n, and u[k] ∈ Xm,

Ewk∼P

(
θT (k, wk)Υ(wk)θ(k, wk)

)
≥ 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 wk. To separate the vectors from the random
variable, consider Newton’s Series of finite differences
[19, pg.357][22], which gives the expression

u(k1) =

∞∑

i=0

(
k1−k2

i

)
∆i[u](k2),

where

(
α

β

)
= α!

β!(α−β)! is the binomial, and ∆i[u](k2) =

∑i

l=0(−1)i−l

(
i

l

)
u(k2 + l) is the ith order finite differ-

ence of u at k2. Applying this with k1 = k − wk, and
k2 = k − wM yields

u(k−wk) =
∞∑

i=0

(
wM−wk

i

)
∆i[u](k − wM )

= u(k−wM ) +

wM−wm∑

i=1

(
wM−wk

i

)
∆i[u](k−wM ).

The series is finite because for all i > wM − wm, the
binomial term equals zero for all wk. This may also be
viewed as the (wM−wm)th-order Lagrange interpolation
polynomial, which exactly reproduces u(n) at the integer
values n = k−wM , k−wM+1, . . . , k−wm. To simplify
notation, denote Li(u, k) := ∆i[u](k − wM ). Then

θ(k, wk) =




x(k)

u(k)

u(k − 1)

u(k−wM )+
wM−wm∑

i=1

(
wM−wk

i

)
Li(u, k)

u(k − wM )




.

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

z(k) =




x(k)

u(k)

u(k − 1)

u(k − wM )

L1(u, k)

L2(u, k)
...

LwM−wm
(u, k)




and rewriting Equation 8 as zT (k)Ewk∼P

(
Υ̃(wk)

)
z(k)≥0

for all k ∈ Z, x(0) ∈ R
n, and u[k] ∈ Xm. This is now
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implied by Ewk∼P

(
Υ̃(wk)

)
� 0 where

Υ̃(wk) =




Υ̃1,1 Υ̃1,2 Υ̃1,3 Υ̃1,4 . . . Υ̃1,ñ+2

∗ Υ̃2,2 Υ̃2,3 Υ̃2,4 . . . Υ̃2,ñ+2

∗ ∗ Υ̃3,3 Υ̃3,4 . . . Υ̃3,ñ+2

∗ ∗ ∗ Υ̃4,4 . . . Υ̃4,ñ+2

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

∗ ∗ ∗ ∗ . . . Υ̃ñ+2,ñ+2




,

ñ = wM − wm,

Υ̃1,1 = Υ11,

Υ̃1,2 = Υ12 +Υ13,

Υ̃1,3 =

(
wM−wk

1

)
Υ12,

Υ̃1,4 =

(
wM−wk

2

)
Υ12,

Υ̃1,ñ+2 =

(
wM−wk

ñ

)
Υ12,

Υ̃2,2 = Υ22 +Υ33 +He(Υ23),

Υ̃2,3 =

(
wM−wk

1

)
(Υ22 +Υ23),

Υ̃2,4 =

(
wM−wk

2

)
(Υ22 +Υ23),

Υ̃2,ñ+2 =

(
wM−wk

ñ

)
(Υ22 +Υ23),

Υ̃3,3 =

(
wM−wk

1

)2

Υ22,

Υ̃3,4 =

(
wM−wk

1

)(
wM−wk

2

)
Υ22,

Υ̃3,ñ+2 =

(
wM−wk

1

)(
wM−wk

ñ

)
Υ22,

Υ̃4,4 =

(
wM−wk

2

)2

Υ22,

Υ̃4,ñ+2 =

(
wM−wk

2

)(
wM−wk

ñ

)
Υ22,

Υ̃ñ+2,ñ+2 =

(
wM−wk

ñ

)2

Υ22, and

Υ(wk) =




Υ11∈Sn+2m ∗ ∗
ΥT

12∈Rm×(n+2m) Υ22∈Sm ∗
ΥT

13∈Rm×(n+2m) ΥT
23∈Rm×m Υ33∈Sm


 .

Applying Lemma 2 recursively to Υ̃(wk) reveals that

Ewk∼P

(
Υ̃(wk)

)
� 0 is equivalent to Ewk∼P

(
Υ̃′(wk)

)
� 0,

where

Υ̃′(wk) =


Υ11 Υ12 +Υ13 (wM−wk)Υ12

∗ Υ22 +Υ33 +He(Υ23) (wM−wk)(Υ22 +Υ23)

∗ ∗ (wM−wk)
2Υ22


 .

