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Abstract — In this paper the equivalent number of scatterers of a rough scattering surface is defined, physically justified, and 

evaluated. 

New generation space-borne SAR sensors are acquiring images at such a high ground resolution that quite often the statistics of 

these images do not match with those predicted by the classical Rayleigh speckle model. Non-Rayleigh speckle is frequently 

mathematically modeled via a K-distribution in terms of a parameter that presently can be estimated (i.e., a-posteriori) on the SAR 

images and is linked to the number of scatterers per resolution cell. However, to model and predict (i.e., a-priori) the statistical 

behavior of the SAR images, a full characterization of the scatterers is required. To this aim, the concept of equivalent number of 

scatterers of a rough scattering surface is here defined and physically justified. This parameter is then analytically evaluated in closed 

form as a function of the roughness of the illuminated surface and of SAR sensor parameters. The presented analytical evaluation 

applies to both classical and fractal descriptions of the surface roughness. Finally, the dependence of the equivalent number of 

scatterers on the roughness of the illuminated surface and on SAR sensor parameters is analyzed for a range of values of roughness 

parameters actually encountered in natural surfaces, and by considering typical system parameters of modern high-resolution space-

borne SAR systems. It is shown that, actually, for some combinations of realistic surface and system parameters, the equivalent 

number of scatterers can be of the order of unity. 

 

Index Terms— Synthetic Aperture Radar, Speckle, Rough Surfaces, Electromagnetic Scattering, Fractals.  
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

YNTHETIC Aperture Radar (SAR) images exhibit the well-known speckle phenomenon, due to fact that usually the signal 

backscattered by a SAR resolution cell is the coherent sum of random radar returns. When a natural, randomly rough, distributed 

surface is observed, this happens because SAR image resolution cell dimensions are much larger than the wavelength, λ, of the 

incident electromagnetic field. Due to the lack of deterministic knowledge about the structure of the surface at wavelength scale, 

a statistical description of the speckle phenomenon is usually adopted. The return from each resolution cell in the SAR image is 
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modeled as the coherent sum of the returns coming from independent discrete scatterers randomly distributed within the 

resolution cell. Evidently, for a rough distributed surface the concept of “independent scatterers” has no direct physical meaning, 

and the idea itself of discrete scatterers sounds unreasonable; notwithstanding, this very simple mathematical model easily leads 

to interesting results, briefly recalled in the following, and therefore we think it is worth trying to relate it to the geometrical 

properties of the scattering surface. 

The speckle model can be formalized as a random walk in the complex plane [1]-[4], where the key parameter for its statistical 

characterization is the number of independent scatterers per resolution cell, N. Under the hypothesis that N>>1, the central limit 

theorem can be applied giving rise to a circular complex Gaussian field, with Rayleigh distributed amplitude, and uniformly 

distributed phase. In this case the speckle is defined as fully developed. For low resolution SAR sensors, whose resolution cell 

area is of the order of tens of square meters (very large compared to the centimeter wavelength), the above mentioned hypothesis 

can be safely assumed and the Rayleigh amplitude model (or, equivalently, the Exponential intensity model) well matches actual 

data for almost every surface roughness. This model is very attractive because only the knowledge of the mean square value of 

the cell return is required for the speckle description, regardless of an detailed characterization of the scatterers. However, for 

modern space-borne very high resolution SAR sensors, the hypothesis of a resolution cell size much larger than the wavelength 

cannot be safely assumed, and the statistics of SAR images can depart from those predicted by the Rayleigh model. In particular, 

for sensors like Cosmo-SkyMed and TerraSAR-X the size of the resolution cell (in spotlight mode) is less than 1 m2 against a 

wavelength of 3.1 cm; moreover, for forthcoming sensors which will operate in C (e.g., Sentinel-1), S (e.g., NovaSAR-S) and L 

(e.g., ALOS-2) bands (i.e., with wavelengths of the order of tens of centimeters) with resolutions of the order of few meters, the 

Rayleigh model will probably be even less accurate. 

