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Abstract

Synthetic aperture radar (SAR) is an efficient and widely used remote sensing tool. However, data ex-
tracted from SAR images are contaminated with speckle, which precludes the application of techniques based
on the assumption of additive and normally distributed noise. One of the most successful approaches to de-
scribing such data is the multiplicative model, where intensities can follow a variety of distributions with
positive support. The G0

I model is among the most successful ones. Although several estimation methods
for the G0

I parameters have been proposed, there is no work exploring a regression structure for this model.
Such a structure could allow us to infer unobserved values from available ones. In this work, we propose
a G0

I regression model and use it to describe the influence of intensities from other polarimetric channels.
We derive some theoretical properties for the new model: Fisher information matrix, residual measures, and
influential tools. Maximum likelihood point and interval estimation methods are proposed and evaluated by
Monte Carlo experiments. Results from simulated and actual data show that the new model can be helpful
for SAR image analysis.
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1 Introduction

Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) sensors are powerful remote sensing devices. A SAR system transmits elec-

tromagnetic pulses toward a target and records the returned signal. Such a signal is rich in information

because the physical properties of the environment modify it. Modeling the signal intensities is, therefore, a

goal for SAR image understanding.

SAR images are formed with coherent illumination and are therefore contaminated by an interference

pattern called speckle ((Nascimento et al., 2010)). This pattern leads to deviations from additivity and Gaus-

sian regularity assumptions, requiring tailored modeling and analysis techniques. Unlike other methods, this

modeling has a phenomenological character closely related to image formation physics.

Ulaby and Long ((2014, Sec. 5-7.1)) discuss a physical model for speckle formation. According to that model,

if, per cell,

1. the scatterers’ amplitude and phase are statistically independent,

2. the phase carries no information, i.e., it is uniformly distributed in [−π,π),
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3. no scatterer dominates the return, and

4. there are infinitely many scatterers,

then the multilook intensity return follows a gamma distribution, and this situation is called “fully-developed

speckle.”

In practice, one or more of those hypotheses may not be valid. In particular, when the resolution cell is

small relative to the targets size, e.g., over urban areas, or when the scatterers’ spatial organization is not

random, for example when observing forests on undulated relief, they do not hold and the intensity is seldom

gamma-distributed.

The multiplicative model (MM) is one of the most successful approaches to describe speckled data ((Yue

et al., 2021a,b)) even under departures from those hypotheses. A special case of MM is the G 0
I -distribution ((Fr-

ery et al., 1997a)), which depends on three parameters describing roughness (α), brightness (γ), and number

of looks (L). The last parameter is proportional to the signal-to-noise ratio. The G 0
I model has attracted much

attention because it characterizes areas with varying degrees of texture (from light to extreme), and the ab-

solute value of the roughness parameter is the mean number of elementary backscatterers in the scene. This

model is also known for its heavy-tailedness ((Gambini et al., 2015)), a feature that increases its flexibility and

allows describing data with extreme variability.

Several studies have proposed advances for the G 0
I distribution. Estimation of its parameters is often

based on maximum likelihood (ML) ((Frery et al., 2004)), analogy ((Mejail et al., 2000)), robust procedures ((Al-

lende et al., 2006; Bustos et al., 2002; Frery et al., 1997b; Mejail et al., 2000)), bias correction ((Cribari-Neto

et al., 2002; Pianto and Cribari-Neto, 2011; Vasconcellos et al., 2005)), and distance minimization ((Cassetti

and Frery, 2022)). Tison et al. ((2004)) proposed a novel Markov classifier for urban areas equipped with

Fisher’s law reparametrized from the G 0
I distribution. In addition, parameter hypothesis testing based on

classical inference ((Silva et al., 2008)), information theory ((Nascimento et al., 2010)), and non-parametric

methods ((Beauchemin et al., 1998; Cintra et al., 2011; Donohue et al., 1993)) were proposed. In all these

works, the observations are the only source of information.

Regression models are tools used in data analysis and machine learning to explore and quantify the rela-

tionship between one or more measurements (predictors) and a dependent variable (the outcome). The primary

goal of a regression model is to characterize how changes in the measurements are associated with changes

in the dependent variable. Regression models have been used to predict biomass and soil moisture ((Ali et al.,

2015)), in image fusion ((Shimoni et al., 2009)), and in forest inventory ((McRoberts et al., 2022)), to name a

few applications. In addition, because of its relationship to hypothesis testing, the regression model can be

used to solve change detection problems, such as using the likelihood ratio test statistic for superpixelwise

PolSAR data ((Zhang et al., 2024)).

Quantifying the effects of latent information on G 0
I -distributed SAR features is difficult. For instance, there

are two main approaches when trying to predict intensities: (i) incorporating the influence of surrounding

observations, and (ii) if dealing with polarimetric data, using the value from other channels. The former

approach has been addressed by the transformation method ((Bustos et al., 2001, 2009; Yue et al., 2021b)) and

by physical considerations ((Yue et al., 2020)). These solutions deal with spatial correlation in single-polarized

data. The second approach relies on the multivariate nature of the polarimetric observations, for which several

models have been proposed ((Deng et al., 2017)). A challenge with this latter approach is that the relationship

between intensities is not fully understood.
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Although the density characterizing the G 0
Pol law is known, cf. Eq. (18) in Ref. ((Freitas et al., 2005)), neither

the joint distribution of intensities nor their correlation is known. Our regression model, whose response is a

G 0
I -distributed random variable, helps to understand and exploit information redundancy between intensity

channels. This model can also be used to relate biomass and soil moisture, among other quantities of interest,

to the SAR intensity return. As indicated by Watts and Rosenberg ((2022)), our model is also suitable for

describing ocean phenomena in the presence of spikes, such as Bragg waves, wind drift, and long waves.

Few studies have attempted to use regression in SAR image features, but with different aims. Wang

and Ouchi ((2008)) proposed a K-distribution-based regression model for estimating forest biomass. Palm

et al. ((2019)) proposed a Rayleigh regression model for single-look amplitude data to identify land cover and

land use. Recently, Nascimento et al. ((2022)) modeled K-distributed observations whose means depend on a

transformation of a linear combination of regressors. Although the last proposal is for the same SAR feature

that we use, intensity, the last model is formulated in terms of the modified Bessel function of the second

kind and poses complex computational problems. None of these works addresses the multivariate nature

of polarimetric measurements, as does our proposal. Our regression model, with slight adjustments in the

predictor structure, is adequate for all the previous proposals. However, we will focus on predictors that

account for continuous variables.

There are few works in the literature about reconstructing intensity SAR from other intensities, cf.

