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Feedback Stability Under Mixed Gain and
Phase Uncertainty
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Abstract—In this study, we investigate the robust feedback
stability problem for multiple-input-multiple-output linear time-
invariant systems involving sectored-disk uncertainty, namely,
dynamic uncertainty subject to simultaneous gain and phase
constraints. This problem is thereby called a sectored-disk
problem. Employing a frequency-wise analysis approach, we
derive a fundamental static matrix problem that serves as a key
component in addressing the feedback stability. The study of this
matrix problem heavily relies on the Davis-Wielandt (DW) shells
of matrices, providing a profound insight into matrices subjected
to simultaneous gain and phase constraints. This understanding
is pivotal for establishing a less conservative sufficient condition
for the matrix sectored-disk problem, from which we formulate
several robust feedback stability conditions against sectored-
disk uncertainty. Finally, several conditions based on linear
matrix inequalities are developed for efficient computation and
verification of feedback robust stability against sectored-disk
uncertainty.

Index Terms—Phase theory, robust stability, sectored-disk
uncertainty, Davis-Wielandt shell.

I. INTRODUCTION

ROBUST control theory is dedicated to the study of
system stability and performance in the presence of

uncertainties arising from mathematical model variations and
communication processes. In many applications, the uncer-
tainty is characterized by a set of dynamical systems with
certain gain constraints or simply norm bounds. The salient
small gain theorem gives a necessary and sufficient condition
for robust stability of a closed-loop linear time-invariant (LTI)
system with gain-bounded uncertainties. A natural question
is repeatedly asked: how to describe uncertainty in a more
sophisticated and accurate way? In regard of the single-input-
single-output (SISO) LTI framework, a natural idea is to utilize
phase information together with the gain. While a widely
accepted definition of “phase” for multiple-input-multiple-
output (MIMO) LTI systems was elusive for an extended
period, several endeavors were undertaken to formulate such a
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definition. These efforts aimed to harness more information for
analyzing feedback stability and performance, as documented
in works such as [1]–[5]. Recently, a new and proper defini-
tion for the phase of MIMO LTI systems has emerged [6]–
[8], encompassing well-established positive-real and negative-
imaginary notions. This development has led to the estab-
lishment of a novel phase theory [9]–[11]. In the realm of
dynamical systems featuring phase-bounded uncertainty, the
small phase theorem provides a sufficient condition for closed-
loop robust stability [10], [11].

γ

(a) Single-disk constraint:
r ≤ γ.

α

(b) Half-plane constraint:
θ ∈ [α− π, α].

γ

α

(c) Half-disk constraint:
r ≤ γ, θ ∈ [α− π, α].

γ

β

α

(d) Sectored-disk constraint:
r ≤ γ, θ ∈ [α, β].

Fig. 1: Illustration of quadratic constraints on the uncertainty.
The constraints are given in polar coordinates, i.e., a point on
the plane is given by c = rejθ.

The robust control theory addressing gain-bounded uncer-
tainty has undergone extensive exploration since Zames [12]
introduced the pivotal small gain theorem for gain-bounded
uncertain systems. The robust stability problem, involving
uniform gain-bounded uncertainty, can be conceptualized as a
single-disk problem. In the case of a SISO system, the set of
uncertain systems can be represented by a disk on the complex
plane, as depicted in Fig. 1(a). An extension of the single-disk
problem is the multiple-disk problem, where uncertainties are
modeled as block-diagonal transfer matrices, with each block
norm-bounded by a given constant. Addressing the multiple-
disk problem, the µ-analysis technique [13] was introduced.
This technique generalizes the singular value to the structural
singular value (SSV), allowing for the derivation of an exact
robust stability condition. However, computing the SSV is
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generally NP-hard, except for specific feedback systems with
special structures [14].

In the frequency-domain analysis of SISO LTI systems,
both gain and phase play crucial roles, exemplified by well-
known tools such as the Bode plot and Nyquist plot. For
MIMO systems, a convenient approach to integrating gain
and phase-type information is through solving what is known
as a half-disk problem. As the name suggests, the half-
disk problem extends the single-disk problem by introducing
a passive or positive-real constraint on the uncertainty set.
This constraint geometrically removes half of the disk on the
complex plane. Eszter and Hollot [15] applied the µ-analysis
technique to address the half-disk problem. They derived an
upper bound of the structural singular value (SSV) to establish
a sufficient condition for robust stability, providing a geometric
interpretation based on the generalized numerical range. With
the recent introduction of the MIMO phase concept, it is now
possible to integrate gain and phase information for a more
comprehensive stability analysis. Particularly, a positive-real
or passive LTI system can be viewed as a system with phases
ranging between [−π/2, π/2]. A noteworthy extension of the
half-disk problem arises, termed the sectored-disk problem.
This problem involves uncertainties with a single gain con-
straint and two constraints related to half-planes, specifically,
a set of dynamical systems with gain less than γ and phases
within [α, β]. In the SISO case, the Nyquist plot of such
uncertainty is contained within a sector-shaped area on the
complex plane, providing motivation for the nomenclature.

G(s)

∆(s)

Fig. 2: Uncertain feedback system

The primary contribution of this study lies in proposing a
robust stability condition for LTI systems involving sectored-
disk uncertainty. Consider a closed-loop LTI system depicted
in Fig. 2, where ∆(s) represents a sectored-disk uncertain
system—meaning it belongs to a set of norm and phase-
bounded transfer functions. From frequency-domain analysis,
the robust stability of this closed-loop system is tantamount to
the frequency-wise invertibility of I+G(jω)∆(jω) when both
G and ∆ are stable. Addressing this stability problem hinges
on ensuring the invertibility of the matrix I + AB, where
matrix B spans a set that is both norm and phase-bounded.
Termed the matrix sectored-disk problem, the numerical range
of such a matrix lies within a sector on the complex plane. To
tackle the matrix sectored-disk problem with a graphical and
less conservative approach, we leverage the notion of a higher-
dimensional generalization of the numerical range—the Davis-
Wielandt (DW) shell [16]. Specifically, we derive a sufficient
condition for the matrix sectored-disk problem by analyzing
and approximating the DW shell union of all matrices within
the sectored-disk uncertainty set.

This study is primarily motivated by the frequently observed
limitation of the small gain theorem and the small phase
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Fig. 3: Bode diagram of ∆(s), and the gain and phase range
at some fixed frequency.

theorem, particularly in cases of combined gain and phase
uncertainty, referred to as a sectored-disk problem. In certain
scenarios, these stability conditions can be overly conservative.
For instance, in the context of designing controllers for some
multivariable resonant system, the plant under consideration
is described by the following transfer function:

P (s) =

m∑
i=0

ψiψ
∗
i

s2 + 2ζiωis+ ω2
i︸ ︷︷ ︸

Pm(s)

+

M∑
i=m+1

ψiψ
∗
i

s2 + 2ζiωis+ ω2
i︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆(s)

.

Here, M is a large integer, ωi is the i-th natural frequency, ζi
and ψi are the corresponding damping ratio and mode vector.
Then plant P (s) is usually approximated by a lower order
transfer function Pm(s), where m > 0 is much smaller than
M , and the residual is denoted by ∆(s). Previous studies have
demonstrated that under mild conditions, ∆(s) is both norm-
bounded and negative-imaginary. This implies that ∆(jω) is
subjected to simultaneous gain and phase constraints at each
frequency ω as shown in Fig. 3. The sectored-disk uncertainty
provides a more nuanced description of the uncertain dynamics
compared to utilizing positive-realness, negative-imaginariness
or norm-boundedness. It enables a deeper investigation into
the feedback control problem. With standard treatment and a
designed controller C stabilizing the nominal plant Pm, the
feedback system involving P and C can be rearranged, as
shown in Fig. 4, where ∆ represents the uncertain dynamics
and G is composed of Pm and C. Given the gain and phase
information of ∆, the robust feedback stability of ∆ and
G then translates into a sectored-disk problem. As will be
shown in Section IV, both the small gain theorem and small
phase theorem can offer robust stability conditions for such a
problem, but these conditions only use partial information of
the uncertainty set, thereby introducing conservatism in robust
analysis. Consequently, the primary focus of this study is on
resolving sectored-disk problems with the least conservative
methods.
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Pm(s)

C(s)

∆(s)