Therefore, Ewk∼P

(
Υ̃′(wk)

)
� 0 implies Equation 8

which implies Equation 3. By Theorem 3, this implies
that G : Um

e × F → Up
e is (Q,S,R)-dissipative-in-

expectation. Furthermore, Υ̃′ = Π̃(wk)− Ψ̃(wk), where

Ψ̃(wk) = M̃Z−1
1 M̃T + W̃Z−1

1 W̃T + ÑZ−1
2 ÑT , and Π̃,

M̃ , W̃ , and Ñ 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 sys-
tems with time-varying input delay. To the authors’
knowledge, there is also no comparable deterministic re-
sult. 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 determin-
istic 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
Theorem4 through completing the square on∆EV5, then
∆EV5 is bounded with Ξ � Ξ = (wM − 1)NZ−1

2 NT +
(wM − 1)MZ−1

1 MT +(wM −wm)WZ−1
1 WT , as in Ref-

erence [12], so Ψ � Ψ = diag(0n+m,Ξ). The term Ψ is
no longer a function of wk, so Π−Ψ � 0 provides a suf-
ficient condition for deterministic dissipativity. This is
linearized using Schur complement as




Π ∗ ∗ ∗[
0
√
wM − 1NT

]
Z2 ∗ ∗[

0
√
wM − 1MT

]
0 Z1 ∗[

0
√
wM − wmWT

]
0 0 Z1



� 0, (9)

9



which replaces Equation 7 in Theorem 4.

4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, Theorem 4 is used to characterize the dis-
sipativity 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) con-
troller with the maximum allowable gain that preserves
stochastic input-output stability on U according to The-
orems 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 out-
put (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 ra-
dius, r, with the equivalent dissipativity characteriza-
tionQ = −1, S = c, R = r2−c2. Alternatively, it can be
parameterized by the circle’s minimum and maximum
values on the real axis, a and b. The equivalent dissi-
pativity 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 = r2), 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” character-
ization. One method [20] is to minimize the conic ra-
dius by minimizing R + STS. 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 rep-
resentation 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−wk)

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

with no delay (wk = 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 dissipativ-
ity of Equation 10 is analyzed given wm = 1, wM = 5,
and various probability density functions for wk. These
cases are enumerated in Table 2 and illustrated in Fig-
ure 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 distribu-
tion 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 concen-
trated around the minimum value, the tightest lower
conic bound is achieved, while the gain characterization
is the same for delays concentrated around the mini-
mum and maximum, which makes sense in the context
of Figure 1.

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

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

P1 Eqn. 7 2.1 c = 0, r = 2.1 a = −2.0

P2 Eqn. 7 2.8 c = 0.1, r = 2.8 a = −1.9

P3 Eqn. 7 3.9 c = 0, r = 3.9 a = −2.8

P4 Eqn. 7 3.6 c = 0.9, r = 3.4 a = −0.9

P5 Eqn. 7 2.1 c = 0.9, r = 1.5 a = −0.2

P1(wk = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.01, 0.01, 0.01, 0.01, 0.96]

P2(wk = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.05, 0.05, 0.05, 0.1, 0.75]

P3(wk = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2]

P4(wk = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.75, 0.1, 0.05, 0.05, 0.05]

P5(wk = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]) = [0.96, 0.01, 0.01, 0.01, 0.01]

Fig. 2. Conic sectors identified for Equation 10 under dif-
ferent delay probability distributions, Pi. The “Unknown”
row assumes a bounded but otherwise unknown delay dis-
tribution, and the identified conic sectors are determin-
istic. The remaining 5 cases are stochastic conic sectors
identified for various delay distributions. The notation
P(wk=[a, b, . . . ]) = [x, y, . . . ] denotes that P(wk=a) = x,
P(wk=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 per-
mitted gain. For comparison, two other controllers are
designed. The first is designed using the deterministic
KYP Lemma from Equation 9, which yields a dissipa-
tive characterization (a = −4.1, b = 2e5). According to
the deterministic Dissipativity Theorem [33], the con-
troller 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 con-
troller is SOF with K = 18.

To simulate the SOF controllers, a three-step square
wave disturbance is injected to the plant and con-
troller at the first step. The open-loop plant is stable,
but converges slowly. The controller designed for de-
terministic 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.
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Fig. 3. Nyquist plots of (stochastic) conic sectors of Equa-
tion 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 dissipativ-
ity to stochastic input-output stability, and Theorem 2
derived open-loop stochastic dissipativity conditions for
the closed-loop stochastic input-output stability of a net-
work. Subsequently, a KYP Lemma was developed in
two steps to verify the stochastic dissipativity of a sys-
tem with time-varying input delays of a known probabil-
ity distribution. First, Theorem 3 demonstrated how to
use an L-K functional to verify the stochastic dissipativ-
ity 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 de-
terministic methods.
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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.
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