Refs. ((Aghababaei et al., 2023; Song et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019)). Deep neural networks are used with-

out probability assumptions about the data in these proposals. These representations are not interpretable

in terms of multiplicative model parameters. Our proposal performs this reconstruction based on one of the

most commonly cited and used cases of the multiplicative approach, i.e., the G 0
I law. We apply this method to

reconstruct the co-polarized SAR intensity from the cross-polarized signal. We provide a method to verify that

the generated fit is acceptable.

In recent years, there has been increasing interest in understanding the properties of polarimetric images.

Polarimetric SAR measurements record the amplitude and phase of backscattered signals for possible com-

binations of linear reception and transmission of horizontal (H) and vertical (V) polarizations. Since the HV

and VH polarizations are usually identical, three different intensities are associated with channels HH, HV,

and VV in each pixel of a PolSAR image. In this paper, we discuss how to model the intensities of SAR in one

channel under the influence of the others.

In this paper, we propose a new regression model for distributed G 0
I -response variables and obtain impor-

tant properties: Moments for the reciprocal G 0
I model, Fisher information matrix, two types of residuals, and

four influence measures. In addition, we provide point and interval estimation procedures. We assess the per-

formance of this model with Monte Carlo studies and actual data. We compare it with other regression models,

namely: exponential, gamma (Γ), inverse gamma (Γ−1), normal (N ), inverse normal (N −1), Weibull, power

exponential, and exponential generalized beta type 2 (EGB2). We demonstrate the potential of our proposal in

practical applications related to urban imagery scenarios.

The paper unfolds as follows. Section 2 presents the main properties of the G 0
I -model. In Section 3, we

propose a new regression model and discuss some of its properties. A simulation study using the G 0
I regression

parameters is presented in Section 4. Applications to polarimetric data are made in Section 5. Section 6

discusses the main conclusions.
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2 The G 0
I distribution

Following the MM approach ((Yue et al., 2021a)), SAR intensities Z ∈R+ are defined as the product of two

independent positive random variables: Y describes the speckle and X models the target backscatter. Assum-

ing that X ∼ Γ−1(α,γ) and Y ∼ Γ(L,L), Frery et al. ((1997a)) obtained the G 0
I distribution, whose probability

density function is

fZ(z;α,γ,L)= LLΓ(L−α)
γαΓ(−α)Γ(L)

zL−1(γ+Lz)α−L, (1)

where −α > 0, γ > 0, and L > 0 represent roughness, brightness, and the number of looks, respectively. This

situation is denoted by Z ∼G 0
I (α,γ,L).

This model exhibits remarkable flexibility and interpretability. In particular, |α| measures the mean num-

ber of elementary backscatterers. Below, we present some results used to develop the G 0
I regression model.

The hth ordinary moment of the G 0
I distribution is:

E(Zh)=
( γ

L

)h B(L+h,−α−h)
B(L,−α)

, (2)

if α<−h, where B(·, ·) is the beta function; otherwise, it diverges to infinite.

From Equation (2), one has that the variance of the G 0
I -distributed random variable is

Var(Z)=µ2
[(α+1
α+2

)L+1
L

−1
]
, (3)

where µ = E(Z), if α < −2; otherwise it diverges to infinite. Hereafter, we assume α < −2. Note that an

increase in α or µ at SAR indicates scenes with higher variability, while an increase in L implies areas with

better signal-to-noise ratios. The following two results are contributions of this work.

Corollary 2.1 Let Z ∼G 0
I (α,γ,L). The hth reciprocal moment of T = γ+LZ is given by

E

[ 1
Th

]
= 1
γh

B(−α+h,L)
B(−α,L)

.

Lemma 2.1 The G 0
I distribution is a scale family.

Appendices A and B provide the proofs.

3 G 0
I Regression Model

The discussion in this section focuses on using the regression model for inferring the intensities in a polari-

metric channel, given the data in other channels. The reader must remember that the proposed regression

model can be used to describe the observed intensity as a function of any linear combination of explanatory

variables.

The multivariate nature of polarimetric information involves the notion of redundancy: each component

(or channel) retrieves a portion of the information in the entire signal. For example, features from the HH

channel may have a different correlation structure with the HV and VV channels. In this section, we present a

mathematical treatment to study the linear dependence between the intensities of the polarization channels.
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From Lemma 2.1 one can define a linear model for G 0
I -distributed random variables. Let Zk be such a

random variable:

Zk = ϵk exp(x⊤
k β), for k = 1, . . . ,n, (4)

where β = (β0,β1, . . . ,βp)⊤ is a vector of regression coefficients, xk = (1, xk1, . . . , xkp)⊤ is the vector of p < n
explanatory variables (assumed fixed and known), and ϵk ∼G 0

I (α,−(α+1),L). Thus, it follows from Lemma 2.1

that

Zk | xk ∼G 0
I (α,γk,L),

where γk = µk(−α−1), µk = g−1(ηk), ηk = x⊤
k β, and g(·) is a positive, strictly monotone, and twofold differen-

tiable link function. There are several traceable link functions; for example ((McCullagh and Nelder, 1989)):

• Extended logit: g(µk)= log F(0,∞)(µk)
1−F(0,∞)(µk) ,

• Complementary log-log: g(µk)= log(− log(1−F(0,∞)(µk))), and

• Logarithmic: g(µk)= logµk,

where F(0,∞)(·) is the cumulative distribution function of any distribution with positive support. We choose

g(µk) = logµk because of its analytical tractability and because it transforms the multiplicative speckle effect

into an additive one.

Thus, we assume that n SAR intensities in a region from a given channel are described by random variables

Z1, . . . , Zn such that Zk ∼G 0
I (α,γk,L) with mean µk = exp(x⊤

k β), where xk is the known vector of features that

can be associated with Zk; e.g., a biomass index ((Wang and Ouchi, 2008)), other features on the same channel

(such as phase), and the same features from the other channels. In this work, we addressed the letter case:

mapping the linear dependence/influence of one channel on the others.

To illustrate the use of the regression model, consider the AIRSAR image over San Francisco (USA) with

four nominal looks and resolution 10 m× 10 m shown in Fig. 1(a). The HH, HV, and VV intensities were

mapped to the R, G, and B channels, respectively, to produce a false-color image. This scene consists of three

outstanding regions: Sea, Forest, and City. To assess the effect of region type on the maximum likelihood

estimates of α,γ, and µ, we present maps of these estimates obtained on 7×7 windows for each pixel. The

α̂ map (Fig. 1(b)) refers to local roughness and highlights urban patches. The γ̂ map (Fig. 1(c)) measures the

local scale that, along with the values of α̂, gives the map of local mean values (Fig. 1(d)).

3.1 Estimation by maximum likelihood

Let (Z1 | x1), . . . , (Zn | xn) be an n-point random sample such that Zk ∼G 0
I (α,γk,L) and γk = (−α−1)exp(x⊤

k β).