G

Fig. 4: Controlled feedback system

To mitigate conservatism in robust stability conditions,
several attempts have been made to incorporate gain and
phase-type information into the analysis. We now review
some notable results and draw comparisons with our primary
findings. Tits et al. [17] were pioneers in addressing the
robust stability problem under structured bounded uncertainty,
emphasizing the inclusion of phase-type information. They
introduced the phase-sensitive structured singular value (PS-
SSV) and proposed a sufficient condition for robust stability
based on PS-SSV. However, it’s noteworthy that computing
the PS-SSV is an NP-hard problem. Even the proposed up-
per bound of PS-SSV necessitated solving a quasi-convex
optimization problem. In addition to the µ-analysis method,
Scherer [18] employed a relaxation technique on linear matrix
inequalities (LMIs) for the sectored-disk uncertainty set. The
study provided numerical results to assess the accuracy of
the relaxation approach. Researchers have explored other ap-
proaches to integrate gain and phase information. For instance,
Patra and Lanzon [19] investigated ’mixed’ small gain and
negative-imaginary transfer functions. These transfer functions
are either negative-imaginary or gain-bounded in distinct fre-
quency intervals, leading to a robust stability condition derived
for the interconnection system of two such transfer functions.
The robust synthesis problem under mixed gain and phase
uncertainties has also been addressed, particularly in the SISO
case. Haddad et al. [20] proposed a synthesis scheme for
SISO LTI feedback systems, ensuring guaranteed phase and
norm bounds. More recently, [21] investigated the feedback
stability of MIMO LTI systems with combined gain and phase
information, utilizing direct weighting and geometric methods.
In comparison, the robust stability results proposed in this
study encompass a broader range of system types than those in
[19], [20]. Furthermore, our results provide less conservative
sufficient conditions compared to those in [18], [21].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
is about basic notations and tools. Section III characterizes
the shape of a DW shell union of sectored-disk matrices, and
then gives a sufficient condition and a necessary condition
for the matrix sectored-disk problem. Section IV considers a
closed-loop system with sectored-disk uncertainty, from which
a robust stability condition is derived. The paper is concluded
in Section V.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Let Rn be the n-dimensional real vector space and Cn be
the n-dimensional complex vector space. Given a complex

number c ∈ C, its real and imaginary parts are denoted by
Re(c) and Im(c), respectively. A nonzero complex number c
can also be represented in the polar form as c = rejφ with
r > 0 and φ taking values in a half open 2π-interval, typically
[0, 2π) or (−π, π]. Here r = |c| is called the modulus or the
magnitude and φ = ∠c is called the argument or the phase.

Denote the set of n×n complex matrices as Cn×n. Given a
complex matrix A ∈ Cn×n, denote its element in the ith row
and jth column as aij . Denote the diagonal matrix D ∈ Cn×n

with diagonal elements d1, ..., dn by diag{d1, ..., dn}. Denote
the transpose, conjugate and conjugate (Hermitian) transpose
of A by A′, A and A∗, respectively. The range space and
kernel space of a matrix A are denoted by R(A) and K(A),
respectively. A matrix A can be written as A = H(A)+jK(A)

with H(A) =
1

2
(A + A∗) and K(A) =

1

2j
(A − A∗). Here

H(A) is called the Hermitian part of A and K(A) the skew-
Hermitian part of A. A matrix A is normal if AA∗ = A∗A.
Given a matrix set A ⊂ Cn×n, denote the complementary set
of A in Cn×n as Ac.

A. Numerical range and Davis-Wielandt shell

The matrix phase definition is based on the numerical range.
The numerical range of A ∈ Cn×n is defined as

W(A) := {(u∗H(A)u, u∗K(A)u) : u ∈ Cn, u∗u = 1},
which is a compact convex subset of R2 and contains points
(Re(λi), Im(λi)), i = 1, . . . , n, where λi are the eigenvalues
of A [22]. The conic hull of W(A) is called the angular
numerical range of A, which is given by

W ′(A) := {(Re(u∗Au), Im(u∗Au)) : u ∈ Cn} ⊂ R2.

Given p Hermitian matrices A1, . . . , Ap ∈ Cn×n, Fan and
Tits [23] defined a generalized numerical range as

W(A1, ..., Ap) := {(u∗A1u, . . . , u
∗Apu) :

u ∈ Cn, u∗u = 1} ⊂ Rp.

When p = 3 and n ≥ 3, the generalized numerical range
is a convex set [23]. But the convexity is not guaranteed for
p > 3. In [24] and [25], the generalized numerical range or
m-form numerical range is linked to the computation of SSV
and provides a geometric interpretation of SSV.

Given matrix A ∈ Cn×n, the Davis-Wielandt shell (DW
shell) of A is defined as [16]

DW(A) := {(Re(u∗Au), Im(u∗Au), u∗A∗Au) :

u ∈ Cn, u∗u = 1} ⊂ R3.

A DW shell can be regarded as a generalized numerical range
with p = 3, namely, DW(A) = W(H(A),K(A), A∗A).

Lemma 1 (Section 2, [16]). The DW shell of matrix A ∈
Cn×n has the following properties.

1) DW(A) = DW(U∗AU) for all unitary matrix U ∈
Cn×n.

2) DW(A) is a single point on a paraboloid for n = 1.
3) DW(A) is an ellipsoid without the interior for n = 2.
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4) DW(A) is convex for n ≥ 3.
5) If A ∈ Cn×n is a normal matrix, then DW(A) is

the convex hull of points (Re(λi), Im(λi), |λi|2), where
λi, i = 1, ..., n are the eigenvalues of A.

6) DW(A) ⊂ {(x, y, z) ∈ R3 : x2 + y2 ≤ z}.

Given a set of matrices A ⊂ Cn×n, the DW shell union of
matrices in A is denoted by DW(A), i.e.

DW(A) :=
⋃
A∈A

DW(A).

The notion of DW shell is useful to show the invertibility
of matrix sum, which is stated as the following lemma.

Lemma 2 (Theorem 2.1, [26]). Let A,B ∈ Cn×n, then
DW(−A)∩DW(B) ̸= ∅ if and only if det(A+U∗BU) ̸= 0
for all unitary matrices U ∈ Cn×n.

B. Matrix gain and phase definition

Denote the n singular values of matrix A ∈ Cn×n as

σ(A) =
[
σ1(A) σ2(A) . . . σn(A)

]
,

with σ(A) = σ1(A) ≥ σ2(A) ≥ · · · ≥ σn(A) = σ(A). The
singular values of A are regarded as the magnitudes of A.
Denote the set of matrices whose norms are bounded by γ as

Dγ := {A ∈ Cn×n : σ̄(A) ≤ γ}.
In frequency-domain robust stability analysis, the problem

of determining the invertibility of I +AB plays a significant
role. More specifically, given a matrix A and a set of matrices
B, we wish to determine if det(I + AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈ B.
The selection of matrix set B corresponds to the characteri-
zation of the uncertainty set. In the single-disk problem, B is
chosen to be Dγ and the matrix small gain theorem gives the
necessary and sufficient condition.

Lemma 3 (Matrix small gain theorem [27]). Let γ > 0 and
A ∈ Cn×n, then det(I+AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈ Dγ if and only
if σ(A) < 1/γ.

To define matrix phase, we start with the concept of sectorial
matrix. A matrix A ∈ Cn×n is called sectorial if 0 /∈ W(A).

For a sectorial matrix A ∈ Cn×n, it admits the following
sectorial decomposition [28],

A = T ∗DT,

where D = diag(ejθ1 , . . . , ejθn) is a unitary diagonal matrix
and T ∈ Cn×n is nonsingular. Here, D is unique up to a
permutation, and we can assume that θ1 ≥ θ2 ≥ · · · ≥ θn and
θ1 − θn < π. Notice that these θi are determined modulo 2π.
To uniquely determine θ1, . . . , θn, denote γ(A) = (θ1+θn)/2,
and choose γ(A) ∈ [−π, π). Then γ(A) is unique and is called
the phase center of A.

The phases of A are defined to be

ϕ(A) =
[
ϕ1(A) ϕ2(A) · · · ϕn(A)

]
,

where ϕi(A) = θi, i = 1, . . . , n.
Denote the interior and the boundary of W(A) by intW(A)

and ∂W(A), respectively. If 0 /∈ int W(A), then A is called

semi-sectorial. The concept of phase can be extended to semi-
sectorial matrices. From [29], a semi-sectorial matrix A has a
decomposition

A = T ∗

0 D
E

T
where T is nonsingular, D = diag(ejθ1 , . . . , ejθm) and E is
a direct sum of k copies of the block

eiθ0
[
1 2
0 1

]
,

with k and m satisfying m + 2k = rank(A). Again, we
define the phase center of A as γ(A) = (θ1 + θm)/2 such
that γ(A) ∈ [−π, π). Then the phases of semi-sectorial matrix
A, denoted by ϕi(A), i = 1, 2, . . . ,m+2k, are defined as the
non-increasing sequence composed of θ1, . . . , θm and k copies
of γ(A) ± π/2. The largest and smallest phases of A are re-
spectively denoted by ϕ(A) = ϕ1(A) and ϕ(A) = ϕm+2k(A).

When k = 0, A is congruent to a diagonal matrix and is
called a quasi-sectorial matrix.

Denote the set of phase-bounded semi-sectorial matrices by

S(α, β) = {A ∈ Cn×n : A is semi-sectorial,
[ϕ(A), ϕ̄(A)] ⊂ [α, β]}

For α ∈ [0, π/2], we also denote that S(α) = S(−α, α).
When the given matrix A and the uncertainty set are phase-

bounded, the following matrix small phase theorem provides
a necessary and sufficient condition for the invertibility of I+
AB for all B ∈ S(α, β).
Lemma 4 (Matrix small phase theorem, Lemma 4 [6]). Let
A ∈ Cn×n be a quasi-sectorial matrix with γ(A) ∈ [−π, π),
then det(I + AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈ S(α, β) if and only if
[α, β] ⊂ (−π − ϕ(A), π − ϕ(A)) modulo 2π.

