arXiv:2406.05212v1 [cs.IT] 7 Jun 2024

A Matrix Exponential Generalization of the Laplace Transform of Poisson Shot Noise

Nicholas R. Olson and Jeffrey G. Andrews

Abstract

We consider a generalization of the Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise defined as an integral transform with respect to a matrix exponential. We denote this integral transform as the matrix Laplace transform given its similarity to the Laplace-Stieltjes transform. We establish that the matrix Laplace transform is in general a natural matrix function extension of the typical scalar Laplace transform, and that the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise admits an expression that is analogous to the expression implied by Campbell’s theorem for the Laplace functional of a Poisson point process. We demonstrate the utility of our generalization of Campbell’s theorem in two important applications: the characterization of a Poisson shot noise process and the derivation of the complementary cumulative distribution function (CCDF) of signal to interference and noise (SINR) models with phase-type distributed fading powers. In the former application, we demonstrate how the higher order moments of a linear combination of samples of a Poisson shot noise process may be obtained directly from the elements of its matrix Laplace transform. We further show how arbitrarily tight approximations and bounds on the CCDF of this object may be obtained from the summation of the first row of its matrix Laplace transform. For the latter application, we show how the CCDF of SINR models with phase-type distributed fading powers may be obtained in terms of an expectation of the matrix Laplace transform of the interference and noise, analogous to the canonical case of SINR models with Rayleigh fading.

Index Terms

Stochastic Geometry, Poisson Shot Noise, Laplace Transform, Matrix Functions, Phase-Type Distributions.

I. INTRODUCTION Stochastic geometry has proven to be a powerful mathematical framework for the analysis of wireless networks, and has been used in a wide variety of settings over the past few decades, [1] [2] [3]. The

N. R. Olson and J. G. Andrews are with 6G@UT and WNCG at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX, USA (email: nolson@utexas.edu, jandrews@ece.utexas.edu).

Manuscript Received June 7, 2024.

principal utility of this framework is that it allows for tractable models of the spatial locations of transmitters and receivers in a network to be obtained through the machinery of point processes [4]. This enables the development of stochastic models for the received power of direct and interfering transmissions across the network, which can then be used to characterize a variety of metrics – such as coverage probability, ergodic capacity, and interference statistics, among others [1].

The vast majority of the metrics studied in such analyses are functionals of the interference observed by a receiver at a particular location in the network, [5], [6], [7]. In general, the interference as observed at an arbitrary receiver located at y ∈ R^d may be described in terms of a cumulative shot noise process, [4, Def. 2.4.1], of the form I(y) = ∑ X_k∈Φ H(X_k − y), (1)

where Φ is a point process on R^d and H : R^d → R is a non-negative stochastic process modeling received powers^1 Analytical tractability of functionals of interference therefore hinges on tractable characterizations of I(y).

There has been a large body of work dedicated to methods to maintain tractability with respect to functionals of I(y), see e.g. [8], and we do not attempt to provide a comprehensive summary here. Rather, we consider the common and important case where I(y) corresponds to a Poisson shot noise process – in which case Φ is a Poison Point Process (PPP) and H is further independent with respect to distinct indices. We develop a generalization of Campbell’s theorem for the Laplace functional of a PPP which enables an integral transform of I(y) with respect to a matrix exponential to be obtained in integral closed form. We term such a transform the matrix Laplace Transform of I(y) due to its similarity to the Laplace-Stieltjes transform. As we will show in the example applications considered in Sec. III, our generalization of Campbell’s theorem allows for significantly improved tractability in a variety of settings pertinent to the analysis of wireless networks. Poisson shot noise processes have applications to contexts outside of wireless networks, for instance to the several applications detailed in [9] and to channel models for optical communications in [10], and thus our general result is of interest to these applications as well.

1It is also common to express the received power from X_k ∈ Φ as H(X_k − y) = H_kℓ(X_k − y), where H_k is a random variable modeling fading, shadowing, and/or transmit power and ℓ : R^d → R is an arbitrary function modeling path loss. This alternate form is encapsulated by the general form presented in (1).

A. Campbell’s Theorem and Related Work

One of the key tools in analyzing functionals of Poisson shot noise is Campbell’s Theorem^2, a version of which we restate here for completeness [4, Prop. 2.1.4]. Theorem 1. (Campbell’s Theorem) Let Φ be a PPP on R^d with intensity measure, Λ, and let f : R^d → R be a non-negative, measureable function. Then, the Laplace functional of Φ, L_Φ(f) = E [ exp ( − ∑ X_k∈Φ f(Xk) )] , may be expressed as

L_Φ(f) = exp ( − ∫ R^d ( 1 − e^{−f(x)} ) Λ(dx) ) . (2)

Of particular interest to us in this paper is the following corollary of Campbell’s Theorem, which enables the Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise to be obtained. Corollary 1. (Corollary of Campbell’s Theorem) Let I = I(0) in (1) and let the Laplace transform of H(x) be denoted as L_H (·; x). Then, for s ∈ C such that the real part of s is strictly positive, the Laplace transform of I, L_I (s) = E [ e^{−sI} ] , is

L_I (s) = exp ( − ∫ R^d (1 − L_H (s; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (3)

Proof. The proof is omitted for brevity as the result is known. � The general formula in Corollary 1 has enabled tractable analysis in the characterization of a large class of wireless networks when the locations of transmitters follow a PPP. Perhaps the most commonly studied metric is coverage probability, which is the CCDF of the SINR as experienced by a typical receiver at the origin, [12]. Campbell’s theorem was employed to characterize the coverage probability of wireless ad hoc networks [12], and later cellular networks [13], and is nearly universally employed in prior work for the coverage probability analysis of wireless networks. In what is by now a common analytical approach, when one considers an SINR model with exponentially distributed fading powers (i.e. Rayleigh fading), it is possible to obtain the distribution of the SINR with respect to an expectation of the Laplace transform of the interference and noise [13].

Of course, the Rayleigh fading assumption is not always well motivated in a many scenarios of interest. In the coverage probability analysis of mmWave, [14], [15], multi-antenna networks, [16]–[19], and

2Campbell’s Theorem is more commonly taken to refer to the theorem due to Campbell which allows for the mean of a sum of functions indexed by a PPP to be computed as an integral with respect to the mean measure of the PPP (also called Campbell’s averaging formula), [4, Prop. 1.2.5]. However, Theorem 1 and variants thereof are also attributable to Campbell and are likewise referred to as Campbell’s Theorem - e.g. in [2, Thm. 4.6] and [11, Thm. 3.2].

satellite communications, [20]–[22], Nakagami fading is usually more pertinent. Rayleigh fading may be seen as a special case of Nakagami fading when the shape parameter is equal to one, and is generally only applicable to single input single output (SISO) channel models with rich scattering. When the fading parameters follow Nakagami distributions with an integer shape parameter, the standard approach is to express the SINR distribution in terms of an expectation of a finite summation of the higher order derivatives of the Laplace transform of the interference and noise, [6, Appendix III]. This complicates the expression for coverage probability in these contexts, and necessitates a means of attaining some level of tractability for the derivatives.

The majority of the exact approaches employed in prior work are based in some way on Faà di Bruno’s formula, which provides an explicit expression for the higher order derivatives of composite functions. In particular, for a function of the form e^{−g(s)} such as (3) the j^{th} derivative admits the expression [23] ∂^j ∂s^j e^{−g(s)} = j∑ k=0 (−1)^ke^{−g(s)}B_{j,k} ( g^{(1)}(s), g^{(2)}(s), . . . , g^{(j−k+1)}(s) ) , (4)

where g^{(k)} denotes the k^{th} derivative of g and B_{j,k} is the j^{th} Bell polynomial of order k. These may be defined recursively as B_{j,k}(s_1, . . . , s_{j−k1}) = j−k∑ i=1 ( j − 1 i ) s_{i+1}B_{j−i,k−1}(s_1, . . . , s_{j−i−k}) B_{0,0} = 1, B_{m,0} = B_{0,n} = 0, m, n > 0. (5) Faà di Bruno’s formula becomes increasingly difficult to evaluate as the order of the derivative grows large due to the number of terms involved in the recursion. Alternatively, (4) may be stated directly, but the direct form involves a summation over a number of terms that grow super-linearly with the order of the derivative. These challenges can be alleviated, to a degree, through the usage of more general Taylor series expansions, as in [5] and [19]; through more concise recursive methods, such as [14], [16]; or approximations based on Alzer’s lemma [15].

Campbell’s theorem has also proved useful for the characterization of interference modeled as Poisson shot noise. This is of particular interest in the SIR coverage analysis of networks without fading and the characterization of interference from wireless networks more broadly. Due to the fact that Campbell’s theorem allows for the determination of the characteristic function of Poisson shot noise [2, Thm. 4.6.], the characteristic may be used to determine its distribution via Fourier inversion [24]. Unfortunately however, except for a few special cases, the inversion of the characteristic function does not admit a closed form expression. Consequently, one must resort to numerical methods which are often computationally intensive, [25]. In light of these challenges, other approaches have instead leveraged bounds based on Chernofftype approximations, [26], or have employed higher order moments of the shot noise – which, similar to the case of coverage probability with Nakagami fading, are typically obtained via the derivatives of the Laplace transform.