From (1) and (4), the log-likelihood function at θ = (β⊤,α,L)⊤ is given as

ℓ(θ)=
n∑

k=1
ℓk(θ), (5)

where

ℓk(θ)= L logL+ logΓ(L−α)−α logµk −α log(−α−1)− logΓ(−α)− logΓ(L)+ (L−1)log zk + (α−L) log(γk +Lzk),

5



(a) San Francisco image (b) Map of α̂

(c) Map of γ̂ (d) Map of µ̂

Figure 1: Maps of local estimates α, γ, and µ.
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such that zk is an outcome from Zk.

Based on (5), the associated score function,

U(θ)= (Uβ,Uα,UL)=
(∂ℓ(θ)
∂β⊤ ,

∂ℓ(θ)
∂α

,
∂ℓ(θ)
∂L

)⊤
,

is determined by:

• Uβ:

Uβ =αX⊤E(T∗−µ∗), (6)

where X is an n× p matrix whose kth row is x⊤
k ,

E = diag{1/g′(µ1), . . . ,1/g′(µk), . . . ,1/g′(µn)},

g′(x) = d g(x)/d x, T∗ = (T∗
1 , . . . ,T∗

k , . . . ,T∗
n)⊤, with T∗

k = − c1/Tk, c1 = (L − α)(−α − 1), and µ∗ =
(1/µ1, . . . ,1/µk, . . . ,1/µn)⊤;

• Uα:

Uα = nU1(α,L)+
n∑

k=1
log

Tk

µk
− (α−L)

n∑
k=1

µk

Tk
, (7)

where

U1(α,L)=−Ψ(L−α)+Ψ(−α)− log(−α−1)+ α

(−α−1)
,

and Ψ(x)= dlogΓ(x)/d x is the digamma function;

• UL:

UL = nU2(α,L)+
n∑

k=1
log

zk

Tk
+ (α−L)

n∑
k=1

zk

Tk
, (8)

where

U2(α,L)= 1+ logL+Ψ(L−α)−Ψ(L).

In this case, the Fisher information matrix is given by

K(θ)=E
[
− ∂

2ℓ(θ)
∂θ⊤∂θ

]
=


Kββ Kβα KβL

Kβα Kαα KαL

KβL KαL KLL

 , (9)

where Kββ = αX⊤W X , Kβα = c2X⊤Eµ∗, Kαα = nc3, KLL = nc4, KβL = KαL = 0, W = diag {ω1, . . . ,ωt, . . . ,ωn},

and

ωk =
(

L
L−α+1

)
1

µ2
k[g′(µk)]2

.
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For a detailed discussion of the elements of K(θ) and c2, c3, and c4, see Appendix C. Note that the parameters

β and α are not orthogonal (in the sense that θi and θ j are orthogonal in θ = (θ1, . . . ,θp)⊤, denoted by “θi ⊥ θ j”,

if only E[∂2ℓ(θ)/∂θi∂θ j] = 0 for all i ̸= j ((Huzurbazar, 1950))), which is the opposite of what is proved in the

class of generalized linear regression models ((see McCullagh and Nelder, 1989)). On the other hand, β⊥ L
and α⊥ L.

For a sufficiently large sample and under the usual regularity conditions ((Bickel and Doksum, 2001)), it

follows that

p
n(θ̂−θ) D−→

n→∞ Np+1
(
0p+1,K−1(θ)

)
,

where 0k is the k-dimensional column vector of zeros, θ̂ is the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) for θ, D−→
n→∞

denotes convergence in distribution, and Np(µ,Σ) indicates the multivariate normal distribution with mean

µ and covariance matrix Σ. In this paper, we obtain a closed-form expression for K−1(θ) of the G 0
I regression

model:

K−1(θ)=


Kββ Kβα KβL

Kβα Kαα KαL

KβL KαL KLL

 , (10)

with elements given in Appendix C.

The asymptotic multivariate normal distribution can also be used to derive asymptotic confidence intervals,

which are useful for testing the significance of submodels and comparing them using likelihood ratio, score,

and Wald statistics. In particular, the asymptotic confidence interval at 100(1− ϵ)% for the kth component of

θ, θk, is given by

ACIϵ (θk)=
(
θ̂k − zϵ/2

√
K̂k,k; θ̂k + zϵ/2

√
K̂k,k

)
,

where K̂k,k denotes the kth element of the main diagonal of K−1(θ) and zϵ/2 is the (1− ϵ/2) quantile of the

standard normal distribution.

We obtain the MLE for α, L, and β by maximizing the log-likelihood function by numerically solving

the system (Uβ,Uα,UL) = (0,0,0). We used iterative methods such as BFGS (Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-

Shanno) or Newton-Raphson ((Nocedal and Wright, 1999)). These optimization algorithms require initial

estimates, and we suggest using ordinary least squares estimates obtained from a linear regression model of

the transformed responses g(z1), g(z2), . . . , g(zn); i.e., (X⊤X )−1X⊤ log(z), where log(z) = [ log(z1), . . . , log(zk),

. . . , log(zn)]⊤. For the preliminary estimation of α, the value L was determined, which equates the score

components of (1) with the null vector, from which follows

Uα = n[Ψ(−α)−Ψ(L−α)− log(γ)]+
n∑

k=1
logTk = 0, (11)

and that

Uγ =−nα
γ

+ (α−L)
n∑

k=1

1
Tk

= 0. (12)
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From (12), we have the initial guess of α given by α= L S
S−n/γ , where S = ∑n

k=1 T−1
k , and γ can be obtained by

solving the nonlinear equation

1
n

n∑
k=1

log
TK

γ
=Ψ

( LS
S−n/γ

)
−Ψ

(
L

(
1+ S

S−n/γ

))
.

3.2 Residual analysis

An essential step in proposing a new regression model is to analyze its assumptions using the residuals. For

this purpose, we introduce methods for two classes of residuals.

Residual analyses are often conducted in the form of ordinary residuals, standardized variants, or variance

residuals. They serve a dual purpose: to identify outliers (the sensitivity or influence study) and test the model

assumptions. Note that the first function can be used to identify atypical phenomena in image processing:

such as corner reflectors in urban areas ((Groot and Otten, 1994)) and the effect of Bragg waves in marine

areas ((Watts and Rosenberg, 2022)).

In this case, it is the kth standardized residual:

rk = Zk − µ̂k√
V̂ar(Zk)

,

where µ̂k = g−1(x⊤k β̂), and the estimate for variance of Zk is

V̂ar(Zk)= µ̂2
k

[( α̂+1
α̂+2

)L+1
L

−1
]
.