C. Gain and phase of MIMO LTI system

Denote by Lm×m
∞ the set of all m×m transfer matrices that

are essentially bounded on the imaginary axis and by RHm×m
∞

the set of all m×m stable real-rational transfer matrices. Given
an LTI system G ∈ RHm×m

∞ , denote the frequency response
at ω as G(jω), which is a constant complex matrix. Then
σ(G(jω)), the vector of singular values of G(jω), is an Rm-
valued function of the frequency, which we call the magnitude
response of G. The H∞ norm of G is denoted by

∥G∥∞ := ess sup
ω∈R

σ̄(G(jω)).

G(s)

H(s)

Fig. 5: Negative feedback System

Given two LTI systems represented by m×m real-rational
proper transfer matrices G and H , consider the negative
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feedback system consisting of G and H as in Fig. 5. The
closed-loop system is stable if the Gang of Four transfer matrix

G#H :=

[
(I +GH)−1 (I +GH)−1H
G(I +GH)−1 G(I +GH)−1H

]
is stable, or G#H ∈ RH2m×2m

∞ .
Given a frequency function γ(ω) > 0, consider a set of

norm-bounded uncertain systems

Bγ := {H ∈ RHn×n
∞ : σ(H(jω)) ≤ γ(ω),∀ω ∈ [0,∞]}.

A robust stability condition for G#H is given by the following
small gain theorem.

Lemma 5 (System small gain theorem, [27]). Let G ∈
RHn×n

∞ and γ(ω) > 0, for all ω ∈ [0,∞]. Then G#H is
stable for all H ∈ Bγ if and only if σ(G(jω)) < 1/γ(ω) for
all ω ∈ [0,∞].

If G(jω) is sectorial (quasi-sectorial, semi-sectorial) for all
ω ∈ [−∞,∞], then the LTI system G is called frequency-wise
sectorial (quasi-sectorial, semi-sectorial).

System phase responses can be defined for frequency-wise
semi-sectorial systems. For a frequency-wise semi-sectorial
system G, its DC phases are defined as ϕ(G(0)). Notice that
G(0) is a real matrix, the phase center of G(0) is either 0 or π.
Without loss of generality, we can assume that ϕ(G(0)) = 0,
otherwise we can replace G with −G. Then the phase response
of a given system G at each frequency ω is defined as
ϕ(G(jω)).

For frequency-wise semi-sectorial system G, the maximum
and minimum phases of G are respectively defined as

ϕ(G) := sup
ω∈[0,∞]

ϕ(G(jω)),

ϕ(G) := inf
ω∈[0,∞]

ϕ(G(jω)).

The H∞ phase sector of G is defined as

Φ∞(G) := [ϕ(G), ϕ(G)],

which can be regarded as the phase counterpart to the H∞
norm of G.

With the newly defined system phases, let α(ω), β(ω) satis-
fying −π ≤ (α(ω)+β(ω))/2 < π and 0 < β(ω)−α(ω) ≤ π.
Define a cone of systems

C(α, β) := {H ∈ RHn×n
∞ : H is frequency-wise semi

-sectorial, Φ∞(H(jω)) ⊂ [α(ω), β(ω)],∀ω ∈ [0,∞]}.
A robust stability condition for G#H is given by the following
small phase theorem.

Lemma 6 (System small phase theorem, [7]). Let G ∈
RHn×n

∞ be frequency-wise quasi-sectorial. α(ω), β(ω) satis-
fying −π ≤ (α(ω)+β(ω))/2 < π and 0 < β(ω)−α(ω) ≤ π.
Then G#H is stable for all H ∈ C(α, β) if

ϕ(G(jω)) < π − β(ω), ϕ(G(jω)) > −π − α(ω),

for all ω ∈ [0,∞].

Comparing with the small gain theorem, the necessity of
the small phase theorem is still open. For more discussions on
the necessity direction, interested readers are referred to [7].

III. MATRIX SECTORED-DISK PROBLEM

If a matrix is simultaneously norm and phase bounded, its
numerical range is contained in a sector. Such a matrix is
called a sectored-disk matrix. Given γ > 0 and α, β satisfying
−π ≤ (α + β)/2 < π and 0 < β − α ≤ π, denote the set of
sectored-disk matrices with radius γ and phase sector [α, β],
as illustrated in Fig. 6, by

Sγ(α, β) := {A ∈ Cn×n : A is semi-sectorial,
[ϕ(A), ϕ̄(A)] ⊂ [α, β], σ̄(A) ≤ γ}.

Clearly, we have the following set relation:

Sγ(α, β) = Dγ ∩ S(α, β).

For α ∈ [0, π/2], we also denote the set of symmetric
sectored-disk matrices as

Sγ(α) = Sγ(−α, α).

γ

β
α

W(A)

Fig. 6: Numerical range and the sectored-disk area

The following matrix sectored-disk problem plays a signif-
icant role in frequency-domain robust stability analysis.

Problem 1 (Sectored-disk problem). Given matrix A ∈ Cn×n

and α, β satisfying −π ≤ (α+β)/2 < π and 0 < β−α ≤ π,
what is the requirement on A such that det(I +AB) ̸= 0 for
all B ∈ Sγ(α, β)?

Notice that for B ∈ Sγ(α, β) and θ = −(α+β)/2, we have

ejθB ∈ Sγ((β − α)/2). (1)

Therefore, in most of the time throughout the paper we
consider symmetric sectored-disk matrices Sγ(α) without loss
of generality. When α = π/2, this problem is also called a
half-disk problem.

In the scalar case, Problem 1 can be solved explicitly. Since
the proof is straight-forward, we just state the result without
proof, interested readers are referred to [21].

Lemma 7. Given a ∈ C and α, β satisfying −π ≤ (α +
β)/2 < π and 0 < β − α ≤ π, then 1 + ab ̸= 0 for all
b ∈ Sγ(α, β) if and only if |a| > 1/γ or ∠a /∈ [−π−α, π−β].

In the following, we explore Problem 1 for n ≥ 2.

A. Connection with matrix DW shell

For invertible matrix A, the invertibility of (I + AB) is
equivalent to that of (A−1+B). A corollary of Lemma 2 can
be used to tackle the matrix sectored-disk problem.
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Corollary 1. Let γ > 0, −π ≤ (α + β)/2 < π, and 0 <
β − α < π. Let C ∈ Cn×n, then det(C + B) ̸= 0 for all
B ∈ Sγ(α, β) if and only if

DW(−C) ∩ DW(Sγ(α, β)) = ∅.
Proof. For sufficiency, let B be any matrix in Sγ(α, β). From
Lemma 2, DW(−C) ∩ DW(B) = ∅ is equivalent to that
det(C + U∗BU) ̸= 0 for any unitary matrix U . Let U = In,
and it follows det(C +B) ̸= 0.

For necessity, we know that det(C + B) ̸= 0 for any
B ∈ Sγ(α, β). Suppose to the contrapositive that DW(−C)∩
DW(B) ̸= ∅ for some matrix B ∈ Sγ(α, β). From Lemma 2,
there exists unitary matrix U such that det(C +U∗BU) = 0.
Let B̂ = U∗BU . Since unitary congruence does not change
the phases and singular values of a matrix, we have B̂ ∈
Sγ(α, β). Unitary congruence also preserves the shape of
DW shell. So DW(−C) ∩ DW(B̂) ̸= ∅ and B̂ satisfies
det(C + B̂) = 0, contradicting to that det(C + B) ̸= 0 for
any B ∈ Sγ(α, β).

B. DW shell union of sectored-disk matrices
From Corollary 1, the problem of determining the invert-

ibility of I+AB is converted into the problem of determining
the separation of two sets in R3. Problem 1 is equivalent to
the following problem when A is invertible.

Problem 2. Given α ∈ (0, π/2), γ > 0, and A ∈ Cn×n being
invertible, check whether DW(−A−1)∩DW(Sγ(α)) is empty.

From Lemma 1, we observe that the DW shell of an n× n
matrix is a convex set or the surface of a convex set. This
convex set can be accurately characterized in R3 through nu-
merical methods with arbitrary precision [30]. Therefore, once
the shape of DW(Sγ(α)) is determined, the matrix sectored-
disk problem transforms into the verification of whether a
convex set is separated from another set.

Utilizing the Monte Carlo sampling technique, we approx-
imate the XZ-plane projection of DW(S1(π/3)), as depicted
in the grey area in Fig. 7.

Fig. 7: Monte Carlo simulation result of DW(S1(π/3)). The
gray area represents the XZ projection of the union of DW
shells, computed for 3× 109 randomly generated 3-by-3 ma-
trices. The blue line outlines the boundary of a subset within
DW(S1(π/3)), while the red line illustrates the boundary of
a superset for DW(S1(π/3)).