Our paper is most closely related to [7], wherein the authors generalize a variation of the Campbell- Mecke theorem to facilitate the computation of a broad class of higher order sum-product functionals that includes sum-product functionals of Poisson shot noise as a special case. Our characterization of matrix Laplace transforms in Proposition 1 implies that the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise essentially corresponds to a similarity transform applied to an upper triangular matrix with entries corresponding to the expectation of sum-product functionals of Poisson shot noise of the form E [(∫ R^d H(x)Φ(dx) )_k exp ( −s ∫ R^d H(x)Φ(dx) )] k ∈ N, s ∈ C . (6) When s is real and non-negative, such sum-product functionals are a special case of those considered in [7] and thus may be characterized using the results therein. However, the key novelty of our generalization of Campbell’s theorem is that we may determine the matrix Laplace transform directly in terms of the matrix exponential of a matrix integral analogous to Corollary 1. Consequently our result provides significantly improved tractability for the example applications we consider, as it alleviates the need to explicitly evaluate the relatively complicated summations required to characterize expressions such as (6) when they are evaluated individually.

B. Contributions and Summary

Motivated by these challenges and gaps in the literature, in this paper we provide a characterization of the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise and demonstrate how this characterization can provide improved tractability in the settings detailed in the previous subsection.

In Sec. II, we establish that the matrix Laplace transform is in general the natural matrix function extension of the typical scalar Laplace transform, and, building upon this result, derive an expression for the matrix Laplace transform Poisson shot noise that is analogous to Corollary 1. Our characterization of matrix Laplace transforms is detailed in Proposition 1, and our generalization of Campbell’s theorem is summarized in Theorem 2, Corollary 2, and Corollary 3. Corollaries 2 and 3 in particular are direct generalizations of Corollary 1 – the only difference in the resulting expressions is that the scalar integral in Corollary 1 is replaced by an analogous matrix integral and matrix function in Corollaries 2 and 3, respectively.

As we show in the applications considered in Sec. III, our generalization of Campbell’s theorem enables improved tractability in the important challenges mentioned above in addition to other more general settings. In Sec. III-B, we demonstrate how our result may be used to tractably characterize a linear combination of samples a Poisson shot noise process. In particular, higher order moments of this object may be obtained directly from the elements of its matrix Laplace transform. We additionally demonstrate how our generalization of Campbell’s theorem may be used to obtain an arbitrarily tight approximation and upper and lower bounds on the CCDF of this object in terms of a summation of the first row of its matrix Laplace transform.

Following this, in Sec. III-C we show how our generalization of Cambell’s theorem may be used to characterize the CCDF of SINR models corresponding to a general class of downlink cellular networks where the fading powers follow a phase-type distribution, such as in the cases of Nakagami and Rayleigh fading. Overall, our resulting expression for the CCDF of SINR models with phase-type distributed fading power is the same as the well established form encountered in networks with Rayleigh fading – the only difference being that the scalar Laplace transform in the latter case is replaced with the matrix Laplace transform in the former case. Interestingly, in light of the differential representation of matrix functions, such as the matrix exponential, our expression for coverage probability is closely related to Faà di Bruno’s formula in (4). However, our result alleviates the need to explicitly consider (4) as it is implicitly entailed in evaluation of our formulation of the matrix Laplace transform.

Finally, the longer proofs of some of our results are deferred to a series of appendices at the end of the paper. Intermediate lemmas necessary of our generalization of Campbell’s theorem are stated and proved in Appendix A. The proof of Theorem 2 is detailed in Appendix B. The proof of the approximation guarantees for our proposed method of approximating CCDFs using the matrix Laplace transform is stated in Appendix C.

C. Notation

Throughout the paper we employ the following notation. Random variables are denoted as capital letters, e.g. X. For a random variable, X, we denote its Laplace transform as L_X (s) = E [ e^{−sX} ] . We denote the Erlang distribution with shape parameter k and rate λ as Erlang(k, λ). The exponential distribution with rate λ is denoted as Exp(λ). Vectors are denoted in lowercase bold font, e.g. x, and matrices are denoted in upper case bold font, e.g. X. We take e_1 to denote the first standard basis vector in R^n , for arbitrary n, and 1 and 0 to denote the vectors or matrices of all ones or all zeros. We take I to denote the identity matrix of appropriate size. By blkdiag(A_i)^k_{i=1} we denote the block diagonal matrix composed by sub-matrices (A_i)^k_{i=1}. We denote the i, j^{th} entry of a matrix, A, as A_{i,j}. We use slice notation to indicate specific rows or columns of A, for instance A_{i,:} denotes the i^{th} row. For a matrix, A, exp(A) denotes the matrix exponential of A. For an arbitrary function, f(x), we denote the j^{th} derivative of f with respect to x as f^{(j)}. Finally for z ∈ C , ℜ(z) denotes the real part of z and ℑ(z) denotes the imaginary part of z. We denote the non-negative real numbers as R_+ . We abbreviate almost surely as a.s.

II. MATRIX LAPLACE TRANSFORMS AND GENERALIZATION OF CAMPBELL’S THEOREM In this section, we establish our generalization of Campbell’s theorem for the characterization of the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise. To that end, we first present the basic definitions and results necessary to characterize our notion of matrix Laplace transforms.

A. Definition and Characterization of Matrix Laplace Transforms

We define the matrix Laplace transform of a random variable, X, as the expectation of the matrix exponential of an arbitrary matrix, S, scaled by X. We formalize this notion in the following definition. Definition 1. (Matrix Laplace Transform) Let X be a random variable and S ∈ C^{n×n} be a deterministic matrix. The matrix Laplace transform of X, L_X (S), is

L_X (S) = E [exp (−SX)] . (7)

Whether or not the matrix Laplace transform of a random variable exists is dependent on the properties of the eigenvalues the matrix, S. We formalize this condition for general matrix Laplace transforms in Proposition 1. For the purposes of Theorem 2, we require a characterization of the matrix Laplace transform only for non-negative random variables. In this case, as a separate condition developed again in Proposition 1, we establish that the matrix Laplace transform exists when the eigenvalues of S lie in the interior of the region of convergence of the corresponding scalar Laplace transform. Our characterization leverages the notion of matrix functions as detailed in [27]. Hence, we first summarize the necessary definitions to formalize this concept before proceeding with the statement of Proposition 1.

It will be useful to exploit the Jordan normal form of the matrix S, which we denote as follows. Definition 2. (Jordan Normal Form) S may be expressed in terms of a block diagonal matrix J

S = PJP^{−1},

= P blkdiag (J_i)^k_{i=1} P^{−1} (8)

where P is a non-singular matrix, k is an integer such that k ≤ n, and (J_i)^k_{i=1} are Jordan block matrices with eigenvalue, λ_i, of size m_i × m_i such that ∑_k i=1 m_i = n. We refer to P as the Jordan basis of S, J = (J_i)^k_{i=1} as the Jordan normal form of S, and J_i as the i^{th} Jordan block of S.

The matrix exponential is a matrix function in the sense of [27, Def. 1.1 and 1.2]. We shall exploit properties of general matrix functions in our characterization of the matrix Laplace transform, which we summarize in the following definition. Definition 3. (Matrix Function) Let f : C → C be an arbitrary function. Let S ∈ C^{n×n} have p distinct eigenvalues and let (n_m)^p_{m=1} denote the sizes of the largest Jordan block corresponding to each eigenvalue.

i) f is said to be defined on the spectra of S if f^{(j)}(λ_m) exists ∀j ∈ {0, . . . , n_m}, ∀m ∈ {1, . . . , p}. ii) Let f be defined on the spectra of S. Then the matrix function corresponding to f, f : C^{n×n} → C^{n×n} , is defined as

f(S) = P blkdiag (f(J_i))^k_{i=1} P^{−1} (9)

where f(J_i) are upper triangular Toeplitz matrices with first row

f(J_i)_{1,:} = [ f(λ_i) f^{(1)}(λ_i)^1_{2!} f^{(2)}(λ_i) . . .^1_{(mi−1)!} f^{(mi−1)}(λ_i). ] (10)

With these concepts defined, we are now ready to state our characterization of matrix Laplace transforms. Proposition 1. (Characterization of Matrix Laplace Transforms) Let X be a random variable taking values in C with matrix Laplace transform L_X and scalar Laplace transform L_X . Let S ∈ C^{n×n} . The following hold.

i) L_X (S) exists iff L_X is convergent on the spectra of S. This is, if E [ (−X)^{j−1}e^{−λiX} ] ∈ C j ∈ ∀{1, . . . , m_i}, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. (11) If L_X (S) is convergent on the spectra of S it is the matrix function defined as

L_X (S) = P blkdiag (L_X (J_i))^k_{i=1} P^{−1}. (12)

where L_X (J_i) is an upper triangular Toeplitz matrix with first row given by

L_X (J_i)_{1,j} = 1 (j − 1)! E [ (−X)^{j−1}e^{−λiX} ] j ∈ ∀{1, . . . , m_i}. (13) ii) Assume further that X takes values only in R_+ , and that S is such that its eigenvalues lie in the region of convergence of L_X , and all eigenvalues corresponding to non-scalar Jordan blocks lie in the interior of the region of convergence of L_X . Then, L_X is defined on the spectra of S and L_X (S) is the matrix function corresponding to L_X .

Proof. We first prove i). Note that the matrix exponential is a matrix function defined on all S ∈ C^{n×n} , [27, Thm. 4.7]. Hence, it follows that

L_X (S) = E [ P blkdiag (exp(J_i))^k_{i=1} P^{−1} ] . (14)

When L_X (S) exits, by linearity of matrix multiplication it follows that

P^{−1}L_X (S)P = blkdiag (E [exp(J_i)])^k_{i=1} = blkdiag (L_X (J_i))^k_{i=1} , (15)

in which case L_X is convergent on the spectra of S. On the other hand, when L_X is convergent on the spectra of S it again follows by linearity that

P blkdiag (L_X (J_i))^k_{i=1} P^{−1} = L_X (S). (16)

Thus, L_X (S) exists.