A second residual is the deviance residual ((Amin et al., 2016; Hardin and Hilbe, 2012)). The term deviance

refers to a tool for quantifying the difference between a full/saturated model and a reduced/used model, using

the likelihood as the criterion. By the following definition, a point with a large residual makes the obtained

coefficients “look bad,” i.e., it explains much of the discrepancy between our model and the saturated model.

Applying this to the case of G 0
I -regression, we get:

Ddk(z;µ,α,L)= sign(zk −µk)

√∣∣∣2[
α log

( zk

µk
T⋄

k

)
−L log

(
T⋄

k

)]∣∣∣
as a residual, where T⋄

k = Tk/zk (−α−1+L) and sign(·) is the signum function defined as

sign(x)=


+1, if x > 0,

0, if x = 0,

−1, if x < 0.

Hence, the standardized deviance residuals are defined by Davison and Gigli ((1989)) as

SRk = Ddk(z;µ,α,L)

S
√

1−hkk
,

where S =∑n
k=1

Ddk (z;µ,α,L)2/(n− p).
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When the distribution of residuals is not known, normal plots with simulated envelopes are a useful diag-

nostic tool, cf. Atkinson ((1985, section 4.2)) and Neter et al. ((1996, section 14.6)). Simulated envelopes can be

used to decide whether the observed residuals are consistent with the fitted model.

We need the minimum and maximum values of the ν order statistics to create the envelope. We follow

Atkinson ((1985, p. 36)) who suggested ν = 19, and the probability that a given absolute residual falls above

the upper band provided by the envelope is approximately equal to 0.05. As a decision rule, if some absolute

residuals fall outside the bounds provided by the simulated envelope, we must examine these residuals. On

the other hand, if many points lie outside this range, this argues against the suitability of the fitted model.

3.3 Influential measures

After discussing the types of residuals, it is necessary to define measures for identifying influential observa-

tions, which is the topic of this section. In what follows, we derive four influential measures: a generalized

leverage measure, a projection-based measure (also called a hat matrix), Cook distance, and difference in fits

(DFFITS).

Wei et al. ((1998)) developed the generalized leverage, which is defined as

GL(θ̃)= ∂z̃
∂z⊤

, (13)

where θ is a parameter vector such that E(z) = µ(θ), θ̃ is an estimator of θ, and z̃ = µ(θ̃). Let ℓ(θ) be the G 0
I

log-likelihood function with continuous second order derivatives with respect to θ and z. Also, let θ̂ be the

MLE for θ, assuming it exists and is unique, and let ẑ be the predicted response vector. Wei et al. ((1998))

showed that the generalized leverage n×n matrix in (13) can be expressed by

GL(θ)= Dθ

[
− ∂2ℓ(θ)
∂θ∂θ⊤

]−1
Dθz,

evaluated at θ̂, where Dθ = ∂E(z)
∂θ⊤

and Dθz = ∂2ℓ(θ)
∂θ∂z⊤

.

Considering α as a nuisance parameter and L fixed, we obtained a closed-form expression for GL (β) in the

G 0
I regression model. We have:

(i) Dβ = EX ,

(ii) − ∂2ℓ(θ)
∂β∂β⊤ =αX⊤QX , where Q = diag {q1, . . . , qk, . . . , qn} with

qt =−

1
µ2

k
+ c1(−α−1)

αT2
k

+
[ 1
µk

+ c1

αTk

] g′′(µk)
g′(µk)

[g′(µk)]2
,

and

(iii)
∂2ℓ(θ)
∂β∂z⊤

=αX⊤ET∗, where T∗ = Lc1
α

diag
{
1/T2

1 , . . . ,1/T2
k, . . . ,1/T2

n
}
.
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Therefore, the following identity holds:

GL(β)= EX (X⊤QX )−1X⊤ET∗. (14)

More details are presented in Appendix D.

Replacing the observed information matrix with the Fisher information matrix, Expression (14) collapses

to

GLA(β)= EX (X⊤W X )−1X⊤ET∗.

Hence, the (k,k)-entry of GLkk can be expressed as

GLkk(β)=ωkx⊤k (X⊤W X )−1xk,

where

ωk = ∂2ℓk(θ)
∂µ2

k

(
∂µk

∂Tk

)2
=

[
α

µ2
k
+ c1(−α−1)

T2
k

]
1

g′(µk)2
. (15)

Pregibon ((1981)) extended the projection/hat matrix from linear regression ẑ against X under weights to

generalized linear models:

H=W
1/2 X (X⊤W X )−1X⊤W1/2.

In the literature, the use of the (k,k)-entry of H, say hkk, has been proposed to detect the presence of leverage

points in linear generalized regression models ((Lindsey, 1997; Wei et al., 1998)). It is worth noting that GL
and H coincide for large samples.

Assume α and L are unknown, hence θ⊤ = (β⊤,α,L). Let Dθ = [(EX)⊤ 0⊤
n 0⊤

n ]⊤. Moreover,

∂2ℓ(θ)
∂θ∂z⊤

=


αX⊤ET∗

a⊤

b⊤

 ,

where a= (a1, . . . ,ak, . . . ,an)⊤ with ak = L[Tk + (α−L)µk]/T2
k, and b = (b1, . . . ,bk, . . . ,bn)⊤ with bk = 1/zk−L/Tk+

(1−Lzk/Tk)(α−L)/Tk. Finally, using on −∂2ℓ(θ)/∂θ∂θ⊤ the same idea on which Expression (9) was built, we

have that

− ∂
2ℓ(θ)
∂θ∂θ⊤

=


αX⊤QX X⊤EM X⊤EN
X⊤EM R P
X⊤EN P S

 , (16)

where M = diag{m1, . . . ,mk, . . . ,mn} with

mk = 1
µk

+ 1
Tk

(
2α−L+1+ µk c1

Tk

)
,

N = diag{n1, . . . ,nk, . . . ,nn} with

nk = (−α−1)
Tk

[
1+ (α−L)zk

Tk

]
,

11



P = tr(P∗), where P∗ = diag{p∗
1 , . . . , p∗

k, . . . , p∗
n} such that tr(·) represents the trace of a matrix argument with

p∗
k =Ψ(1)(L−α)+ 1

Tk
(zk +µk)+ (α−L)µk zk

T2
k

,

R = tr(R∗), where R∗ = diag{r∗1 , . . . , r∗k, . . . , r∗n} with

r∗k =−U (1)
1 (α,L)+ µk

Tk

[
2+ (α−L)