Unfortunately, for a general α ∈ (0, π/2), the exact shape of
DW(Sγ(α)) remains elusive. To address Problem 2, a practi-
cal approach involves identifying both a subset and a superset

of DW(Sγ(α)). Subsequently, the goal is to determine if these
sets are separated from DW(−A−1). Specifically, assume that
we have characterized two sets, D1 and D2, satisfying:

D1 ⊂ DW(Sγ(α)) ⊂ D2.

Then for any matrix C,

DW(C) ∩D2 = ∅ ⇒ DW(C) ∩ DW(Sγ(α)) = ∅,
DW(C) ∩ DW(Sγ(α)) = ∅ ⇒ DW(C) ∩D1 = ∅.

Hence, the characterization of a superset D2 provides a
sufficient condition for the assertion in Problem 2 to hold.
Simultaneously, the characterization of a subset D1 establishes
a necessary condition. Notably, a smaller superset results in
a more stringent sufficient condition, while a larger subset
yields a more rigorous necessary condition. In the event that
the superset and subset coincide, the condition becomes both
necessary and sufficient.

Candidates for D1 and D2 can be found directly from the
properties of the DW shell. Before proceeding, we define some
useful subsets in R3 as

P = {(x, y, z) ∈ R3 : x2 + y2 ≤ z},
Hγ = {(x, y, z) ∈ P : z ≤ γ2},
Vα = {(x, y, z) ∈ P : − tan(α)x ≤ y ≤ tan(α)x},
Kk = {(x, y, z) ∈ P : z ≤ kx}.

When α = π/2, the set Vπ/2 is given by {(x, y, z) ∈ P : x ≥
0}. The shapes of these sets are shown in Fig. 8.

(a) Shape of Hγ (b) Shape of Vα

(c) Shape of Vπ/2 (d) Shape of Kk

Fig. 8: Shapes of some useful sets in R3.

Denote the set of symmetric sectored-disk matrices that are
in addition normal as

SN γ(α) = {B ∈ Cn×n : B ∈ Sγ(α), B is normal}.

By Lemma 1, the DW shells of normal matrices are polytopes
in R3. The following proposition further characterizes the
shapes and relations of the above sets.
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Fig. 9: Envelop of DW(SN γ(α)) for n = 2.

Proposition 1. For n ≥ 3, we have

DW(SN γ(α)) = Hγ ∩ Vα ∩ Kγ sec(α), (2)
DW(Sγ(α)) ⊂ Hγ ∩ Vα. (3)

Proof. See Appendix A.

Note that for n = 2, equqlity (2) does not hold in general.
Instead, we observe that only the following relation holds:

DW(SN γ(α)) ⊊ Hγ ∩ Vα ∩ Kγ sec(α), (4)

This observation is further explained below. We assert that the
intersection of DW(SN γ(α)) and Kγ sec(α) is limited to the
endpoints: (γ cos(α), γ sin(α), γ2), (γ cos(α),−γ sin(α), γ2),
(0, 0, 0), or a convex combination of two of them, forming
a triangle as depicted in Fig. 9. However, it is important
to note that the interior of this triangle is not contained
within DW(SN γ(α)). This assertion is supported by con-
sidering a point p ∈ DW(SN γ(α)) ∩ Kγ sec(α), which
can be expressed as the convex combination of two points
p1 = (x1, y1, x

2
1 + y21) and p2 = (x2, y2, x

2
2 + y22) according

to Lemma 1. From the constraints imposed by sectored-
disk matrices and the convexity of the paraboloid, it fol-
lows that x2i + y2i ≤ γ sec(α)xi for i = 1, 2. The equal-
ity only holds for the three points (γ cos(α), γ sin(α), γ2),
(γ cos(α),−γ sin(α), γ2), (0, 0, 0) and the line segments con-
necting two of the endpoints, leading to (4).

When α = π/2, the superset and subset in Proposition 1
coincide. The following corollary characterizes the DW shell
union of half-disk matrices.

Corollary 2. It holds the following equality

DW(Sγ(π/2)) = Hγ ∩ Vπ/2.

As discussed earlier, a superset of the DW shell union corre-
sponds to a sufficient separating condition, while a subset cor-
responds to a necessary condition. Given that DW(Sγ(π/2))
is precisely characterized, the DW shell separating condition
emerges as both necessary and sufficient, and it will be
presented subsequently.

Proposition 1 delineates Hγ ∩ Vα as a superset of
DW(Sγ(α)). This superset, stemming from the gain and phase
constraints, tends to overestimate DW(Sγ(α)) and proves less
precise for 0 < α < π/2. Hγ and Vα generate vertical
or horizontal boundaries based on either the gain or phase
constraint. To introduce inclined boundaries, as depicted by the

red lines in Fig. 7, it is imperative to blend both the gain and
phase constraints. The subsequent lemma facilitates a more
accurate estimation of DW(Sγ(α)), forming the basis for a
pivotal outcome in this paper, connecting the norm and phase
information of sectored-disk matrices.

Lemma 8. Let γ > 0, α ∈ [0, π/2) and B ∈ Sγ(α), then it
holds

B∗B ≤ 1

2
γ sec2(α)(B +B∗).

Proof. Since 0 ≤ α < π/2, B ∈ Sγ(α) must be sectorial or
quasi-sectorial by definition. Denote that r := rank(B). Then
there exist non-singular matrix T and diagonal real matrix Λr

such that
B = T ∗

[
Ir + jΛr

0

]
T. (5)

Partition the matrix T as

T =

[
T1
T2

]
.

with T1 ∈ Cr×n.
Then (5) can be rewritten into B = T ∗

1 (Ir + jΛr)T1, and
the Hermitian part of B is given by H(B) = T ∗

1 T1. From the
phase constraint on B, we have Λ2

r ≤ tan2(α)Ir. Therefore,

Ir + Λ2
r ≤ sec2(α)Ir. (6)

On the other hand, since σ̄(B) ≤ γ, we have H(B) =
T ∗
1 T1 ≤ γIr, yielding that

T1T
∗
1 ≤ γIr. (7)

Combining (6) and (7), we have

B∗B = T ∗
1 (Ir − jΛr)T1T

∗
1 (Ir + jΛr)T1

≤ γT ∗
1 (Ir − jΛr)(Ir + jΛr)T1

= γT ∗
1 (Ir + Λ2

r)T1

≤ γ sec2(α)T ∗
1 T1 = γ sec2(α)H(B),

which completes the proof.

Based on Lemma 8, a tighter superset of DW(Sγ(α)) is
given by the following theorem.

Theorem 1. The DW shell union of Sγ(α) satisfies

DW(Sγ(α)) ⊂ Hγ ∩ Vα ∩ Kγ sec2(α).

Proof. By Proposition 1, it holds

DW(Sγ(α)) ⊂ Hγ ∩ Vα.

It then suffices to show that

DW(Sγ(α)) ⊂ Kγ sec2(α).

Let B ∈ Sγ(α) and (x, y, z) ∈ DW(B), then there exists unit
vector u ∈ Cn such that

(x, y, z) = (Re(u∗Bu), Im(u∗Bu), u∗B∗Bu).

From Lemma 8, we obtain that

γ sec2(α)x− z = γ sec2(α)Re(u∗Bu)− u∗B∗Bu

= u∗
(
γ sec2(α)H(B)−B∗B

)
u ≥ 0,
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which shows that

DW(Sγ(α)) ⊂
{
(x, y, z) : γ sec2(α)x ≥ z

}
.

The right-hand side of the above equation is exactly Kγ sec2(α),
which completes the proof.

Fig. 10: Two views of the superset of DW(Sγ(α)) with α =
π/3 and γ = 1.

Fig. 11: The subset and the superset of DW(S1(π/3)). The
blue lines sketch the subset and the red lines sketch the
superset.

In Proposition 1 and Theorem 1, a superset and a subset
of DW(Sγ(α)) are given by Hγ ∩ Vα ∩ Kγ sec(α) and Hγ ∩
Vα ∩ Kγ sec2(α), respectively. For α ∈ (0, π/2), the superset
and the subset do not coincide. Take α = π/3 for example.
The superset is visualized in Fig. 10 and the gap between the
superset and the subset is visualized in Fig. 11.

C. Necessary condition and sufficient condition for matrix
sectored-disk problem

In this subsection, we delve into both sufficient and neces-
sary conditions for the matrix sectored-disk problem. These

conditions align with the superset and subset of DW(Sγ(α))
identified in the previous subsection, encapsulating the gap
between the corresponding sufficient and necessary conditions.
It is worth noting that the conditions for a matrix sectored-disk
problem are both necessary and sufficient when B lies within
the set of normal matrices or the set of half-disk matrices. In
Proposition 1 and Theorem 1, we have already characterized
a superset and a subset of DW(Sγ(α)), forming the basis for
establishing a sufficient condition and a necessary condition
for the sectored-disk problem.

Given the similar appearance of the superset from Proposi-
tion 1 and the subset from Theorem 1, we present the following
proposition to outline the separation condition for such sets.