Part ii) is a direct consequence of [28, Cor. 2], in light of i). [28, Cor. 2] states that, for all λ in the interior of the region of convergence of L_X ,

L^{(j)}_X (λ) = E [ (−X)^{j−1}e^{−λX} ] ∈ C ∀j ∈ N (17) This follows by definition for j = 0 when λ is in the region of convergence of L_X . Hence, so long as S satisfies the conditions stated in part ii), we have that L_X is defined on the spectra of S. Moreover, (17) implies that L_X is convergent on the spectra of S. Therefore it follows that L_X (S) is the matrix function corresponding to L_X . � Part i) of Proposition 1 indicates that the matrix Laplace transform of a random variable is simply the matrix function generalization of its scalar Laplace transform. The matrix Laplace transform always entails the evaluation of the scalar Laplace transform on the eigenvalues of S, and when evaluated at non-diagonalizable matrices, the matrix Laplace transform entails the evaluation of the higher order terms of the form stated in (13). Under appropriate conditions on λ, as detailed for non-negative X in part ii), these higher order terms are simply the higher order derivatives of the scalar Laplace transform. Hence, the matrix Laplace transform may be seen as an alternative method of obtaining the higher order derives of scalar Laplace transform. This implies its utility in the characterization of the higher order moments and distributional characteristics of X, as we demonstrate for the particular case of Poisson shot noise in Sec. III-B.

Overall, Proposition 1 is important for our generalization of Campbell’s theorem as it ensures that the matrix Laplace transform of a non-negative random variable always exists when S only has eigenvalues with positive real part. Additionally, Proposition 1 enables us to leverage established properties of matrix functions, as developed in [27].

B. Matrix Laplace Transform of Poisson Shot Noise

Having established our notion of matrix Laplace transforms, we now turn to our main result generalizing Campbell’s theorem for the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise. In some sense, part ii) of Proposition 1 implies that the corollary of Campbell’s theorem stated in Corollary 1 is all that is required to obtain a characterization the matrix Laplace transform. However, this characterization would only hold for matrices with eigenvalues strictly within the region of convergence of the scalar Laplace transform and would further require the derivatives of the scalar Laplace transform to be obtained. Such a characterization would provide no further tractability in practical applications in comparison to prior work, if used directly.

Thus, alternatively, we establish an equivalent characterization of the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise in terms of an integral closed form matrix function that is analogous to Theorem 1. As we will discuss further in Sec. III, this formulation provides improved tractability in practical applications. Moreover, since our proof is direct, it allows for us to consider the characterization of the matrix Laplace transform of the shot noise for matrices that would not necessarily allow for the application of part ii) of Proposition 1 to Corollary 1. We first establish our generalization of Campbell’s theorem for different types of Jordan block matrices in the following theorem. Theorem 2. (Matrix Laplace Transform of Poisson Shot Noise) Let Φ be a PPP on R^d with intensity measure Λ and H : R^d → R_+ be a stochastic process independent of Φ such that, for x, y ∈ R^d , H(x) is independent of H(y) Λ-a.s. Let the matrix Laplace transform of H(x) be denoted as L_H (·; x).

Consider the Poisson shot noise I = ∑ X_k∈Φ H(Xk). The following hold.

i) Let J ∈ C^{n×n} , be a Jordan block matrix with eigenvalue λ ∈ C such that ℜ(λ) > 0. Then the matrix Laplace transform of I evaluated at J, L_I (J), exists and may be expressed as

L_I (J) = exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − LH (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) |∫ R^d (1 − LH (λ; x)) Λ(dx) | | < ∞ 0 otherwise.

(18)

ii) Let J_0 ∈ R^{n×n} , n > 1, be a Jordan block matrix with eigenvalue equal to zero. Then, if ∫ R^d E[H(x) n−1]Λ(dx) converges,

L_I (J_0) = exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (J_0; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (19)

Otherwise, L_I (J_0) does not exist.

iii) Let J ∈ C^{n×n} , be a Jordan block matrix with eigenvalue λ ∈ C such that ℜ(λ) = 0. Assume that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent for all s ∈ R+ and that ∫ R^d E[H(x) n−1]Λ(dx) is convergent.

Then,

L_I (J) = exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (20)

Proof. See Appendix A and Appendix B. � Theorem 2 in tandem with part i) of Proposition 1 leads to a complete characterization of the matrix

Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise which analogous to Corollary 1. This is formalized in the following corollary of Theorem 2 for matrices with eigenvalues in the interior of the right half complex plane. Corollary 2. (Generalization of Campbell’s Theorem.)

Let S ∈ C^{n×n} be a matrix such that the real parts of its eigenvalues are strictly positive. Assume that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent for all s ∈ R+ . Then, I is finite a.s. and

L_I (S) = exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (S; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (21)

Otherwise, I is infinite a.s. and L_I (S) = 0. Proof. Note that that fact that I is finite a.s. when ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent for all

s ∈ R_+ and infinite a.s. otherwise follows from Lemma 1 in Appendix A.

First assume that I is finite a.s. It suffices to show that L_I (s) ≠ 0, for s ∈ C such that ℜ(s) > 0 when ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent for all s ∈ R+ . Assume that this is not the case, and let λ ∈ C ,

ℜ(λ) > 0, be such a that L_I (λ) = 0. In light of Theorem 1, this occurs only if ∫ R^d (1 − LH (λ; x)) Λ(dx)

is divergent. Hence, by Corollary 2 and Proposition 1, we must have that

L^{(j)}_I (λ) = 0 j ∈ N. (22)

Thus, L_I (s) is a flat function at s = λ. Moreover, since λ is in the interior of the region of convergence of L_I , by [28, Cor. 2] we have that L_I is holomorphic. Hence, it follows that L_I is analytic in the neighborhood of λ. Consequently, we must have that L_I is 0 in the neighborhood of λ. This is a contradiction as this, in turn, implies that L_I (s) = 0 for all s ∈ C such that ℜ(s) > 0. This cannot be the case as the fact that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent for all s ∈ R+ implies that LI (s) > 0

for s ∈ R_+ in light of Corollary 1.

The fact that L_I (s) ≠ 0, for s ∈ C such that ℜ(s) > 0, implies that ∫ R^d (I − LH (J; x)) Λ(dx) is

always well defined when ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent for all s ∈ R+ . Thus, (21) follows from

Theorem 2 and Proposition 1. The fact that L_I (S) = 0 when I is infinite a.s. follows from Lemma 4 in Appendix B and Proposition 1. � Hence, for all shot noise models of practical interest, (21) always holds. This formulation of the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise is more tractable than the direct application of Proposition 1 as it alleviates the need to explicitly determine the derivatives of the corresponding scalar Laplace transform,

L_I (s). One need only determine the matrix Laplace transforms of the marks, L_H (S; x), which is generally more straightforward.

We note further that, while the integral in (21) involves the evaluation over all n^2 elements of L_H (S; x), one need only consider an integral over n total terms. As a consequence of Proposition 1, we may express the right hand side of (21) in terms of the Jordan normal form of S as exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (S; x)) Λ(dx) ) = P blkdiag ( exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (J_i; x)) Λ(dx) ))_k i=1 P^{−1}. (23)

By definition, each of the component matrix Laplace transforms, L_H (J_i; x), are upper triangular Toeplitz matrices. Hence, we need only integrate the entries corresponding to their first row. More explicitly, if we define the function T (r) to produce the upper triangular Toeplitz matrix with first row given by r, we may express (21) as exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (S; x)) Λ(dx) ) = P blkdiag ( exp ( −T (∫ R^d ( e^T_1 − L_H (J_i; x)_{1,:} ) Λ(dx) )))_k i=1 P^{−1} (24) This only requires at most n integrals to be performed, which can be done in parallel when evaluated numerically.

Finally, note that (21) admits the equivalent form stated in the following corollary of Corollary 2. Corollary 3. (Alternative Generalization of Campbell’s Theorem) For s ∈ C such that ℜ(s) > 0, let f(s) be defined as f(s) = ∫ R^d (1 − L_H (s; x)) Λ(dx). (25)

Let S be a matrix such that the real parts of its eigenvalues are strictly positive. Then, when I is finite a.s. the matrix function extension of f, f(S), exists and

L_I (S) = exp(−f(S)). (26)

Proof. For S as given in the statement of the corollary, we have that the eigenvalues of S are in the interior of the region of convergence of L_I . Thus, using Proposition 1 and Corollary 1, we may determine L_I (S) in terms of the higher order derivatives of (3) in Corollary 1. Proposition 1 further ensures that these derivatives are finite. Corollary 2, ensures that f(s) is convergent for all s ∈ C such that ℜ(s) > 0.

Then appealing to Faà di Bruno’s formula in (4), finiteness of f(s) implies that f(s) must be defined on the spectra of S. The expression for L_I (S) in (26) consequently follows from Proposition 1, Corollary 1, and [27, Thm. 1.18]. � Consequently, in light of Definition 3, Corollary 3 implies that we may equivalently characterize L_I (S) in terms of the integrals of the scalar Laplace transforms of H, (∫ R^d (1 − LH (λi; x)) Λ(dx) )_k i=1, and their higher order derivatives up to (m_i)^k_{i=1}. This provides an alternate formulation for L_I (S) which alleviates the need to explicitly employ Faà di Bruno’s formula.