µk

Tk

]
,

and S = tr(S∗), where S∗ = diag{s∗1 , . . . , s∗k, . . . , s∗n} with

s∗k =−Ψ(1)(L−α)+Ψ(1)(L)− 1
L
+ zk

Tk

[
2+ (α−L)

zk

Tk

]
,

where Ψ(k)(x) = ∂k+1 logΓ(x)/∂xk+1 for x > 0. Now, partitioning matrix (16), we have that the inverse of K(θ) is

given by (
− ∂

2ℓ(θ)
∂θ∂θ⊤

)−1

=


A∗ B∗ C∗

B∗ D∗ E∗

C∗ E∗ F∗

 ,

where A∗ =
[
(αX⊤QX )−1 +ζ∗ϑ∗−1

ζ∗
⊤]
Υ∗Φ∗−1

Υ∗⊤
, B∗ =

[
−ζ∗ϑ∗−1

]
Υ∗Φ∗−1

Υ∗⊤
, D∗ = ϑ∗−1

Υ∗Φ∗−1
Υ∗⊤

, C∗ =
Υ∗Φ∗−1

1 Υ∗⊤
, E∗ =Υ∗Φ∗−1

2 Υ∗⊤
, F∗ =Φ∗−1

, ϑ= R− (X⊤EN)⊤(αX⊤QX )−1(X⊤EN), ζ∗ = (αX⊤QX )−1 (X⊤EN),

Υ∗ = A⋆−1
B⋆, Φ∗ = D⋆−B⋆⊤

Υ∗, Φ∗ = [Φ∗
1 Φ∗

2 ]. Therefore, it can be shown that

GL(β,α,L)=GL(β)+EXB∗a⊤+EXC∗b⊤,

where GL(β) is given in (14). Notice that, for sufficiently large values of |α|, GL(β,α,L)→GL(β) holds true.

Cook ((1977)) developed a measure of influence for each observation. This distance quantifies the effect of

the tth observation by the squared distance between β̂ and β̂(t) (where β̂(t) is the parameter estimate without

the tth observation). The Cook distance is given by

Dc(θ)= 1
p

(β̂− β̂(k))⊤XW X (β̂− β̂(k)).

We can use its usual approximation:

D∗
c (θ)= hkkr2

k

p(1−hkk)2
,

which spares us the n+1 adjustment of the model and combines leverage and residuals ((Cook, 1986)).

We also determined the DFFITS diagnostic measure proposed by White ((1980)) that shows how influential

a point is in linear regression. This measure is defined as

DFFITS(θ)= (
β̂− β̂(k)

)√ hkk

1−hkk
.

To illustrate the proposed influence measures, we calculate them for G 0
I -distributed data according to the

configuration (β⊤,α,L) = (1,1,−50,4) and n = 100. The results are shown in Fig. 2. As expected, Fig. 2(a)

12



indicates that the model is well-fitted. The envelope curve of studentized residuals is shown in Fig. 2(b)

and confirms the quality of the fit. Fig. 2(c) shows the Cook distances compared to the predicted values.

Observations larger than 8/(n−2p) are possible influential or aberrant points. We also show the values of (hkk)

versus the predicted values in Fig. 2(d) and, for this measure, observations higher than 3p/n are possible leverage

points. The plot of DFFITS against observed values is shown in Fig. 2(e). Here, observations larger than

2
p

p/(n− p) are possible influential or aberrant points. Finally, Fig. 2(f) shows the plot of studentized residuals

versus predicted values. There are no visible patterns, as expected, for a good fit.
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Figure 2: The upper (a) is a fitted line plot, (b), (c) and (d) panels show the Cooks distance, leverage, and
DFFITS against the predicted. The (e) panel shows the standardized residuals versus predicted and the
another panel displays a Normal Q-Q plot of absolute deviance residuals with a simulated envelope.

4 A simulation study

MLEs for G 0
I regression parameters given in (6), (7), and (8) do not have closed-form expressions and thus

iterative numerical methods are required. To this end, we conducted a pilot study to select an iterative

method. In this first study, we selected four methods: BFGS (Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno), CG (Conju-

gate Gradients), NM (Nelder-Mead), and SANN (Simulated ANNealing). We consider a fixed set of coefficients
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β= (0.01,0.01,0.01) and number of looks L ∈ {1,4,8}, and varying roughness α ∈ {−50, −10, −5, −3}, and sample

sizes n ∈ {20,50,100,500}. For each combination (α,n) we generate 100 Monte Carlo replications against which

the proposed estimators are evaluated. All computational manipulations were performed using the software

R ((R Core Team, 2015)). Using the root mean square error (RMSE) as a metric, CG provided the best results.

From now on, we will use the method CG.

Now, we are in a position to conduct a performance study. We used 1,000 Monte Carlo replications with

observations from random variables following the law G 0
I
(
α,exp(β0 +β1x1 +β2x2)(−α−1),L

)
and the following

specifications: n ∈ {20,50,100,500}, β0 = β1 = β2 ∈ {0.01,1,2}, α ∈ {−15,−10,−5,−3}, L ∈ {1,4,8}, and Xk ∼
G 0

I
(
α, (−α−1),L

)
.

We used five comparison criteria: absolute bias (Abias), root mean square error (RMSE), Akaike informa-

tion criterion (AIC) and its corrected version AICc, and the Bayesian information criterion (BIC). The four

performance measures behave alike. The quality of the estimates improves with the increase of the sample

size, as expected; cf. Fig. 3, which shows the BIC.
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Figure 3: BIC values for samples of size n ∈ {20,50,100,500}, L ∈ {1,4,8} looks, and α ∈ {−50,−10,−5,−3}.
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5 Application to SAR imagery

5.1 Comparison study

In this section, we apply the proposed G 0
I regression model to the analysis of SAR images and compare the

agreement between the fitted and actual values using the other seven models: Exponential, Gamma (Γ), Recip-

rocal Gamma (Γ−1), Normal (N ), Inverse Normal (N −1), Weibull, Power Exponential, and EGB2 regression

models. It is important to note that the same linear predictors are used in the competing regression models

to ensure the conditions for unequal comparison. We describe intensities due in the HH and VV channels in

terms of HV intensities. A preliminary descriptive analysis shows that HV data correlate well with HH and

VV data: 0.5486 and 0.4465, respectively.

We have used two linear regression models with the same link function: (i) µHH(xk) = exp(β0 +β1xk),

denoted as (HH ∼ HV), and (ii) µVV(xk) = exp(β0 +β1xk), denoted as (VV ∼ HV). Below, we describe SAR

intensities obtained with the AIRSAR ((Lee and Pottier, 2009)) sensor from scenes in the San Francisco region

(USA). Fig. 4 shows an intensity HH map of this region.

Figure 4: PolSAR image with selected region San Francisco (USA).

The G 0
I regression model is equipped with the link function

log(µk)=β0 +β1xk,

where the response variable is Zk ∼ G 0
I (α,µk(−α−1)) and the roughness α is a nuisance parameter. We use

two measures of performance: the mean absolute biases (MAB) and the root mean square error (RMSE), given

as:
1
n

n∑
k=1

|Zk − Ẑk|, and

√
1
n

n∑
k=1

(Zk − Ẑk)2,

respectively. Table 1 shows the values for MAB and RMSE, indicating that the G 0
I regression model overcomes

competing models. The last panel of Fig. 5 shows the standardized residuals of the considered models. Our

proposal is the only acceptable model according to this criterion.