Proposition 2. Let δ ≥ γ > 0, α ∈ [0, π/2), and A ∈ Cn×n

be an invertible matrix, then DW(−A−1)∩(Hγ∩Vα∩Kδ) = ∅
if and only if there exist non-negative numbers k1, k2, k3, k4
such that

k1(I − γ2A∗A) + k2H(e−j(π/2−α)A)

+ k3H(ej(π/2−α)A) + k4(δH(A) + I) > 0. (8)

Proof. From Lemma 1, we have DW(−A−1) ⊂ P . Therefore,
DW(−A−1) ∩ (Hγ ∩ Vα ∩ Kδ) = ∅ if and only if the
intersection of DW(−A−1) and set{

(x, y, z) ∈ R3 : z ≤ γ2, y ≥ − tan(α)x,

y ≤ tan(α)x, z ≤ δx
}

is empty.
Notice that the right-hand side is the complementary set

of a polyhedron. From the duality condition [31, Chapter 5],
this is equivalent to the existence of non-negative numbers
k1, k2, k3, k4 such that

DW(−A−1) ⊂
{
k1(γ

2 − z) + k2(tan(α)x+ y)

+ k3(tan(α)x− y) + k4(δx− z) < 0
}
.

Thus, for all (x, y, z) ∈ DW(−A−1),

k1(γ
2 − z) + k2(tan(α)x+ y)

+ k3(tan(α)x− y) + k4(kx− z) < 0.

From the definition of DW shell, this is equivalent to that for
each unit vector u,

k1
(
γ2u∗u− u∗A−∗A−1u

)
+ k2

(
tan(α)Re

(
u∗(−A−1)u

)
+ Im

(
u∗(−A−1)u

))
+ k3

(
tan(α)Re

(
u∗(−A−1)u

)
− Im

(
u∗(−A−1)u

))
+ k4

(
δRe

(
u∗(−A−1)u

)
− u∗A−∗A−1u

)
< 0.

Notice that u can be relaxed to be any non-zero vector, this
inequality is equivalent to the following LMI

k1
(
γ2I −A−∗A−1

)
+k2

(
tan(α)H(−A−1) +K(−A−1)

)
+ k3

(
tan(α)H(−A−1)−K(−A−1)

)
+ k4

(
δH(−A−1)−A−∗A−1

)
< 0.
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This is further equivalent to

k1(I − γ2A∗A) + k2 sec(α)(sin(α)H(A)− cos(α)K(A))

+ k3 sec(α)(sin(α)H(A) + cos(α)K(A))

+ k4(δH(A) + I) > 0,

which can be rewritten as

k1
(
I − γ2A∗A

)
+ k2 sec(α)H(e−j(π/2−α)A)

+ k3 sec(α)H(ej(π/2−α)A) + k4 (δH(A) + I) > 0.

Without loss of generality, by replacing k3 sec(α) and
k4 sec(α) with k3 and k4, we have (8).

By characterizing the subset of the DW shell union
of sectored-disk matrices, a necessary condition for matrix
sectored-disk problem can be derived, which is stated in the
following theorem.

Theorem 2. Let γ > 0, α ∈ [0, π/2), and A ∈ Cn×n be an
invertible matrix. If det(I+AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈ Sγ(α), then
there exist non-negative numbers k1, k2, k3, k4 such that

k1(I − γ2A∗A) + k2H(e−j(π/2−α)A)

+ k3H(ej(π/2−α)A) + k4 (γ sec(α)H(A) + I) > 0. (9)

Proof. From Corollary 1, that det(I + AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈
Sγ(α) implies

DW(−A−1) ∩ DW(SN γ(α)) = ∅.
From Proposition 1,

DW(SN γ(α)) = Hγ ∩ Vα ∩ Kγ sec(α).

Now we apply Proposition 2 with δ = γ sec(α), then the
LMI of (9) must hold.

When A is invertible, a sufficient condition can be derived
similarly in terms of the superset of the DW shell union of
sectored-disk matrices. Importantly, we find that this sufficient
condition also holds for non-invertible matrix A, which is
stated in what follows.

Theorem 3. Let γ > 0, α ∈ [0, π/2), and A ∈ Cn×n, then
det(I+AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈ Sγ(α) if there exist non-negative
numbers k1, k2, k3, k4 such that

k1(I − γ2A∗A) + k2H(e−j(π/2−α)A)

+ k3H(ej(π/2−α)A) + k4
(
γ sec2(α)H(A) + I

)
> 0. (10)

Proof. We will prove by contradiction. Suppose that det(I +
AB) = 0, then there exists nonzero vector v ∈ Cn such that
(I + AB)v = 0. Let u = Bv whereby v = −Au, then from
(10), we have

k1u
∗(I − γ2A∗A)u+ k2u

∗H(e−j(π/2−α)A)u

+k3u
∗H(ej(π/2−α)A)u+k4u

∗ (γ sec2(α)H(A) + I
)
u > 0.

With u = Bv and v = −Au, above becomes

k1v
∗(B∗B − γ2I)v − k2v

∗H(ej(π/2−α)B)v

− k3v
∗H(e−j(π/2−α)B)v

+ k4v
∗ (B∗B − γsec2(α)H(B)

)
v > 0.

On the other hand, since B ∈ Sγ(α), the first three terms
of above inequality are negative semi-definite. It follows from
Lemma 8 that the last term is also negative semi-definite. Since
ki are non-negative numbers, summing up four terms weighted
by ki leads to contradiction.

Next, we extend the phase constraints to be asymmetric
and present two corollaries derived from Theorem 2 and
Theorem 3. The proofs are omitted as they are straightforward.

Corollary 3. Given invertible A ∈ Cn×n, γ > 0 and α, β
satisfying −π ≤ (α + β)/2 < π and 0 < β − α < π, if
det(I +AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈ Sγ(α, β), then there exist non-
negative numbers k1, k2, k3, k4 such that

k1
(
I − γ2A∗A

)
+k2H(e−j(π/2−β)A)+k3H(ej(π/2+α)A)

+ k4

(
γsec((β − α)/2)H(ej(α+β)/2A) + I

)
> 0. (11)

Corollary 4. Given A ∈ Cn×n, γ > 0 and α, β satisfying
−π ≤ (α+β)/2 < π and 0 < β−α < π, then det(I+AB) ̸=
0 for all B ∈ Sγ(α, β) if there exist non-negative numbers
k1, k2, k3, k4 such that

k1
(
I − γ2A∗A

)
+k3H(e−j(π/2−β)A)+k4H(ej(π/2+α)A)

+ k2

(
γsec2((β − α)/2)H(ej(α+β)/2A) + I

)
> 0. (12)

The following is a simple illustration of the efficacy of the
proposed conditions.

Example 1. Consider matrix

A =

0.58− 0.21j −0.92 + 0.41j 0.35− 0.90j
0.91 + 0.31j 0.69− 0.93j 0.51− 0.80j
0.31− 0.65j 0.86− 0.44j 0.48 + 0.64j

 .
First notice that σ̄(A) > 1 and A is not sectorial, whereby
neither the small gain nor the small phase analysis in terms
of B ∈ S1(π/3) is applicable here. Substitute matrix A
into LMI (10) with γ = 1 and α = π/3. Solve the
coefficients by MOSEK solver [32], which is interfaced by
YALMIP [33] in MATLAB. The computational time is approx-
imately 14ms. A feasible solution is given by [k1, k2, k3, k4] =
[1, 5.2311, 4.3742, 0.0468]. From Fig. 12, one can see that
the DW shell of −A−1 is separated from the superset of
DW(S1(π/3)). Thus, an application of Theorem 3 yields that
det(I +AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈ S1(π/3).

D. Solution to half-disk problem

Recall that the shape of DW(Sγ(π/2)) has been character-
ized in Corollary 2. For the half-disk problem, the following
proposition gives the necessary and sufficient condition by
applying the separating condition to DW(Sγ(π/2)).

Proposition 3. Let γ > 0 and A ∈ Cn×n be an invertible
matrix, then det(I + AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈ Sγ(π/2) if and
only if there exists k1, k2 ≥ 0 such that

k1(I − γ2A∗A) + k2H(A) > 0. (13)
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Fig. 12: The left-hand side ellipse is DW(−A−1). The
red lines on the right-hand side sketch a superset of
DW(S1(π/3)).

Proof. From Corollary 1, that det(I + AB) ̸= 0 for all B ∈
Sγ(π/2) is equivalent to

DW(−A−1) ∩ DW(Sγ(π/2)) = ∅. (14)

From Corollary 2, DW(Sγ(π/2)) = Vπ/2 ∩ Hγ . Since
DW(Sγ(π/2)) and DW(−A−1) are both convex sets, their
separation means the existence of a separating plane. Notice
that DW(−A−1) ⊂ P , thus

DW(−A−1) ∩ DW(Sγ(π/2)) = ∅
is equivalent to

DW(−A−1) ∩ {(x, y, z) ∈ R3 : γ2 − z ≥ 0, x ≥ 0} = ∅.
From the duality condition [31, Chapter 5], we have

{(x, y, z) ∈ R3 : γ2 − z ≥ 0, x ≥ 0}c =
{(x, y, z) ∈ R3 : ∃k1, k2 ≥ 0, k1(γ

2 − z) + k2x < 0}.
It follows from the definition of DW shells that there exist
k1, k2 > 0 such that for all unit vectors u,

k1(γ
2u∗u− u∗A−∗A−1u) + k2u

∗H(−A−1)u < 0,

which is equivalent to

k1(A
−∗A−1 − γ2I) + k2H(A−1) > 0.