III. APPLICATIONS We now consider two applications of our generalization of Campbell’s theorem, which demonstrate its utility to practical scenarios. We first show how the result may by used to tractably characterize linear combinations of samples of a general Poisson shot noise process with non-negative marks. A characterization of the higher order moments is presented in Corollary 4, and approximations and bounds for the CCDF of this object are presented in Corollary 5. Approximation guarantees for our proposed approximation method, which is applicable for any non-negative random variable, are further established in Proposition 2.

Following this, we end the section with a consideration of the application of our generalization of Campbell’s theorem to the characterization of the coverage probability of downlink cellular networks where the fading powers follow general phase-type distributions. This result is stated in Corollary 6. We further consider special cases of this setting, and show how one may obtain a closed form expression for the SIR distribution with Nakagami fading.

A. Phase-Type Distributions

Both of our considered applications make use of phase-type distributions, and we first summarize their key properties before proceeding. A phase-type random variable, H, is characterized by two parameters: a matrix, G ∈ R^{n×n} , called the sub-generator matrix and a vector, p ∈ [0, 1]^n, called the sub-PMF. We concisely denote the distribution of H as H ∼ PH(G, p). Phase-type distributions are a general class of non-negative random variables which correspond to the hitting time to the absorbing state of an n + 1 state continuous time Markov chain (CTMC) with n transient states and one absorbing state. Thus, G is the sub-matrix of the transition rate matrix corresponding to the transient states (termed phases), and p is the subset of the initial distribution of the CTMC corresponding to the transient phases. Note that the negation of feasible sub-generator matrices, i.e. −G, have eigenvalues with strictly positive real parts, [29, Cor. 3.1.15], and thus allow for the application of Corollaries 2 and 3. In light of this, in contrast to the typical convention, we shall represent phase-type distributions in terms of the negation of their sub-generator matrices, S = −G.

Phase type random variables have the following properties which will prove useful. First, their CCDF may be expressed in terms of a matrix exponential, [29, Thm. 3.1.7]. Namely for H ∼ PH(−S, p) we have

P(H ≥ τ) = p^T exp (−Sτ) 1. (27)

Moreover, the scalar Laplace Transform is, [29, Thm. 3.1.19],

L_H (s) = p^T (sI + S)^{−1} S1. (28)

The j^{th} derivative thereof may be expressed as

L^{(j)}_H (s) = (−1)^j j!p^T (sI + S)^{−j} S1. (29)

Thus, in light of Proposition 1 we may obtain the matrix Laplace transform of H, L_H , using Definition 3. The class of phase-type distributions is quite broad and includes the exponential and Erlang distributions as special cases. Thus, in wireless applications with Rayleigh and Nakagami fading, the corresponding fading powers belong to the class of phase type distributions – the exponential and Erlang distributions, respectively. Moreover, phase-type distributions are dense with respect to random variables with support on R_+ , [29, 3.2.10]. Consequently, they may be used to represent any non-negative random variable to arbitrary precision. We leverage the phase-type representation of the Erlang distribution in both subsections. In particular, an Erlang(n, λ) distribution corresponds to a PH(−λQ, e_1) phase type model, where Q ∈ R^{n×n} is an upper triangular Toeplitz matrix with first row (Q)_{1,:} = [1 − 1 0_{1×n−2}].

B. Characterization of Poisson Shot Noise

We first demonstrate how our generalization of Campbell’s theorem may be used to characterize a linear combination of samples of a Poisson shot noise process with non-negative marks. We thus consider the general Poisson shot noise process I(y) as defined in (1) and define

Ĩ =^m ∑ i=1 α_iI(y_i) α_i ≥ 0, y_i ∈ R^d , y_i ≠ y_j. (30)

For this application, we further stipulate Φ to be a PPP on R^d with diffuse intensity measure, Λ. The model we consider for Ĩ may be taken to correspond to a space-time interference model as discussed in [24], and thus allows one to capture spatial correlations of interference arising from a Poisson shot noise process. It will be useful to observe that Ĩ may be expressed as

Ĩ = ∑ X_k∈Φ m∑ i=1 α_iH(X_k − y_i) = ∑ X_k∈Φ H̃(X_k), (31)

where we have defined H̃(X_k) = ∑_m i=1 α_iH(X_k − y_i). Note that H̃ is Λ-a.s. independent at different indices when Λ is diffuse. Hence Ĩ is itself an instance Poisson shot noise. Note that for m = 1 we do not require Λ to be diffuse.

We may directly obtain the higher order moments of Ĩ, in addition to a necessary and sufficient condition for the higher order moments of Ĩ to be finite, using the following corollary of Theorem 2. Corollary 4. (Moments of Poisson Shot Noise) Let Ĩ be Poisson shot noise of the form stated in (30), and n ∈ N. Let J_0 ∈ R^{n×n} be a Jordan block matrix with eigenvalue equal to zero. Then, E [Ĩ^{n−1} ] is finite iff ∫ R^d E [H̃ (x)

n−1]Λ(dx) is convergent, in which case

E [Ĩ^{n−1} ] = (−1)^{n−1}(n − 1)! ( exp ( − ∫ R^d ( I − m∏ i=1 L_H (α_iJ_0; x − y_i) ) Λ(dx) )) 1,n . (32)

Proof. This corollary exploits the fact that, for an arbitrary non-negative random variable, X, in light of Proposition 1

L_X (J_0)_{1,j} = (−1)^{j−1} (j − 1)! E [ X^{j−1} ] j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. (33) The corollary then follows from (33) and Theorem 2. �

The fact that J_0 is Jordan simplifies the form of L~_H (J_0; x). In particular, the integral in (32) is simply (∫ R^d ( I − m∏ i=1 L_H (α_iJ_0; x − y_i) ) Λ(dx) ) 1,j = (−1)^j (j−1)! ∫ R^d E [ H̃(x)j−1 ] Λ(dx). j > 1 0 j = 1

(34)

Thus, the n^{th} moment of Ĩ may be obtained as a function of integration of the first n moments of H̃(x) with respect to the Λ. The resulting expression for E [Ĩ^{n−1} ] is notably concise.

We may further exploit Corollary 2 to characterize approximations of and bounds on the CCDF of Ĩ. Except for a few special cases, the distribution of Ĩ is often not available in closed form. Consequently, we consider approximating the distribution as P(Ĩ ≥ τ) ≈ E [ P ( Ĩ ≥ τZ|Ĩ )] . (35)

for an appropriately chosen non-negative random variable Z independent of Ĩ. Of course, when Z = 1, the approximation is exact. Moreover, this type of approximation has the desirable property of corresponding to a feasible CCDF function. The rationale for this approach is that if we can construct a random variable, Z, such that E [ P ( Ĩ ≥ τZ|Ĩ )] is tractable and Z is sufficiently concentrated about 1, then the right hand side of (35) will be a good approximation of the true CCDF of Ĩ and easier to obtain.

Given that their CDFs may be expressed as a matrix exponential, we consider candidates for Z from the family of phase-type distributions. To make explicit the dependence of Z on the number of phases, N, we denote Z as Z_N . Hence, if we can construct of phase type model with sufficient concentration about 1, say Z_N ∼ PH(−S, p), we may approximate the CCDF of Ĩ in terms of its matrix exponential

P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) = E [ P ( Ĩ ≥ τZ_N |Ĩ )]

= 1 − p^TE [ exp ( −τ^{−1}SĨ )] 1 = 1 − p^TL~_I ( τ^{−1}S ) 1. (36)

For a fixed number of phases, Z_N ∼ Erlang(N, N) is the least variable phase-type distribution (in the senses detailed in [30] and [31]), and leads to the form of P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) which is likely the best approximation of the true CCDF. We establish this and motivate the usage of P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) by way of the following proposition. Proposition 2. (Approximation Guarantees for P̂^{(N)}_I (τ)) Let I be a non-negative random variable with CCDF F_I (τ), and Z_N be an Erlang(N, N) random variable.

Moreover, let P̂^{(N)}_I (τ) be defined as in (36) with p = e_1. Then, the following hold

i) P̂^{(N)}_I (τ) converges to F_I (τ) as N → ∞.

ii) Fix ϵ > 0 and let δ(ϵ) > 0 satisfy δ(ϵ) − log(1 + δ(ϵ)) = log ( ϵ^{− 1}N ) . Then

P̂^{(N)}_I ( τ 1 − δ(ϵ) ) − ϵ ≤ F_I (τ) ≤ (1 − ϵ)^{−1}P̂^{(N)}_I ( τ 1 + δ(ϵ) ) . (37)

iii) δ(ϵ) is the smallest possible value resulting from the inversion of the Chernoff bounds for the upper

and lower tails of any other N-phase phase type distribution, Z̃_N , with unit mean. That is

P(Z̃_N ≥ 1 + δ) ≤ inf_{δ≥0} { δ : inf_{θ≥0} L~_{ZN} (−θ)e^{−θ(1+δ)} ≤ ϵ } ≥ δ(ϵ), (38) and P(Z̃_N ≤ 1 − δ) ≤ inf_{δ≥0} { δ : inf_{θ≥0} L~_{ZN} (θ)e^{θ(1−δ)} ≤ ϵ } ≥ δ(ϵ). (39) Proof. See appendix C. �

Proposition 2 implies that for moderately sized N, P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ is a reasonable approximation of the true

CCDF. For instance at N = 100 and ϵ = 10^{−4}, we have δ(ϵ) = 0.4927. This corresponds to shifting P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) by roughly 2 dB for the upper bound, and 3 dB for the lower bound. Moreover, it establishes

that an Erlang(N, N) model achieves the tightest bounds of the form presented in (37).