The MLEs for the parameters involved and their standard errors are shown in Tables 2 and 3. All models
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Table 1: Performance measures (MAB, MRAB, and RMSE) of the regression models. The best results are in
bold.

HH∼HV VV∼HV

Model MAB RMSE MAB RMSE

G 0
I 0.087 0.126 0.087 0.127

Exponential 0.096 0.135 0.096 0.137
Gamma 0.096 0.135 0.096 0.137
Inverse gamma 0.104 0.161 0.102 0.164
Normal 0.096 0.135 0.097 0.137
Inverse normal 0.090 0.131 0.099 0.139
Weibull 0.092 0.139 0.091 0.139
Power exponential 0.092 0.139 0.092 0.134
EGB2 0.131 0.186 0.137 0.192

were well-fitted and showed a significant influence of HV over HH or VV. The fitted models are given by

(HH∼HV) : µ̂HH(x)= exp(−2.524+17.207x),

(VV∼HV) : µ̂VV(x)= exp(−2.551+14.608x),

where x is the HV polarization channel. Fig. 5 shows the data with the fitted line, the standardized resid-

uals, the Cook distance, and the normal quantile-quantile plot of the deviance residuals with a simulated

envelope ((Atkinson, 1985)). These results show that the new model outpeforms the other competing methods.

Table 2: Parameter estimates using observed SAR data – regression HH∼HV

Model Parameter Estimate Std. error t stat p-value

G 0
I β0 −2.524 0.077 −32.800 0.000

β1 17.207 1.613 10.700 0.000
Exponential β0 −2.514 0.123 −20.510 0.000

β1 16.896 2.592 6.520 0.000
Gamma β0 −2.514 0.076 −33.000 0.000

β1 16.896 1.610 10.500 0.000
Inverse gamma β0 −3.344 0.079 −42.200 0.000

β1 17.615 1.512 11.700 0.000
Normal β0 −2.414 0.108 −22.290 0.000

β1 14.879 1.548 9.610 0.000
Inverse normal β0 −2.610 0.094 −27.900 0.000

β1 19.845 2.867 6.920 0.000
Weibull β0 −2.385 0.078 −30.700 0.000

β1 16.592 1.619 10.200 0.000
Power exponential β0 −2.649 0.023 −113.600 0.000

β1 15.904 0.192 82.800 0.000
EGB2 β0 −4.265 0.557 −7.660 0.000

β1 23.989 5.068 4.730 0.000
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Figure 5: A fitted line plot and the three diagnostic plots for urban SAR imagery data of the two models (left
panels plots are of the model I and right band plots are of the second model).
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Table 3: Parameter estimates using observed SAR data – regression VV∼HV

Model Parameter Estimate Std. error t stat p-value

G 0
I β0 −2.551 0.100 −25.48 0.000

β1 14.608 1.985 7.36 0.000
Exponential β0 −2.598 0.122 −21.26 0.000

β1 15.340 2.579 5.95 0.000
Gamma β0 −2.598 0.087 −29.80 0.000

β1 15.340 1.841 8.33 0.000
Inverse gamma β0 −3.576 0.094 −38.26 0.000

β1 13.882 1.815 7.65 0.000
Normal β0 −2.510 0.126 −19.99 0.000

β1 13.542 1.839 7.36 0.000
Inverse normal β0 −2.670 0.105 −25.33 0.000

β1 17.501 3.065 5.71 0.000
Weibull β0 −2.509 0.089 −28.17 0.000

β1 15.637 1.869 8.37 0.000
Power exponential β0 −2.884 0.044 −65.00 0.000

β1 14.828 0.739 20.10 0.000
EGB2 β0 −7.570 2.31 −3.28 0.001

β1 51.760 24.25 2.13 0.034

5.2 Predictive study

Now we use the Eq. (4) to predict the averaged co-polarized intensity from the cross-polarized intensity. An

important fact is that the associated error at the (i, j)-entry is, in our proposal, ϵ(i, j) ∼ G 0
I
(
α, (−α−1),L

)
and

therefore the associated residue should be marginally distributed as G 0
I -law. The initial assumption comes

from Equation (4) when formulating the model. Accurate determination of the residue distribution is in a

difficult direction, as discussed by Loynes ((1969)), but it is possible to raise indications of the adequacy of

the model for error. In the following, we will analyze the fit and interpretation of our model and discuss the

associated error model.

Among the possible motivations is that reconstruction by regression helps to identify changes, as İlsever

and Ünsalan ((2012, section 2.3)), and this information is important, especially for countries with a sizeable

continental extent, such as Brazil. We used a dual-pole image acquired by the Sentinel-1 satellite with a

spatial range and azimuth resolution 7 m× 14 m on April 17, 2023, in the region of Japaratinga, Alagoas,

Brazil. The system provides values for the HV and VV intensities with L = 3 looks. We used an 11× 11

pixels window surrounding each pixel to which we fitted the regression model. We will provide: (i) fit maps

µ̂VV(zVV) = Ê(ZVV | ZVV = zVV) = β̂0 + β̂1zVV, (ii) intercept and slope maps, (iii) ratio maps between observed

and predicted returns to VV intensity, and (iv) an analysis of the ratio map adherence to the assumed error.

Figure 6(a) displays the optical image, showing a lake, forest, and built-up area regions. The observed

and predicted images (using the HV intensities as explanatory variables) of VV intensities are shown in Fig-

ures 6(b) and 6(c), respectively. Despite using the simplest possible model, the reconstructed image detects

texture changes. Another possibility is to use feature matrices (such as spatial information from parametric

and non-parametric methods) or design of experiments. These two ways will require minor changes to our

proposal.
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Figures 6(d) and 6(e) detail the layers of the predicted image and offer an understanding of the effect of the

cros-polarized channel on the co-polarized one. It can be seen from the predicted slope image (Fig. 6(e)) that

the HV intensities from the lake regions tend to be inversely proportional in average to the VV intensities.

At the same time, this relationship is directly proportional for forest and built-up regions. Apart from the

apparent differences between terrains, the predicted intercept image (Fig. 6(d)) appears to contain subgroups

within terrains that are attractive for inputting information into clustering or classification methods of SAR

data.

The ratio image in Figure 6(f) shows a pattern without structure, as expected from the assumption (4).