Multiplying the left-hand and right-hand sides with A∗ and A
respectively then yields (13), which completes the proof.

According to Corollary 1, matrix I + AB is invertible if
DW(−A−1) and DW(Sγ(α)) are separated. Geometrically,
Proposition 3 implies that the separating plane can be defined
as a plane intersecting the point (0, 0, γ2) with a normal vector
of (k2, 0,−k1). A visual representation of this equation is
illustrated in Fig. 13.

We would like to note that Proposition 3, which is a
special case of our main result in Theorem 3, provides results
similar to those presented in [15, Theorem 1]. Specifically, [15,
Theorem 1] calculates the SSV for half-disk uncertainty and
establishes a necessary and sufficient condition for the half-
disk problem using the mixed-µ technique. They also provide

z − γ2 = kx

x

z

Fig. 13: The shaded area is the XZ-plane projection of Hγ ∩
Vπ/2, and the dashed line is determined by equation k1(γ2 −
z) + k2x = 0 with some k1, k2.

a geometric interpretation of their condition, which involves
checking whether the generalized numerical range

W(I − γ2A∗A,A+A∗) =

{(u∗(I − γ2A∗A)u, u∗(A∗ +A)u) : u ∈ Cn, u∗u = 1}

is separated from the closed negative orthant. This condition
is equivalent to (13). Nevertheless, the development based on
the DW-shell separation in our study may be regarded as an
alternative way in exploiting and validating this fact.

E. Comparison with some existing results

A commonly used approach for robust stability analysis in
the presence of multiple quadratic constraints, such as the
sectored-disk problem, is to employ the S-procedure [18], [34].
Given N Hermitian matrices Πi ∈ Cn×n, consider the set
of matrices B satisfying the following quadratic constraints
simultaneously:[

B∗ I
]
Πi

[
B
I

]
≥ 0, i = 1, ..., N.

Then by the S-procedure, we know that det(I + AB) ̸= 0
for all such B if there exist ki ≥ 0, i = 1, ..., N such that

N∑
i=1

ki
[
I −A∗]Πi

[
I

−A

]
< 0, i = 1, ..., N. (15)

As for the sectored-disk problem, Π1,Π2,Π3 can be chosen
according to the norm and phase constraints, namely,

Π1 =

[
−I 0
0 γ2I

]
,Π2 =

[
0 e−j(π/2−α)I

ej(π/2−α)I 0

]
,

Π3 =

[
0 ej(π/2−α)I

e−j(π/2−α)I 0

]
.

Substitute these Πi into (15), we can derive a sufficient
condition for the sectored-disk problem as that there exist
ki ≥ 0 such that

k1(I − γ2A∗A) + k2H(e−j(π/2−α)A)

+ k3H(ej(π/2−α)A) > 0. (16)

Using an analysis technique similar to Theorem 2, one can
see that for invertible matrix A, (16) is equivalent to

DW(−A−1) ∩Hγ ∩ Vα = ∅.
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Recall Example 1, and one can verify that LMI (16) is
infeasible for the matrix A but (10) is feasible, demonstrating
that the proposed condition of (10) is less conservative for the
sectored-disk problem.

Tits et al. [17, Corollary 1] defined the phase sensitive
structured singular value (PS-SSV) of a matrix A as

µα(A) := (inf {σ̄(B) : B ∈ S(α),det(I +AB) = 0})−1.

They proposed a sufficient condition for det(I+AB) ̸= 0 for
all B ∈ S1(α), which is

µα(A) < 1.

Since the calculation of the PS-SSV is in general NP-hard,
the authors provide an upper bound of the PS-SSV. For the
full block case, the upper bound is given by

µ̂α(A) :=
(
sup{γ > 0 : r > 0, s > 0, |b| ≤ cot(α),

r(γ2A∗A− I)− s((1 + jb)A+ (1− jb)A∗) < 0}
)−1

.

On the other hand, with

r = k1, s = (k2 + k3) sin(α), b =
k3 − k2
k3 + k2

cot(α),

(16) can be rewritten as

r(γ2A∗A− I)− s((1 + jb)A+ (1− jb)A∗) < 0. (17)

Thus, for invertible matrix A, it holds that

µ̂α(A) = (sup{γ > 0 : DW(−A−1) ∩Hγ ∩ Vα = ∅})−1.

In other words, for all γ < µ̂−1
α (A), we have DW(−A−1) ∩

Hγ ∩ Vα = ∅.
Comparing to condition (16) or (17) with Theorem 3, our

result (10) has an additional term γ sec2(α)H(A) + I . Let

Π4 =

 −I γ

2
sec2(α)

γ

2
sec2(α) 0

 .
We then have[

I −A∗]Π4

[
I

−A

]
= −γsec2(α)H(A)− I, (18)

[
B∗ I

]
Π4

[
B
I

]
= γsec2(α)H(B)−B∗B. (19)

From Lemma 8, (19) is positive definite for all B ∈ Sγ(α).
With Theorem 3, now we have a tighter upper bound of

µα(A), which is given by

µ̃α(A) :=

(
sup{γ > 0 : r > 0, s > 0, t > 0, |b| ≤ cot(α),

r(γ2A∗A− I)− s((1 + jb)A+ (1− jb)A∗)

− t
(
γsec2 αH(A) + I

)
< 0}

)−1

.

As µ̂α(A) involves only the second-order term of γ, it can
be computed using a quasi-convex optimization problem [17].
However, due to the presence of both first and second-order
terms, the calculation of µ̃α(A) becomes a nonlinear problem.
Since µ̃α(A) is bounded within [0, µ̂α(A)] and is monotonous

with respect to γ, a line search can be employed as a feasible
approach for its computation.

Example 2. Let A be the matrix considered in Example 1.
Consider the full block sectored-disk uncertainties with phase
bound [−π/3, π/3], we have

µ̂α(A) = 1/0.5361 > µ̃α(A) = 1/1.4436.

This example also shows that the sufficient condition in
Theorem 3 is strictly weaker (and hence less conservative) than
the sufficient condition (16). In general, we have µα(A) <
µ̂α(A) for α ∈ [0, π/2), and µα(A) = µ̂α(A) only holds for
α = π/2. This gives an answer to an open problem in [35,
Problem 42].

IV. SECTORED-DISK UNCERTAINTIES

In the previous section, we established both sufficient and
necessary conditions to address the matrix sectored-disk prob-
lem. In this section, we extend the sectored-disk problem
along with the proposed conditions to the scenario involving
LTI systems. First, we formulate a sectored-disk problem for
LTI systems, with the aim of determining conditions on the
given LTI system G so that the feedback system G#∆ is
robustly stable against each uncertainty ∆ that belongs to a
prescribed sectored-disk uncertainty set frequency-wise. Next,
we develop a robust feedback stability condition based on the
matrix result for resolving the problem. Finally, leveraging the
state-space representations of LTI systems and employing the
Kalman-Yakubovich-Popov (KYP) lemma, we transform the
robust feedback stability condition into solving LMIs for ease
of computation and verification.

A. Robust stability with sectored-disk uncertainty

Given an uncertain system, a common modelling method is
to sample its frequency response in a frequency-wise manner
so that the norm and phase of the uncertain system can be
estimated. In this case, the uncertain feedback system can be
modelled as G#∆ in Fig. 2. Let the parameters describing the
uncertain system satisfy α(ω), β(ω) ∈ (−π, π] with (β(ω) +
α(ω))/2 ∈ (−π, π], β(ω)−α(ω) < π and γ(ω) > 0. We will
focus on the following set of sectored-disk uncertainty

Uγ(α, β) := {∆ ∈ RHn×n
∞ : ∥∆(jω)∥ ≤ γ(ω),

∆ is frequency-wise semi-sectorial,
[ϕ(∆(jω)), ϕ̄(∆(jω))] ⊂ [α(ω), β(ω)],∀ω ∈ [0,∞].}

Notice that ∆(−jω) = ∆(jω) for ∆(s) ∈ Uγ(α, β) by
the conjugate symmetric property of real-rational transfer
matrices. We have Φ∞(∆(jω)) ⊂ [−β(−ω),−α(−ω)] for
all ω ∈ [−∞, 0). For notational simplicity, when the phase
constraints are symmetric, we also denote

Uγ(α) := Uγ(−α, α).