This leads to the following approximation of the distribution of Ĩ, which we state as a corollary.

Corollary 5. (Approximations and Bounds for Shot Noise CCDFs)

Let Ĩ be Poisson shot noise of the form stated in (30), and assume that Ĩ is finite a.s. The following hold.

i) Let N ∈ N denote the order of the Erlang(N, N) model used in P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ and Q ∈ R^{N×N} be the

sub-generator matrix corresponding to the Erlang(N, 1) distribution. Define the matrix

S^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) = ∫ R^d ( I − m∏ i=1 L_H ( α_i N τ Q; x − y_i )) Λ(dx). (40)

The CCDF of Ĩ is approximated as P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ), where

P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) = 1 − e^T_1 exp ( −S^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) ) 1, (41)

ii) Moreover, the exact CCDF of Ĩ admits upper and lower bounds of the form specified in (37) with

respect to P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ).

Proof. This corollary is immediate in light of Proposition 2 and Corollary 2 as Q has positive real

eigenvalues and Ĩ is finite a.s. �

We may exploit the fact that Q is related to it Jordan normal form via a diagonal similarity transform

(see the proof of Lemma 3 in Appendix A) to obtain L~_H ( N τ Q; x ) 1,j = ( N τ )_{j−1} (−1)^{j−1} (j − 1)! L^{(j−1)}_{H̃} ( N τ ; x ) . (42)

Hence, as mentioned in the end of Sec. II, in the evaluation of S^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) we need only consider the integral ∫ R^d ( e_1 − [ L~_H (_N τ ; x ) (_N τ )_{1 (−1)} 1! L^{(1)}_{H̃} (_N τ ; x ) . . . (_N τ )_{N−1 (−1)}N−1 (N−1)! L (N−1) H̃ (_N τ ; x )]) Λ(dx). (43)

Equivalently, using Corollary 3 and Definition 3 we may obtain S^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) in terms of the first N derivatives of ∫ R^d ( 1 − L~_H ( N τ s; x )) Λ(dx) (44)

at s = 1.

Note that, interestingly, (43) implies that S^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ) is a sub-generator matrix. Consequently, P̂^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ)

corresponds to the probability that a PH(−S^{(N)}_Ĩ (τ), e_1) random variable is less than 1.

C. Coverage Probability in Downlink Cellular Networks with Phase-Type Fading

Finally, we conclude this section by considering the characterization of coverage probability when

fading powers follow phase-type distributions. We consider a general model for the downlink SINR of

the typical user in a cellular network defined as follows. Let Φ be a PPP on R_+ with arbitrary intensity

measure Λ modeling the distances of base stations in the network. We consider initially an arbitrary path

loss function, ℓ : R_+ → R_+ , which is non-increasing in the link distance, r. Similar to the pathloss models

considered in [32], we further assume that ∫_∞ 0^+ ℓ(r)Λ(dr) < ∞. (45) This ensures that the interference observed by the typical user has finite first moment, and thus is finite

a.s. The typical user is assumed to be associated with the base station with the strongest path gain, and

thus connects to the BS closest to the origin located at range R_0 ∈ Φ. Each point in R_k ∈ Φ has an associated mark H_k modeling the fading power, which are i.i.d. PH(−S, p) conditioned on Φ. Our SINR

model is then

SINR =

H_0ℓ(R_0) ∑ Φ\{R_0} Hkℓ(Rk) + W = H_0ℓ(R_0) I + W (46)

where we take W to be a constant denoting the noise variance. Note that conditioned on R_0, I, is Poisson

shot noise in light of Slivnyak’s theorem.

Using the properties of phase-type distributions and Corollary 2, we may express the coverage probabil-

ity with respect to SINR as an expectation of the conditional matrix Laplace transform of I. We summarize

this in the following corollary.

Corollary 6. (Coverage Probability with Phase-Type Distributed Fading Powers)

Let SINR be of the form specified in (46). Then, when the fading powers follows PH(−S, p) distributions

the coverage probability corresponding to this SINR model may be expressed as

P(SINR ≥ τ) = p^TE [ exp ( − ∫_∞ R_0 ( I − L_H ( τℓ(r) ℓ(R_0) S )) Λ(dr) ) exp ( − τW ℓ(R_0) S )] 1. (47)

Proof. This is follows from the CDF of a phase-type distribution stated in (27) in light of the fact that S

is feasible with respect to Corollary 2:

P(SINR ≥ τ) = E [ P ( H_0ℓ(R_0) ≥ τ (I + W ) | |Φ, I)] = E [ p^T exp ( − τ ℓ(R_0)

S(I + W ) ) 1 ]

= p^TE [ E [ exp ( − τ ℓ(R_0) SI ) | | |R^0 ] exp ( − τW ℓ(R_0) S )] 1 = p^TE [ exp ( − ∫_∞ R_0 ( I − L_H ( τℓ(r) ℓ(R_0) S )) Λ(dr) ) exp ( − τW ℓ(R_0) S )] 1. (48) � This expression is notably more general than prior work considering coverage probability with phase-

type fading, e.g [33], and does not require differentiation of the scalar Laplace transform of the interference.

Moreover, this formulation allows for one to determine coverage probability through the characterization

of the matrix integral, ∫_∞ R_0 ( I − L_H ( τℓ(r) ℓ(R_0) S )) Λ(dr). (49)

This is analogous to the case of Rayleigh fading, in which one need only consider the scalar integral ∫_∞ R_0 ( 1 − L_H ( τℓ(r) ℓ(R_0) λ )) Λ(dr) λ > 0 (50)

Indeed, in light of Corollary 3 we may express (47) in terms of the higher order derivatives of (50)

using the Jordan normal form of S. This opens the door to methods employed to obtain tractability in

the analysis of (50) in the setting of Rayleigh fading in prior work to be leveraged in this more general

setting.

The expression for coverage in (47) simplifies further in when H_k follow Erlang(n, ν) distribution. The

matrix Laplace transform of H admits the simpler expression L_H (A) = (I + ν^{−1}A)^{−n}, as a consequence

of Proposition 1. Hence, we have

P(SINR ≥ τ) = e^T_1 E [ exp ( − ∫_∞ R_0 ( I − ( I + τℓ(r) ℓ(R_0) Q )_{−n}) Λ(dr) ) exp ( − τνW ℓ(R_0) Q )] 1. (51)

Further simplifications of this expression, will generally be dependent on the intensity measure, Λ, and

the path loss model ℓ. An interesting special case arises for the outage probability with respect to SIR

(i.e W = 0) when Φ corresponds to the point process of the distances of points from a Homogeneous

PPP on R^2 with intensity λ, and the pathloss model follows ℓ(r) = Kr^{−α}, α > 2. Note that in this case

Λ admits the density 2πλr. We then have

P(SIR ≥ τ) = e^T_1 E [ exp ( −2πλ ∫_∞ R_0 ( I − ( I + τr^{−α} R^{−α}_0 Q )_{−n}) rdr )] 1 = e^T_1 E [ exp ( − πλR^2_0 α ∫_1 0 ( I − (I + τuQ)^{−n} ) u^{−(1+ 2α )}du )] 1 = e^T_1 ( I + 1 α ∫_1 0 ( I − (I + τuQ)^{−n} ) u^{−(1+ 2α )}du )_{−1} 1, (52)

where the second line follows from the change of variables u = (R_0/r)^α, and the last line follows from the

fact that R^2_0 is an Exp(πλ) random variable and applying Proposition 1 to obtain its matrix Laplace trans-

form. Note that we may apply Proposition 1 in light of the fact that

∫_1 0 ( 1 − (1 + τu)^{−n} ) u^{−(1+ 2}α^)du finite

for all τ ≥ 0 when α > 2. Hence, using Corollary 2 we my conclude that

∫_1 0 ( I − (I + τuQ)^{−n} ) u^{−(1+ 2}α^)du

is convergent. Note further that (52) may be stated in closed form, as

∫_1 0 ( 1 − (1 + τu)^{−n} ) u^{−(1+ 2}α^)du and

its higher order derivatives admit closed form expressions. We omit their enumeration for brevity, however.

IV. CONCLUSION We have developed a generalization of the Laplace transform of a random variable defined as an integral transform with respect to a matrix exponential. Defining this integral transform as the matrix Laplace transform, we have established its existence as the matrix function generalization of the typical scalar Laplace Transform. We further developed a generalization of Campbell’s theorem for the Laplace functional of a PPP to address the characterization of the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise. Our generalization of Campbell’s theorem allows for improved tractability in several applications of interest. In particular, we showed how our generalization of Campbell’s theorem may be used to obtain higher order moments of Poisson shot noise in terms of elements of its matrix Laplace transform. We additionally established a method to obtain arbitrarily accurate approximations of and upper and lower bounds for the CCDF of Poisson shot noise. Our approximations and bounds leverage properties of phasetype distributions, and we further established that the Erlang distribution provides the best approximation, for a given number of phases. Additionally, we demonstrated how our generalization of Campbell’s theorem enables one to characterize the coverage probability of downlink cellular networks when the SINR model has phase-type distributed fading powers. The resulting expression for coverage probability is analogous to the canonical case when the fading terms in the SINR model correspond to Rayleigh fading.