Figure 6(g) confirms what was expected: from the comparison between empirical and G 0
I cumulative distribu-

tion functions (cdf), it appears that the standard G 0
I model is a good alternative to the ratio data. We apply

the Cramer-von Mises goodness test to the null hypothesis H0 : data come from G 0
I (α0, (−α0 − 1),3), where

α0 = −1.432434 (obtained minimum mean square error estimates). The p-value 4 % shows that H0 is not

rejected assuming a nominal level of less than 4%, i.e., the regression model used is not inappropriate.

It is interesting to note that in Table 3, where the null hypothesis is that the regression is not significant,

we have obtained lower values indicating its rejection. We conclude that our model is commendable in terms

of both significance and adherence to the stochastic hypothesis.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we proposed a new G 0
I regression model to describe the conditional SAR intensities. The proposed

model has been shown to be very flexible for different SAR textures compared to exponential, Γ, Γ−1, N , N −1,

Weibull, power exponential, and EGB2 regression models. We used the maximum likelihood procedure for

G 0
I regression parameters and proposed a closed-form expression for the Fisher information matrix. A Monte

Carlo simulation study evaluated the performance of the estimates. Then, some diagnostic and influential

techniques were proposed: generalized leverage and Cook measure and two types of residuals. Finally, two

applications of the G 0
I regression model to actual data from SAR were performed. The results showed that

our proposal could be useful for processing SAR images with different resolutions: speckled data from the San

Francisco (with a high resolution of 10 m×10 m) and Japaratinga (with an average resolution of 7 m×14 m)

regions.

A Proof of Corollary 2.1

If Z ∼G 0
I (α,γ,L) and T = γ+LZ, then, by definition of the cdf, we have:

FT (t)=Pr(T ≤ t)=Pr
(
Z ≤ t−γ

L

)
= FZ

( t−γ
L

)
, (A.1)

By taking the derivative of both sides the Expression (A.1) with respect to variable t, we have:

fT (t)= 1
L

fZ

(
t−γ

L

)
= Γ(L−α)
Γ(−α)Γ(L)

tα−1

γα

[
1− γ

t

]L−1
,
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(a) Optical image (b) VV intensity image (c) Predicted image, µ̂VV(zVV) = Ê(ZVV |
ZVV = zVV)= β̂0 + β̂1zVV
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Figure 6: Exploratory analysis on predictions and residuals.
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where t ∈ (γ,∞). A random variable 1/T occurs frequently in the analytic manipulations we use to derive the

results of this work. Now we are ready to find its nth non-central moment:

E

[ 1
Tn

]
=

∫ ∞

γ
t−n fT (t)d t

=
∫ ∞

γ

Γ(L−α)
Γ(−α)Γ(L)

tα−n−1

γα

[
1− γ

t

]L−1
d t.

With the change of variable s = γ/t we have:

E

[ 1
Tk

]
= Γ(L−α)
Γ(−α)Γ(L)

1
γk

∫ 1

0
s−α+k−1 (1− s)L−1 ds.

From simple algebraic manipulations with the beta density, it follows that

E

[ 1
Tn

]
= 1
γn

B(−α+n,L)
B(−α,L)

= 1
γn

n−1∏
k=0

( −α+k
−α+L+k

)
.

B Proof of Lemma 2.1

The following derivation proves Lemma 2.1. Let Z ∼G 0
I (α,γ,L) and c a non-negative constant. Then if Z1 = cZ,

we have from simple algebraic manipulations:

FZ1 (z1)=Pr(Z ≤ z1/c), and, then, fZ1 (z1)= 1
c

fZ(z1/c). (B.1)

Thus, using (1) in (B.1) and rearranging the expression, we have:

fZ1 (z1)= LLΓ(L−α)
(γc)αΓ(−α)Γ(L)

z1
L−1(γc+Lz1)α−L,

i.e. Z1 ∼G 0
I (α,γc,L). Therefore, the G 0

I distribution is a member of a scale family.

C Fisher information matrix and its inverse

Now we derive the score function and the Fisher information matrix for the parameter vector θ. From Expres-

sion (5), see Searle ((1997)) for details, the following identity holds:

Uβ =
n∑

k=1

∂ℓk(θ)
∂β

=
n∑

k=1

∂ℓk(θ)
∂µk

∂µk

∂ηk

∂ηk

∂β

=α
n∑

k=1

[ (α−L)(−α−1)
Tk

− 1
µk

] 1
g′(µk)

xk.
(C.1)

Next we obtain the matrix expression for the score function for β that is given in Equation (6). For the

parameter α, we obtain:

Uα =
n∑

k=1

∂ℓk(θ)
∂α

= nU1(α,L)+
n∑

k=1
log

Tk

µk
− (α−L)

n∑
k=1

µk

Tk
. (C.2)
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Similarly, it can be shown that the score function for L can be written as:

UL = nU2(α,L)+
n∑

k=1
log

zk

Tk
+ (α−L)

n∑
k=1

zk

Tk
. (C.3)

From regularity conditions, it is known that the expected value of the derivative in Equation (5) equals zero.

From Expression (C.1), the Hessian function in β is

Uββ = ∂2ℓ(θ)
∂β∂β⊤ =

n∑
k=1

[∂2ℓk(θ)
∂µ2

k

(∂µk

∂ηk

)2 + ∂ℓk(θ)
∂µk

∂2µk

∂η2
k

]
xkx⊤

k . (C.4)

Since E(∂ℓk(θ)/∂µk)= 0, we keep

E(Uββ)=
n∑

k=1
E

[∂2ℓk(θ)
∂µ2

k

](
∂µk

∂ηk

)2
xkx⊤

k .

Using the Expression (15), we have

E(Uββ)=
n∑

k=1

[ α
µ2

k
+ c1(−α−1)E

( 1
T2

k

)] xkx⊤
k

g′(µk)2
,

and from Corollary 2.1 we have

E

( 1
T2

k

)
= 1
µ2

k(−α−1)
α(α−1)

(L−α+1)c1

and

E(Uββ)=α
( L

L−α+1

) n∑
k=1

1
µ2

k

1
g′(µk)2

xkx⊤
k ,

see in Equation (9) the matrix form. From Expression (C.1), the Hessian function at the β and α can be written

as

Uβ⊤α =
∂[Uβ⊤ ]

∂α
=

n∑
k=1

[ (α−L)(−α−1)
T2

k
− 2α+1−L

Tkµk
− 1
µ2

k

] µkx⊤
k

g′(µk)
.

Hence, by applying the expected value, we obtain:

E(Uβ⊤α)=
n∑

k=1

[
(α−L)(−α−1)E

(
1

T2
k

)
− 2α+1−L

µk
E

( 1
Tk

)
− 1
µ2

k

] µkx⊤
k

g′(µk)
.