Taking advantage of the results of the matrix sectored-disk
problem, we obtain the following robust feedback stability
condition for the sectored-disk problem.
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Theorem 4. Let G ∈ RHn×n
∞ , γ(ω) > 0 and α(ω), β(ω) ∈

(−π, π] with β(ω) − α(ω) < π, for all ω ∈ [0,∞]. Then
G#∆ is stable for all ∆ ∈ Uγ(α, β) if there exist scalar non-
negative functions k1(ω), k2(ω), k3(ω), k4(ω) such that for all
ω ∈ [0,∞],

4∑
i=1

ki(ω)Ti(ω) > 0, (20)

where

T1(ω) = I − γ(ω)2G∗(jω)G(jω),

T2(ω) = 2H(e−j(π/2−p(ω)−q(ω))G(jω)),

T3(ω) = 2H(ej(π/2+q(ω)−p(ω))G(jω)),

T4(ω) = γ(ω)sec2(p(ω)H(ejq(ω)G(jω)) + I,

p(ω) = (β(ω)− α(ω))/2, q(ω) = (β(ω) + α(ω))/2.

Proof. Note that G,∆ ∈ RHn×n
∞ . In order to prove that

the feedback system G#∆ is stable, it suffices to show that
det(I + G(jω)∆(jω)) ̸= 0 for all ω ∈ [−∞,∞] and that
(I +G(s)∆(s))−1 has no pole on the open right half plane.

First, note that inequality (20) holds for G implies that
it holds for any cG with c ∈ (0, 1]. It then follows from
Corollary 4 that det(I+cG(jω)∆(jω)) ̸= 0 for all ω ∈ [0,∞]
and c ∈ (0, 1]. Then by the conjugate symmetry of G(jω), we
obtain that det(I + cG(jω)∆(jω)) ̸= 0 for all ω ∈ [−∞,∞]
and c ∈ (0, 1].

Second, suppose to the contrapositive that (I+G(s)∆(s))−1

has some poles on the open right half plane. Note that the
poles of (I+ cG(s)∆(s))−1 on the open right half plane vary
continuously in terms of parameter c ∈ (0, 1] and when c0 > 0
is sufficiently small, (I + c0G(s)∆(s))−1 has no pole on the
open right half plane by the small gain condition. Then by the
assumption that (I+G(s)∆(s))−1 has some poles on the open
right half plane, there must be some c ∈ (c0, 1) such that some
of the poles of (I + cG(s)∆(s))−1 are on the imaginary axis.
This contradicts to that det(I + cG(jω)∆(jω)) ̸= 0 for all
ω ∈ [−∞,∞] and c ∈ (0, 1]. By contraposition, we conclude
that (I + G(s)∆(s))−1 has no pole on the open right half
plane, which completes the proof.

The following is an example on showing how we solve
the frequency-dependent inequality (20) to obtain the robust
feedback stability.

Example 3. Consider a plant G(s) which is given by

G(s) =


2s+1

5s+1

12s

10s+1

s

20s+1

5s+2

8s+1


Clearly, we see that G ∈ RH2×2

∞ and G−1 ∈ L2×2
∞ . Consider

that the sectored-disk uncertainty is described by bounds

γ(ω), α(ω), β(ω), where

γ(ω) =

{
10, 0 ≤ ω ≤ π/9,
4, ω ≥ π/9.

β(ω) = −α(ω) =


π/2, 0 ≤ ω ≤ π/9,
π/3, π/9 ≤ ω ≤ π/6,
π/4, π/6 ≤ ω ≤ π/3,
π/6, ω ≥ π/3.

10
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Fig. 14: The values of ki(ω), i = 1, 2, 3, 4.

In this example, we evenly sample the frequency interval
[10−2, 102] rad/s by 200 grid points. The total computation
time is about 36.96s. Then solving ki(ω) > 0 in (20), we
obtain the values of ki(ω), as shown in Fig. 14. Therefore,
Theorem 4 holds with such ki(ω), and G#∆ is stable for all
∆ ∈ Uγ(α, β).

B. State-space robust stability conditions

Given a system G ∈ RHn×n
∞ with a minimum realization[

A B
C D

]
, the KYP lemma [36] connects the time-domain

system characterization and the frequency-domain description
as well as the stability condition. When the gain bound and
phase bound of sectored-disk uncertainty are constants with
respect to the frequency, the following theorem utilizes the
KYP lemma to provide a numerical method for verifying the
closed-loop robust stability condition.

Theorem 5. [Sectored-disk lemma] Let G(s) = C(sI −
A)−1B + D ∈ RHn×n

∞ , γ > 0, and α ∈ [0, π/2]. Then
G#∆ is stable for all ∆ ∈ Uγ(α) if there exist P > 0 and
ki ≥ 0, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, such that[

A∗P + PA PB
B∗P 0

]
+

4∑
i=1

kiMi < 0, (21)

where

M1 =

[
γ2C∗C γ2C∗D
γ2D∗C γ2D∗D − I

]
,

M2 =

[
0 −e−j(π/2−α)C∗

−ej(π/2−α)C −2H
(
ej(π/2−α)D

)] ,
M3 =

[
0 −ej(π/2−α)C∗

−e−j(π/2−α)C −2H
(
e−j(π/2−α)D

)] ,
M4 =

[
0 −C∗

−C −(D∗ +D)− (2 cos2(α)/γ)I

]
.
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Proof. Note that there exist P > 0 and ki ≥ 0, i = 1, 2, 3, 4
such that (21) holds. Then by KYP lemma, (21) is equivalent
to for ω ∈ [−∞,∞],

4∑
i=1

ki

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
Mi

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
< 0. (22)

On the other hand, noting G(jω) = C(jωI −A)−1B +D,
we have the following sequence of equations:

γ2G∗(jω)G(jω)− I

=

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M1

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
,

− 2H(ej(π/2−α)G(jω))

=

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M2

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
,

− 2H(e−j(π/2−α)G(jω))

=

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M3

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
.

− 2H(G(jω))− (2 cos2(α)/γ)I

=

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M4

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
,

Therefore, (22) is further equivalent to

k1(I − γ2G∗(jω)G(jω)) + 2k2H(ej(π/2−α)G(jω))

+ 2k3H(e−j(π/2−α)G(jω))

+ k4(G(jω) +G∗(jω) + (2 cos2(α)/γ)I) > 0.

From Theorem 4, this implies for all ∆ ∈ Uγ(α), G#∆ is
stable. This completes the proof.

Example 4. Consider the following SISO system

G =

[
A B
C D

]
=

 0.3442 1.1386 1.6975
−1.0904 −0.8495 −0.8061
0.5363 0.3336 −0.2373

 .
Solving inequality (21) with γ = 1 and α = π/3, we have

P =

[
15.5281 9.0543
9.0543 15.9003

]
,

k1 = 28.1602, k2 = 6.4926, k3 = 6.4926, k4 = 11.8703.

Therefore, G#∆ is stable for all sectored-disk uncertainties
∆ ∈ Uγ(α). Fig. 15 is the Nyquist plot of G. From the
Nyquist plot, one can see that G is not passive. Moreover
by calculating the norm of G, one has ∥G∥∞ = 1.1568 > 1.
Therefore, the closed-loop robust stability cannot be ensured
by the small gain theorem nor the small phase theorem.

Fig. 15: Nyquist plot of G such that G#∆ is stable for all
∆ ∈ Uγ(α) with α = π/3.

Example 5. Consider another MIMO system

G =

[
A B
C D

]

=


−0.699 0.044 0.855 0.812 0.044
0.418 −0.477 −0.568 0.361 −0.792
−0.639 −0.074 −0.998 0.029 0.998
0.359 0.393 0.543 −0.248 −0.847
0.625 0.077 0.591 −0.044 −0.048

 .
Solving Theorem 5 with γ = 1 and α = π/3, we have

P =

14.5345 9.5677 10.0333
9.5677 11.9948 10.2902
10.0333 10.2902 18.0862

 ,
k1 = 20.8005, k2 = 0.8003, k3 = 0.8003, k4 = 5.4204.

Therefore, G#∆ is stable for all sectored-disk uncertainties
∆ ∈ Uγ(α). Applying the bounded real lemma, we can check
that G is not norm-bounded by 1. The sector real lemma is
also infeasible in this case. Therefore, the closed-loop robust
stability cannot be ensured by the small gain theorem nor the
small phase theorem.

Remark 1. Since the ki, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, in Theorem 5 are
constants, it gives a more conservative result than that in
Theorem 4. The following example would show the difference.
Let a system G be given by

G =

[
A B
C D

]

=


−3.803 −1.134 3.474 5.036 3.568
4.573 −12.656 5.861 10.204 10.512
1.559 7.793 −15.323 10.939 13.879
0.075 0.131 0.165 −0.218 −0.278
0.378 0.058 0.128 −0.641 −0.575

 .
Solving Theorem 5 with γ = 1 and α = π/3, the problem

is infeasible, revealing that Theorem 5 is inapplicable here.
On the other hand, we divide the frequency interval

[10−2, 102] rad/s into 200 grid points, then check the sep-
arating condition in Theorem 4 frequency-wise. The total
computation time is about 40.69s by MOSEK solver interfaced
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by YALMIP in MATLAB. One can see that there exist functions
ki(ω), i = 1, 2, 3, 4, as in Fig. 16, whereby Theorem 4 is
applicable.
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Fig. 16: Functions ki.