APPENDIX A INTERMEDIATE LEMMAS In this appendix, we provide a series of lemmas which will prove useful for the main results detailed in Sec. II. In the first two lemmas, we consider Poisson shot noise as defined in the statement of Theorem 2 I = ∑ X_k∈Φ H(X_k), (53)

where Φ is a PPP on R^d with intensity measure Λ and H : R^d → R_+ is a stochastic process independent of Φ such that, for x, y ∈ R^d , H(x) is independent of H(y) Λ-a.s.

First, we establish a necessary condition for I to be finite a.s. If the condition does not hold, then I is infinite a.s.

Lemma 1. (Necessary and Sufficient Condition for Finiteness of Poisson Shot Noise) Let L_H (·; x) denote the Laplace Transform of H(x) and consider the integral ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx),

s ∈ R_+ . If the integral is convergent for all s ∈ R_+ , then I is finite a.s. Otherwise, I is infinite a.s. Proof. First, assume that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent for all s ∈ R+ . The integral may be

expressed as ∫ R^d (1 − L_H (s; x)) Λ(dx) = ∫ R^d ( 1 − E [e^{−sH(x)} |Φ] ) Λ(dx) = ∫ R^d E [( 1 − e^{−sH(x)} )] Λ(dx) = E [∫ R^d ( 1 − e^{−sH(x)} ) Λ(dx) ] , (54)

where the second line follows from the fact that H and Φ are independent, and the last line follows from the Fubini-Tonelli theorem. Thus, finiteness of ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) implies that ∫ R^d ( 1 − e^{−sH(x)} ) Λ(dx) is convergent a.s. Appealing to the version of Campbell’s theorem presented in [2, Thm. 4.6], it follows that I is finite a.s.

Now, assume that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) diverges for some s ∈ R+ , say at θ ∈ R+ . Then, for all

τ ∈ R_+ , we have P(I ≤ τ) = P ( e^{−θI} ≥ e^{−θτ} ) (55) ≤ e^{θτ} L_I (θ) (56) = e^{θτ} exp ( − ∫ R^d (1 − L_H (θ; x)) Λ(dx) ) (57) = 0, (58)

where the second line follows from Markov’s Inequality, and the third line follows from the variation of Campbell’s theorem presented in Corollary 1. Thus it follows that I is infinite a.s. � Next, we establish an intermediate form of a generalization of Campbell’s theorem which enables the matrix Laplace transform I to be obtained when Φ is finite a.s.

Lemma 2. (Generalization of Campbell’s theorem for Shot Noise Induced by Finite PPPs). Let Φ be such that Λ(R^d ) < ∞, and consider the shot noise, I, induced by Φ as in (53). Let L_H (·; x) denote the matrix Laplace transform for H(x). Let S ∈ C^{n×n} be a matrix such that ∫ R^d LH (S; x)Λ(dx) is convergent. Then, the matrix Laplace transform of I exists at S and may be expressed as

L_I (S) = exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (S; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (59)

Proof. The condition that ∫ R^d LH (S; x)Λ(dx) is convergent implies that LH (S; x) exists Λ-a.s. Using this

fact we have

L_I (S) = E [ exp ( − ∑ X_k∈Φ SH(X_k) )]

(a) = E [ ∏ X_k∈Φ exp (−SH(X_k)) ]

(b) = E [ ∏ X_k ∈Φ E [ exp (−SH(X_k)) | | |Φ ]]

(c) = E [ ∏ X_k∈Φ L_H (S; X_k) ]

(d) = E [ ∏ X_k∈Φ E [ L_H (S; X_k) | |Φ(R^d )] ]

(e) = E [( 1 Λ(R^d ) ∫ R^d L_H (S; x)Λ(dx)

)_{Φ(R}d_)]

(f) = e^{−Λ(Rd )} ∞∑ k=0 Λ(R^d )^k k! ( 1 Λ(R^d ) ∫ R^d L_H (S; x)Λ(dx) )_k

(g) = exp ( −Λ(R^d )I ) exp (∫ R^d L_H (S; x)Λ(dx) )

(h) = exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (S; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (60)

Each step is justified as follows: (a) follows from the fact that (SH(X_k))_{Xk∈Φ} are commutative, and thus

that the matrix exponential of the sum of the sequence is the product of matrix exponentials applied to

the sequence, [27, Thm. 10.2]; (b) follows from the fact that (H(X_k))_{Xk∈Φ} are almost surely independent

conditioned on Φ; (c) follows from the fact that L_H (S; x) exists and the definition of the matrix Laplace

transform; (d) follows from the fact that the atoms of Φ are independent conditioned on the number of

points, Φ(R^d ); (e) follows from the fact that^{∂P}(^{Xk∈·|Φ(Rd)})_{∂Λ} = Λ(R^d )^{−1} in light of the fact that Λ(R^d ) is

finite; (f) likewise follows from the fact that Φ(R^d ) is a Poisson random variable due to finiteness of Λ(R^d );

(g) follows from the definition of the matrix exponential and the assumption that ∫ R^d LH (S; x)Λ(dx) is

convergent; and (h) follows from the fact that Λ(R^d )I and ∫ R^d LH (S; x)Λ(dx) commutative and that

Λ(R^d ) is finite. �

We further establish bounds on modulus of the elements of the matrix Laplace transform of non-negative

random variables. These are necessary for various steps of the proof of Theorem 2, in particular including the application of Lemma 2.

Lemma 3. (Bounds on the Matrix Laplace Transforms of Non-negative Random Variables)

Let X be a random variable taking values in R_+ , and J ∈ C^{n×n} be a Jordan block matrix with eigenvalue,

λ ∈ C , such that ℜ(λ) > 0. Additionally, for j ∈ {1, . . . , n} let Z_j ∼ Erlang(j, ℜ(λ)) independent of X,

and let Z_0 = 0. Then, the matrix Laplace transform of X at J, L_X (J) admits the following bounds

|L_X (J)_{1,j}| ≤ ℜ(λ)^{1−j} max (P (Z_j > X) , P (Z_{j−1} > X)) ≤ ℜ(λ)^{1−j} (61)

Proof. In light of Proposition 1 and Definition 3 we have

|L_X (J)_{1,j}| = 1 (j − 1)! | |E [(−X)^{j−1} exp (−λX)] | | ≤ 1 (j − 1)! E [| (−X)^{j−1} exp (−λX) | |] = 1 (j − 1)! E [ (X)^{j−1} exp (−ℜ (λ) X) ]

= | | |LX (ℜ (J))_{1,j} | | | . (62)

The second line follows from Jensen’s Inequality. Thus, it follows that |L_X (J)_{1,j}| ≤ |L_X (ℜ (J))_{1,j}|.

Now, define the matrix V = diag((−ℜ(λ))^t)^{n−1}_{t=0} and let Q ∈ R^{n×n} be an upper triangular Toeplitz

matrix with first row

(Q)_{1,:} = [ 1 −1 0_{1×n−2} ] . (63)

Note that ℜ (J) may be factored as ℜ (J) = ℜ(λ)VQV^{−1}. Hence, by Proposition 1 and [27, Thm. 1.13]

we have

L_X (ℜ (J)) = VL_X (ℜ (λ) Q) V^{−1}. (64)

Since V is diagonal it follows that L_X (ℜ (λ) Q) is an upper triangular Toeplitz matrix. More precisely,

we have

L_X (ℜ (J))_{1,j} = (−1)^{j−1}ℜ(λ)^{1−j} L_X (ℜ (λ) Q)_{1,j} (65)

Hence we need only show that

|L_X (ℜ (λ) Q)_{1,j}| ≤ max (P (Z_j > X|Φ) , P (Z_{j−1} > X)) . (66)

To show this, we exploit the fact that ℜ (λ) Q corresponds to the sub-generator matrix of the phasetype representation of an Elang(n, ℜ(λ)) random variable^3. In particular, for j ∈ {1, . . . , n} define w_j as w_j = [ 1_{1×j} 0_{1×n−j}. ]_T

. Then, we may express L_X (ℜ (λ) Q)_{1,j} as

L_X (ℜ (λ) Q)_{1,j} = e^T_1 L_X (ℜ (λ) Q)w_j − e^T_1 L_X (ℜ (λ) Q)w_{j−1}, (67)

For all j ∈ {1, . . . , n} we have

e^T_1 L_X (ℜ (λ) Q)w_j = E [ e^T_1 exp (−ℜ (λ) QX) w_j ] = P ( Z̃_j > X ) . (68)

Hence (61) follows noting that |P (Z_j ≥ X) − P (Z_{j−1} ≥ X)| ≤ max (P (Z_j > X) , P (Z_{j−1} > X)). � APPENDIX B PROOF OF THEOREM 2 The proof of Theorem 2 relies on Lemma 1, Lemma 2, and Lemma 3, provided in Appendix A. Lemma 2 in particular provides an expression for the matrix Laplace transform of Poisson shot noise when Φ is finite a.s., and is used in the proof of each part.

Consequently, we will consider the convergence properties of the matrix Laplace transform of the shot noise induced by the restriction of Φ to bounded subsets of R^d increasing to the entire space. That is, let (A_m)_{m∈N} be a sequence of measureable, bounded subsets of R^d such that A_m ⊂ A_{m+1} and A_m ↑ R^d as m → ∞. Then, let I_m denote the shot noise corresponding to the restriction of Φ to A_m, Φ|A_m. Note that Φ|A_m is necessarily finite a.s., and thus Lemma 2 may be applied to I_m.