By using the Corollary 2.1, we have:

E(Uβ⊤α)= c2

n∑
k=1

1
g′(µk)

1
µk

x⊤
k ,

where

c2 =−
[
1+ (2α+1−L)α

(−α−1)(α−L)
+ α(α−1)

(−α−1)(L−α+1)

]
,

The matrix expression is in Equation (9). From Expression (C.1), the Hessian function at the β and L can be
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written as

Uβ⊤L =
∂[Uβ⊤ ]

∂L
=−(−α−1)

n∑
k=1

[Tk + (α−L)zk

T2
k

] 1
g′(µk)

x⊤
k .

Applying the expected value, we get:

E(Uβ⊤L)=−(−α−1)
n∑

k=1

[
E

( 1
Tk

)
+ (α−L)E

( Zk

T2
k

)] 1
g′(µk)

x⊤
k .

We derived that

E

[ 1
Tk

]
=− α

µk(−α−1)(L−α)
. (C.5)

Then, by differentiating both sides the Expression (C.5) with respect to the L, we have

E

[ Zn

T2
k

]
=− α

µk(−α−1)(L−α)2
. (C.6)

With this

E(Uβ⊤L)= 0p+1.

To obtain Uαα, we employ the Expression (C.2). Thus, we have:

Uαα = ∂Uα

∂α
= nU (1)

1 (α,L)−2
n∑

k=1

µk

Tk
− (α−L)

n∑
k=1

µ2
k

T2
k

,

where U (1)
1 (α,L) is the first derivate of U1(α,L) with respect to the parameter α. Applying the expected value

in expression above yields:

E(Uαα)= nU (1)
1 (α,L)−2

n∑
k=1

µkE
( 1

Tk

)
− (α−L)

n∑
k=1

µ2
kE

( 1
T2

k

)
.

Using Corollary 2.1 in this expression, we obtain:

E(Uαα)= nc3,

where

c3 =U (1)
1 (α,L)+ 2α

(L−α)(−α−1)
+ α(α−1)

(−α−1)2(L−α+1)
.

From Expression (C.2), the second derivative of ℓ(θ) with respect to the L can be written as

UαL = ∂Uα

∂L
=−nΨ(1)(L−α)+

n∑
k=1

zk

Tk
+

n∑
k=1

µk

Tk
+ (α−L)

n∑
k=1

µk
zk

T2
k

,

23



where Ψ(k)(x)= ∂k+1 logΓ(x)/∂xk+1 for x > 0. By applying the expected value, we obtain:

E(UαL)=−nΨ(1)(L−α)+
n∑

k=1
E

( Zk

Tk

)
+

n∑
k=1

µkE

(
1

Tk

)
+(α−L)

n∑
k=1

µkE
( Zk

T2
k

)
.

(C.7)

Then, for expression E(Zk/Tk) we invoke the fact that E(Uα)= 0, that is,

n∑
k=1
E(logTk)=−nU1(α,L)+

n∑
k=1

logµk + (α−L)
n∑

k=1
µkE

( 1
Tk

)
.

By differentiating both sides the expression above with respect the L, we obtain

n∑
k=1
E

(
Zk

Tk

)
= nΨ(1)(L−α)−

n∑
k=1

µkE

(
1

Tk

)
− (α−L)

n∑
k=1

µkE

(
Zk

T2
k

)
. (C.8)

Hence, using the Expression (C.8) in (C.7), we have:

E(UαL)= 0.

Ultimately, we have for ULL using the Expression (C.3), this is,

ULL = ∂UL

∂L
= n

[
Ψ(1)(L−α)−Ψ(1)(L)+ 1

L

]
−2

n∑
k=1

zk

Tk
− (α−L)

n∑
k=1

( zk

Tk

)2
.

Applying the expected value yields:

E(ULL)= n
[
Ψ(1)(L−α)−Ψ(1)(L)+ 1

L

]
−2

n∑
k=1
E

( Zk

Tk

)
− (α−L)

n∑
k=1
E

( Zk

Tk

)2
.

Using (C.8) and the Expressions (C.5) and (C.6), we obtain:

n∑
k=1
E

( Zk

Tk

)
= nΨ(1)(L−α).

By differentiating both sides of the expression above with respect the L, we get:

n∑
k=1
E

( Zk

Tk

)2 =−nΨ(2)(L−α).

Then,

E(ULL)= nc4,

where

c4 = (α−L)Ψ(2)(L−α)−Ψ(1)(L−α)−Ψ(1)(L)+ 1
L

.

Therefore it follows that the Fisher information matrix for θ = (α,β⊤,L)⊤ is given in (9).
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We partition this matrix to obtain the inverse of K(θ):

K(θ)=

 A B

B⊤ D

 ,

where

A =
[
αX⊤W X c2X⊤Eµ∗

c2X⊤Eµ∗ nc3

]
, B⊤ =B = 0p+2,

and D = nc4. The above matrices can be blockwise inverted (see, e.g., Rao ((1973, p. 33)) and Rencher and

Schaalje ((2007))), therefore, we have that:

K−1(θ)=
( A−1 +υΦ−1υ⊤ −υΦ−1

−Φ−1υ⊤ Φ−1

)
,

where Φ= D−B⊤A−1B, υ= A−1B. As B⊤ =B = [00], we have:

K−1(θ)=
(

A−1 0p+2

0⊤
p+2 (nc4)−1

)
,

with

A−1 =
(

(αX⊤W X )−1 +ζϑ−1ζ⊤ −ζϑ−1

−ϑ−1ζ⊤ ϑ−1

)
,

where

ϑ= nc3 −
c2

2
α

(X⊤Eµ∗)⊤(X⊤W X )−1(X⊤Eµ∗),

and

ζ= c2

α
(X⊤W X )−1(X⊤Eµ∗).

D Diagnostic measures

In this appendix, we derive the generalized leverage for (β⊤,α,L). Thus, from (C.1), we have

Dβ =
n∑

k=1

∂µk

∂β
=

n∑
k=1

1
g′(µk)

xk = EX .

From Equation (C.4), it follows that

[
− ∂2ℓ(θ)
∂β∂β⊤

]
jl
=

n∑
k=1

{[ α
µ2

k
+ c1(−α−1)

T2
k

]
+

[ α
µk

+ c1

Tk

] g′′(µk)
g′(µk)

} 1
g′(µk)2

xk j xkl ,

and

− ∂2ℓ(θ)
∂β∂β⊤ =αX⊤QX .
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Also, it can be shown that: The kth column of the matrix ∂2ℓ(θ)/∂β∂z⊤ is

∂µk

∂g(µk)
∂g(µk)
∂β

∂2ℓ(θ)
∂µk∂zk

=α xk

g′(µk)
L
T2

k

c1

α

and, therefore, its matrix form is
∂2ℓ(θ)
∂β∂z⊤

=αX⊤ET∗.
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