In Theorem 5, the KYP lemma is applied to derive an
LMI condition for robust stability under the symmetric phase
bounded uncertainty. In what follows, we consider an un-
certainty ∆ ∈ Uγ(α, β) that has asymmetric phase con-
straints, then for all ω ∈ [0,∞], Φ∞(∆(jω)) ⊂ [α, β] and
σ̄(∆(jω)) ≤ γ. Since the ω only takes non-negative values in
the constraints, the classical KYP lemma does not apply. To
tackle this problem, the generalized KYP lemma would help.

Define a curve in the complex plane via

Λ(Σ,Ψ) =

{
λ ∈ C

∣∣∣∣ [
λ
1

]∗
Σ

[
λ
1

]
= 0,

[
λ
1

]∗
Ψ

[
λ
1

]
≥ 0

}
with parameters Σ and Ψ being Hermitian matrices of proper
dimensions.

Lemma 9. [generalized KYP lemma, [37]] Let A ∈
Cn×n, B ∈ Cn×m, M = M∗ ∈ C(n+m)×(n+m). Suppose[
A B

]
is controllable. Let Ω be the set of eigenvalues of

A in Λ(Σ,Ψ). Then[
(λI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M

[
(λI −A)−1B

I

]
< 0

for all λ ∈ Λ(Σ,Ψ)\Ω if and only if there exist Hermitian X
and Y such that

Y > 0,

[
A B
I 0

]∗
(Σ⊗X +Ψ⊗ Y )

[
A B
I 0

]
+M < 0.

With the generalized KYP lemma, the following theorem
then provides an LMI condition for robust stability under
uncertainty set Uγ(α, β). Denote that

p := γsec2(β − α), q :=
1

2
(α+ β).

Theorem 6. Let γ > 0, −π ≤ (α+β)/2 < π, 0 < β−α < π,

G ∈ RHn×n
∞ with a minimal realization

[
A B
C D

]
. Then

G#∆ is stable for all ∆ ∈ Uγ(α, β) if there exist Hermitian
X and Y , and scalars ki ≥ 0, i = 1, ..., 4, such that Y > 0
and[
A B
I 0

]∗ [
0 X + jY

X − jY 0

] [
A B
I 0

]
+

4∑
i=1

kiMi < 0,

(23)

where

M1 =

[
γ2C∗C γ2C∗D
γ2D∗C γ2D∗D − I

]
,

M2 =

[
0 −ej(π/2−β)C∗

−e−j(π/2−β)C −2H(e−j(π/2−β)D)

]
,

M3 =

[
0 −e−j(π/2−α)C∗

−ej(π/2−α)C −2H(ej(π/2−α)D)

]
,

M4 =

[
0 −pe−jqC∗

−pejqC −2pH(ejqD) + I

]
.

Proof. It follows by the premise and Lemma 9 that (23) is
equivalent to that for ω ∈ [0,∞],

4∑
i=1

ki

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
Mi

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
< 0. (24)

By G(jω) = C(jωI −A)−1B +D, we have

γ2G∗(jω)G(jω)− I

=

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M1

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
,

− 2H(e−j(π/2−β)G(jω))

=

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M2

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
,

− 2H(ej(π/2+α)G(jω))

=

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M3

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
.

− 2pH(ejqG(jω))− I

=

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]∗
M4

[
(jωI −A)−1B

I

]
,

Therefore, (24) is further equivalent to

k1(I − γ2G∗(jω)G(jω)) + k2H(e−j(π/2−β)G(jω))

+ k3H(ej(π/2+α)G(jω)) + k4(pH(G(jω)) + I) > 0.

This implies by Theorem 21 that for all ∆ ∈ Uγ(α, β), G#∆
is stable, which completes the proof.

Example 6. Consider another MIMO system

G =

[
A B
C D

]

=


−1.908 −0.894 1.635 0.349 1.517
1.846 1.882 1.441 −1.796 0.306
1.735 1.847 −1.601 1.983 −1.809
0.537 0.356 0.666 −0.146 −0.117
0.296 0.002 0.296 −0.634 −0.046

 .
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Solving Theorem 6 with γ = 1, α = −π/4 and β = π/3, we
have

X =

 0.0055 −0.2315 −0.0719
−0.2315 −0.2350 −0.2768
−0.0719 −0.2768 0.0197

 ,
Y =

0.0319 0.0838 0.0432
0.0838 0.1200 0.0851
0.0432 0.0851 0.0357

 ,
k1 = 0.8189, k2 = 0.0221, k3 = 0.1010, k4 = 0.0580.

Applying the bounded real lemma [36] to this example, one
can check that G is not norm-bounded by γ = 1. Therefore, the
robust closed-loop stability of G#∆ against all ∆ ∈ Uγ(α, β)
cannot be ensured by the small gain theorem nor the small
phase theorem.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we analyzed the superset and subset of
the DW shell union of sectored-disk matrices. Through this
analysis, we derived both a new sufficient condition and a
new necessary condition for the proposed matrix sectored-
disk problem, employing DW shell separation. Building upon
these matrix results, we introduced a frequency-wise robust
stability condition for LTI systems subject to mixed gain-phase
uncertainty. Lastly, we developed a state-space condition based
on LMIs for the computation and verification of the frequency-
domain stability condition.

As for the future research, we are also interested in the
following research directions.

1) We aim to identify a more stringent superset of
DW(Sγ(α, β)), striving for a less conservative sufficient
condition. As illustrated in Fig. 7, noticeable gaps per-
sist between the superset and the DW shell union. We
anticipate that addressing these gaps will yield additional
mathematical insights, potentially involving inequalities
related to sectored-disk matrices.

2) We additionally seek to extend the applicability of the
sectored-disk problem to encompass semi-stable LTI sys-
tems represented by G and ∆. This generalization is par-
ticularly relevant in practical applications, as exemplified
in our introductory example.

3) In addition to the sectored-disk problem, the considera-
tion of a multiple-sectored-disk problem holds significant
importance in both theoretical studies and practical ap-
plications. A comprehensive framework addressing this
problem has been introduced in [17], where PS-SSV
is studied as a stability index. We aspire to extend
our approach to develop a more refined robust stability
condition for the multiple-sectored-disk problem.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. To prove (2), let M ∈ SN γ(α). Then from Lemma 1,
we can see that DW(M) is the convex hull of its eigenvalues.
Denote the eigenvalues of M by λi, i = 1, ..., n.

Moreover, we also have |λi|2 ≤ γ2 and ∠λi ∈ [−α, α] by
the phase property [6]. This implies |λi| ≤ Reλi sec(α). As a

result, the vertices of DW(M) satisfy (Reλi, Imλi, |λi|2) ∈
Hγ ∩Kγ sec(α) ∩Vα, which is the intersection of convex sets.
This reveals that DW(M) ⊂ Hγ∩Kγ sec(α)∩Vα. On the other
hand, let (x0, y0, z0) ∈ Hγ ∩ Kγ sec(α) ∩ Vα. We want to find
M ∈ SN γ(α) such that (x0, y0, z0) ∈ DW(M).

The construction of M needs to be divided into the follow-
ing two cases.

1) (x0, y0, z0) satisfies z1/20 cos(α) ≤ x0 ≤ z
1/2
0 .

2) (x0, y0, z0) satisfies γ−1 cos(α)z0 ≤ x0 ≤ z
1/2
0 cos(α).

For Case 1), we will find two points on the paraboloid that
interpolates (x0, y0, z0). Since z1/20 cos(α) ≤ x0 ≤ z

1/2
0 , there

exists θ ∈ [−α, α] such that x0 = z
1/2
0 cos(θ). Construct that

M = diag{z1/20 ejθ, z
1/2
0 e−jθ, ..., z

1/2
0 e−jθ}.

By Lemma 1, DW(M) is the line segment between
(x0,−x0 tan θ, z0) and (x0, x0 tan θ, z0). Since x20 + y20 ≤
z0, we have y0 ∈ [−z1/20 cos θ, z

1/2
0 cos(θ)], yielding that

(x0, y0, z0) ∈ DW(M).
For Case 2), let

x1 =
z0
x0

cos2(α), y1 =
y0
x0
x1, z1 =

z0
x0
x1.

Notice that x1 = z
1/2
1 cos(α). By the assumption that x20 ≤

z0 cos
2(α), we have x1 ≥ x0. Consequently, (x0, y0, z0) is on

the triangle facet with vertices (0, 0, 0),
(
x1, z

1/2
1 sin(α), z1

)
and

(
x1,−z1/21 sin(α), z1

)
. Construct that

M = diag{z1/21 ejα, z
1/2
1 e−jα, 0, ..., 0},

whereby (x0, y0, z0) ∈ DW(M) ⊂ DW(SN γ(α)).
To prove (3), from the norm constraint of Sγ(α) or from [16,

Theorem 2.1(a)], we have DW(Sγ(α)) ⊂ Hγ .
From the definition of DW shell, the XY-projection of the

DW shell of a matrix is the numerical range of the matrix
with Vα being the angular constraint on the XY-plane. It then
follows DW(Sγ(α)) ⊂ Vα.
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