A. Proof of Part i)

By assumption, λ is in the interior of the region of convergence of L_H (·; x). Hence, Proposition 1 applies and L_H (J; x) exists. Moreover, from Lemma 3 it follows that | | | | ∫ A_m L_H (J; x)_{1,j}Λ(dx) | | | | ≤ ∫ A_m |L_H (J; x)_{1,j}| Λ(dx)

3See Sec. III-A for a discussion of phase type random variables

≤ ℜ(λ)^{1−j}Λ(A_m). (69)

Thus, ∫ A_m LH (J; x)Λ(dx) is convergent. Hence, by Lemma 2 we have

L_{Im} (J) = exp ( − ∫ A_m (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (70)

Now, we claim that L_I (J) and L_{Im} (J) may be related by the dominated convergence theorem. To see

this, note that for j ∈ {1, . . . , n} by Lemma 3 we have 1 (j − 1)! E [| I^{j−1}_m e^{−λIm} | |] = |L_{Im} (J)_{1,j}| ≤ ℜ(λ)^{1−j} (71)

Thus, noting that lim_{m→∞}(−I_m)^{j−1}e^{−λIm} exists a.s., we may apply the dominated convergence theorem

element-wise to obtain

L_I (J) = E [ lim_{m→∞} exp (−JI_m) ]

= lim_{m→∞} L_{Im} (J)

= lim_{m→∞} exp ( − ∫ A_m (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (72)

Hence, to complete the proof of part i) we need only characterize the limit in (72). To that end, we make

use of the following lemma.

Lemma 4. (Limits of L_{Im} (J))

The following hold.

i) Assume that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (λ; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent. Then, so is ∫ R^d (I − LH (J; x)) Λ(dx), and

L_I (J) = exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (73)

ii) Otherwise, if ∫ R^d (1 − LH (λ; x)) Λ(dx) diverges, or I is infinite a.s., then

L_I (J) = 0. (74)

Proof. In general, we may express exp ( − ∫ A_m (I − LH (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) as

exp ( − ∫ A_m (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) )

= exp ( − ∫ A_m (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) ) exp ( − ∫ A_m (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (75)

= exp ( − ∫ A_m (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) )_{n−1}∑ k=0 1 k! ( − ∫ A_m (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) )_k (76)

where the second line follows from the fact that ∫ A_m (LH (λI; x) − LH (J; x)) Λ(dx) is a nilpotent matrix.

Thus, we have

L_I (J) = lim_{m→∞} exp ( − ∫ A_m (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) )_{n−1}∑ k=0 1 k! ( − ∫ A_m (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx). )_k

(77)

We use the above expression to prove both parts.

We first establish i). In light of the fact that each element of L_{Im} (J) is bounded by a constant, we have

that the limit of (77) exists and must lie in C^{n×n} . Moreover, under the condition that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (λ; x)) Λ(dx)

is convergent, we have that

lim_{m→∞} exp ( − ∫ A_m (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) ) ≠ 0. (78)

Thus, exploiting the fact that ∫ A_m (LH (λI; x) − LH (J; x)) Λ(dx) is nilpotent, by an inductive argument

along the limit of the elements of the first row of (77) we then have that ∫ R^d (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ∈ C^{n×n} . (79)

Therefore,

L_I (J) = lim_{m→∞} exp ( − ∫ A_m (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) )_{n−1}∑ k=0 1 k! ( − ∫ A_m (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx). )_k

= exp ( − ∫ R^d (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) )_{n−1}∑ k=0 1 k! ( − ∫ R^d (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx). )_k

= exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (80)

We now establish part ii). First, consider the case where I is infinite a.s. From Lemma 1, this occurs if ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is divergent for some s ∈ R+ . Thus, we have

|L_I (J)_{1,j}| = lim_{m→∞} |L_{Im} (J)_{1,j}| (a) ≤ lim_{m→∞} ℜ(λ)^{j−1} max (P(Z_j > I_m), P(Z_{j−1} > I_m)) (b) = ℜ(λ)^{j−1} max (P(Z_j > I), P(Z_{j−1} > I))

(c) ≤ ℜ(λ)^{j−1} max ( E [ e^{Zj s}L_I (s) ] , E [ e^{Zj−1s}L_I (s) ]) = 0, (81)

where (a) follows from Lemma 3, (b) follows from the dominated convergence theorem, and (c) follows

from a Chernoff bound. Hence, L_I (J) = 0.

Assume now that I is finite a.s., but that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (λ; x)) Λ(dx) is divergent. Since I is finite

a.s., again from Lemma 1 we must have that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (ℜ(λ); x)) Λ(dx) is convergent. Appealing

to part i), it then follows that ∫ R^d (LH (ℜ(λ)I; x) − LH (ℜ(J); x)) Λ(dx) is convergent. This implies that ∫ R^d (LH (λI; x) − LH (J; x)) Λ(dx) must be convergent, as, for j ∈ {2, . . . , n}, | | | | ∫ R^d (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x))_{1,j} Λ(dx) | | | | ≤ ∫ R^d |L_H (J; x)_{1,j}| Λ(dx) ≤ ∫ R^d E [| (−H(x))^{j−1}e^{−λH(x)} | |] Λ(dx) = ∫ R^d (−1)^{j−1}L_H (ℜ(λ); x)_{1,j}Λ(dx)

= (−1)^j ∫ R^d (L_H (ℜ(λ)I; x) − L_H (ℜ(J); x))_{1,j} Λ(dx). (82)

Therefore, appealing additionally to Corollary 1 we must have

L_I (J) = lim_{m→∞} exp ( − ∫ A_m (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) )_{n−1}∑ k=0 1 k! ( − ∫ A_m (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx). )_k

= exp ( − ∫ R^d (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) ) exp ( − ∫ R^d (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (83)

Since ∫ R^d (1 − LH (λ; x)) Λ(dx) is assumed to be divergent, we must have that ℜ (∫ R^d (1 − LH (λ; x)) Λ(dx) ) is infinite. Thus, L_I (J) = 0. �

B. Proof of Part ii)

Note that convergence of ∫ R^d E [H(x) n−1 ]Λ(dx) implies that ∫ R^d E [H(x) j−1 ]Λ(dx), j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, is convergent as well. Therefore, it follows that L_H (J_0; x) exists Λ-a.s. and that ∫ A_m LH (J0; x)Λ(dx) is

convergent. Hence, we may apply Lemma 2 to obtain

L_{Im} (J_0) = exp ( − ∫ A_m (I − L_H (J_0; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (84)

We complete the proof of this part noting that lim_{m→∞} L_{Im} (J_0) = L_I (J_0). To see this, note that for

j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, (exp (−J_0I_m))_{1,j} may be expressed as

(exp (−J_0I_m))_{1,j} =

(−1)^j (j − 1)! (∫ A_m H(x)Φ(dx) )_{j−1} . (85)

The right hand side is either non-decreasing or non-increasing in m in light of non-negativity of H and

the construction of (A_m)_{m∈N} . Thus, applying the monotone convergence theorem we have

L_I (J_0) = E [ lim_{m→∞} exp (−J_0I_m) ]

= lim_{m→∞} L_{Im} (J_0)

= exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (J_0; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (86)

Finally, note that when ∫ R^d E [H(x) n−1 ]Λ(dx) = ∞ we have

E [I^{n−1} ] = E ( ∑ X_k ∈Φ H(X_k) )_{n−1}

≥ E [ ∑ X_k∈Φ H(X_k)^{n−1} ]

= ∫ R^d H(x)^{n−1}Λ(dx) = ∞ (87)

where the last line follows from the Campbell’s averaging formula. Hence, L(J_0) does not exist.

C. Proof of Part iii)

By Lemma 1, the condition that ∫ R^d (1 − LH (s; x)) Λ(dx) is convergent for all s ∈ R+ ensures that I

is finite a.s. Hence, for λ ∈ C such that ℜ(λ) = 0, L_I (λ) corresponds to the characteristic function of I

and exists and is non-zero for all such λ, [2, Thm. 4.6].

We first establish the claim for I_m as defined in the proof of part i). As with part ii), we have that the

convergence of ∫ R^d E [H(x) n−1 ]Λ(dx) implies that ∫ A_m LH (J; x)Λ(dx) is convergent as well. Thus, we

may apply Lemma 2 to obtain

L_{Im} (J) = exp ( − ∫ A_m (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (88)

Now, note that for j ∈ {1, . . . , n} we have E [| |exp (−JIm)_{1,j} | | | ] = E [| |exp (−J0Im)_{1,j} | | | ]

≤ E [| |exp (−J0I)_{1,j} | | ]

= |L_I (J_0)_{1,j} | . (89)

Therefore, in light of the fact that I is finite a.s., we may apply the dominated convergence theorem to

obtain

L_I (J) = lim_{m→∞} exp ( − ∫ A_m (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) )

= lim_{m→∞} exp ( − ∫ A_m (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) ) exp ( − ∫ A_m (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) )

= exp ( − ∫ R^d (1 − L_H (λ; x)) Λ(dx) ) exp ( − ∫ R^d (L_H (λI; x) − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) )

= exp ( − ∫ R^d (I − L_H (J; x)) Λ(dx) ) . (90)

Note that the second line follows from an identical argument to that presented in Lemma 4. The third line

follows from Campbell’s theorem and the fact that ∫ R^d (LH (λI; x) − LH (J; x)) Λ(dx) is well defined (a

consequence of the fact that ∫ R^d E [H(x) n−1 ]Λ(dx) < ∞).

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

The proof of i) is a consequence of the dominated convergence theorem. Note that P̂^{(N)}_I (τ) may be

expressed as

P̂^{(N)}_I (τ) = E_{I,ZN} [1{I ≥ Z_N τ}] . (91)

Thus, let (Z_N )^∞_{N=1} be a sequence of random variables defined on the same probability space as I. Note

that since Z_N converges in distribution to 1, we may construct (Z_N )^∞_{N=1} such that lim_{N→∞} Z_N = 1 a.s.

To that ened, consider the sequence χ_N = 1{I ≥ Z_N τ}. Since lim_{N→∞} Z_N = 1 a.s., we have that

lim_{N→∞} χ_N = 1{I ≥ τ} a.s. Therefore, as |χ_N | ≤ 1 for all N, we may apply the dominated convergence

theorem to conclude that

lim_{N→∞} P̂^{(N)}_I (τ) = F_I (τ). (92)

We establish ii) as follows. First, note that Z_N admits that following Chernoff tail bounds.

P(Z_N ≥ 1 + δ) ≤ inf_{θ≥0} L_{ZN} (−θ)e^{−θ(1+δ)} = e^{−N(δ−log(1+δ))}, (93) and P(Z_N ≤ 1 − δ) ≤ inf_{θ≥0} L_{ZN} (θ)e^{θ(1−δ)} = e^{−N(δ−log(1+δ))}. (94)

Moreover, by definition δ(ϵ) statisfies e^{−N(δ(ϵ)−log(1+δ(ϵ))} = ϵ. Thus, it follows that

P(Z_N ≥ 1 + δ(ϵ)) ≤ ϵ P(Z_N ≤ 1 − δ(ϵ)) ≤ ϵ. (95)

Using these inequalities we have

P̂^{(N)}_I (τ) = E_{ZN} [F_I (τZ_N )] ≤ E_{ZN} [F_I (τZ_N )|Z_N ≥ 1 − δ(ϵ)] P(Z_N ≥ 1 − δ(ϵ)) + P(Z_N ≤ 1 − δ(ϵ)) ≤ E_{ZN} [F_I (τZ_N )|Z_N ≥ 1 − δ(ϵ)] + ϵ ≤ F_I (τ(1 − δ(ϵ))) + ϵ, (96)

which establishes the lower bound on F_I (τ). Similarly, for the upper bound we have

P̂^{(N)}_I (τ) = E_{ZN} [F_I (τZ_N )]

≥ E_{ZN} [F_I (τZ_N )|Z_N ≤ 1 + δ(ϵ)] P(Z_N ≤ 1 + δ(ϵ)) ≥ E_{ZN} [F_I (τZ_N )|Z_N ≤ 1 + δ(ϵ)] (1 − ϵ) ≥ F_I (τ(1 + δ(ϵ))) (1 − ϵ) . (97)

Finally iii) is a corollary of [31, Thm. 3], which states that Z̃_N majorizes Z_N . Thus, in light of the fact that e^{−θz} is convex it follows that

L~_{ZN} (θ) = E [ e^{−θZ̃N} ] ≥ E [ e^{−θZN} ] = L_{ZN} (θ). (98)

Therefore, we have

inf_{δ≥0} { δ : inf_{θ≥0} L~_{ZN} (−θ)e^{−θ(1+δ)} ≤ ϵ } ≥ inf_{δ≥0} { δ : inf_{θ≥0} L_{ZN} (−θ)e^{−θ(1+δ)} ≤ ϵ } = δ(ϵ). (99)

A similar argument holds for the lower tail Chernoff bounds, which concludes the proof.

REFERENCES

[1] Y. Hmamouche, M. Benjillali et al., “New Trends in Stochastic Geometry for Wireless Networks: A Tutorial and Survey,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 109, no. 7, pp. 1200–1252, 2021.

[2] M. Haenggi, Stochastic Geometry for Wireless Networks. Cambridge University Press, 2012. [3] F. Baccelli and B. Blaszczyszyn, Stochastic Geometry and Wireless Networks: Volume I Theory, 2010. [4] F. Baccelli, B. Błaszczyszyn, and M. Karray, Random Measures, Point Processes, and Stochastic Geometry. Inria, Jan. 2020.

[Online]. Available: https://hal.inria.fr/hal-02460214 [5] R. K. Ganti, F. Baccelli, and J. G. Andrews, “Series Expansion for Interference in Wireless Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 58, no. 4, pp. 2194–2205, 2012.

[6] R. K. Ganti and M. Haenggi, “Interference and Outage in Clustered Wireless Ad Hoc Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 55, no. 9, pp. 4067–4086, 2009.

[7] U. Schilcher, S. Toumpis et al., “Interference Functionals in Poisson Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 62, no. 1, pp. 370–383, 2016.

[8] X. Lu, M. Salehi et al., “Stochastic Geometry Analysis of Spatial-Temporal Performance in Wireless Networks: A Tutorial,” IEEE Communications Surveys and Tutorials, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 2753–2801, 2021.

[9] S. Lowen and M. Teich, “Power-law shot noise,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 36, no. 6, pp. 1302–1318, 1990. [10] K. Chakraborty and P. Narayan, “The Poisson Fading Channel,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 53, no. 7, pp. 2349– 2364, 2007.

[11] J. F. C. Kingman, Poisson Processes, ser. Oxford studies in probability. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993. [12] F. Baccelli, B. Blaszczyszyn, and P. Muhlethaler, “An Aloha protocol for Multihop Mobile Wireless Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 421–436, 2006.

[13] J. G. Andrews, F. Baccelli, and R. K. Ganti, “A Tractable Approach to Coverage and Rate in Cellular Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 59, no. 11, pp. 3122–3134, 2011.

[14] H. Wei, N. Deng, and M. Haenggi, “Performance Analysis of Inter-Cell Interference Coordination in mm-Wave Cellular Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 726–738, 2022.

[15] T. Bai and R. W. Heath, “Coverage and Rate Analysis for Millimeter-Wave Cellular Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 1100–1114, 2015.

[16] C. Li, J. Zhang, and K. B. Letaief, “Throughput and Energy Efficiency Analysis of Small Cell Networks with Multi-Antenna Base Stations,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 13, no. 5, pp. 2505–2517, 2014.

[17] M. Bacha, Y. Wu, and B. Clerckx, “Downlink and Uplink Decoupling in Two-Tier Heterogeneous Networks With Multi- Antenna Base Stations,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 16, no. 5, pp. 2760–2775, 2017.

[18] R. Tanbourgi, H. S. Dhillon, and F. K. Jondral, “Analysis of Joint Transmit-Receive Diversity in Downlink MIMO Heterogeneous Cellular Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 14, no. 12, pp. 6695–6709, 2015.

[19] R. H. Y. Louie, M. R. McKay, and I. B. Collings, “Open-Loop Spatial Multiplexing and Diversity Communications in Ad Hoc Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 57, no. 1, pp. 317–344, 2011.

[20] N. Okati, T. Riihonen et al., “Downlink Coverage and Rate Analysis of Low Earth Orbit Satellite Constellations Using Stochastic Geometry,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 68, no. 8, pp. 5120–5134, 2020.

[21] Z. Song, J. An et al., “Cooperative Satellite-Aerial-Terrestrial Systems: A Stochastic Geometry Model,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 22, no. 1, pp. 220–236, 2023.

[22] J. Park, J. Choi, N. Lee, and F. Baccelli, “Unified Modeling and Rate Coverage Analysis for Satellite-Terrestrial Integrated Networks:

Coverage Extension or Data Offloading?” 2024.

[23] W. P. Johnson, “The Curious History of Faà di Bruno’s Formula,” The American Mathematical Monthly, vol. 109, no. 3, pp. 217–234, 2002. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/00029890.2002.11919857 [24] M. Haenggi and R. K. Ganti, Interference in Large Wireless Networks, 2009.

[25] M. Di Renzo and P. Guan, “Stochastic Geometry Modeling of Coverage and Rate of Cellular Networks Using the Gil-Pelaez Inversion Theorem,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 18, no. 9, pp. 1575–1578, 2014.

[26] S. P. Weber, J. G. Andrews, X. Yang, and G. de Veciana, “Transmission Capacity of Wireless Ad Hoc Networks With Successive Interference Cancellation,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 53, no. 8, pp. 2799–2814, 2007.

[27] N. J. Higham, Functions of Matrices. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2008. [Online]. Available:

https://epubs.siam.org/doi/abs/10.1137/1.9780898717778 [28] D. V. Widder, “A Generalization of Dirichlet’s Series and of Laplace’s Integrals by Means of a Stieltjes Integral,” Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 694–743, 1929. [Online]. Available: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1989558 [29] M. Bladt and B. F. Nielsen, Matrix Exponential Distributions in Applied Probability. Springer, 2017. [30] A. David and S. Larry, “The least variable phase type distribution is erlang,” Communications in Statistics. Stochastic Models, vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 467–473, 1987. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/15326348708807067 [31] C. A. O’Cinneide, “Phase-Type Distributions and Majorization,” The Annals of Applied Probability, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 219–227, 1991.

[Online]. Available: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2959766 [32] A. AlAmmouri, J. G. Andrews, and F. Baccelli, “A Unified Asymptotic Analysis of Area Spectral Efficiency in Ultradense Cellular Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 65, no. 2, pp. 1236–1248, 2019.

[33] G. Alfano, M. Garetto, and E. Leonardi, “New Insights into the Stochastic Geometry Analysis of Dense CSMA Networks,” in 2011 Proceedings IEEE INFOCOM, 2011, pp. 2642–2650.