The K-distribution has been valuably used to model the statistical behavior of SAR images as a function of the number of 

scatterers per resolution cell for any N [4]. This distribution was originally introduced for its ability in modeling SAR image 

statistics of actual oceanic scenes for not large values of N. Moreover, the coherent sum of a finite number of (independent) 

random returns has been proved to be in general K-distributed [4]-[7]. Hence, non-Rayleigh statistics [4] and small number of 

scatterers per resolution cell were (on phenomenological bases) employed to deduce the occurrence of a significant degree of 

correlation between the scatterers in the resolution cell. However, especially in this case, a comprehensive physical and statistical 

characterization of the scatterers is required in order to adequately describe the speckle phenomenon. The concept of independent 

scatterers needs to be elucidated. 

In this paper the concept of equivalent number of scatterers of a rough scattering surface is defined, physically justified and 

related to the surface roughness, based on a physical description of the scattering phenomenon within the resolution cell. 

Although the model can be also employed for sea surfaces, it applies to natural rough solid surfaces, such as bare or little 
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vegetated soils. At the best of our knowledge, very few papers in the open literature are focused explicitly on the characterization 

of speckle as related to the physical properties of this kind of surfaces [5], [7]. However, also in these works no practical 

definition of the concept of scatterer in presence of a distributed target is provided. For the first time, in the following a relation 

between the number of independent scatterers per resolution cell and the physical properties of the surface (roughness) and of the 

sensor (wavelength, look angle, resolution) is provided. The roughness of the illuminated surface is modeled either as a classical 

stationary Gaussian process or as a fractional Brownian motion (fBm) process [1], [8]-[11]. The phase contributions of the 

returns coming from each point in the resolution cell are evaluated: the difference in these phase terms characterizes the speckle 

present on the image. 

The paper is organized as follows. Section II is devoted to summarize the basic concepts of the classical Exponential and K-

distributed speckle models. In Section III we present the surface models employed to describe the resolution cell roughness. 

Section IV is devoted to introduce the electromagnetic approach that allows us evaluating the number of equivalent scatterers per 

resolution cell as a function of surface and sensor parameters. Finally, some concluding remarks are presented in Section V. 

II. SPECKLE MATHEMATICAL MODELS 

Most of the models available in literature describe the return from a resolution cell as the coherent sum of N electromagnetic 

returns [1]-[7]: 

 

� = ���� = ∑ �����	
��� , (1) 

 

where �����	  is the contribution due to the i-th scatterer. Hence, the field E is a function of the number N of scatterers per 

resolution cell and, according to this value, the speckle will be Exponentially or K-distributed, as detailed in the following sub-

sections. 

A. Exponentially-distributed speckle 

In the hypothesis that the number N of independent scatterers per resolution cell is very large, the central limit theorem can be 

used to evaluate the phase and amplitude of the field in terms of their pdfs [1]-[2]. In this case, the speckle is defined as fully 

developed and E turns out to be a circular complex Gaussian field, whose amplitude, intensity and phase are described by a 

Rayleigh, an exponential and a uniform distribution in [0,2π], respectively. 

Note that in this case only the knowledge of the mean square value of the cell return is required for the speckle description, 

regardless of a detailed characterization of the scatterers. 
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B. K-distributed speckle  

If the hypothesis of a large number of independent scatterers per resolution cell does not hold, the problem of studying the 

coherent sum of a finite number of fields must be tackled. To obtain a closed form pdf for the return intensity, the following 

assumptions are made [4]: 1) the amplitudes Vi and the phases φi are statistically independent from each other and from Vj and φj 

if 
 ≠ �; 2) the Vi are K-distributed; 3) the φi are uniformly distributed in [0,2π]. Under these hypotheses, the return intensity 

w=|E|2 presents a pdf that can be expressed as [4]: 

 

�
��� = �/√�
���� ��√�

� �
�

K���� √�!, (2) 

 

where the parameter M is related to the number of scatterers per resolution cell through the relation " = #�1 + &�, b and ν are 

parameters depending on the mean of w1, KM-1(•) is the second kind modified Bessel function of order M-1 and Γ(•) is the Euler 

Gamma function. 

It can be shown that for M>>1, the  distribution (2) reduces to a negative exponential function, which is in accordance with the 

Exponential model [4]. 

Note that the above described models are purely mathematical ones: they are certainly formally sound, but do not provide any 

physical-based reliable definition of the scatterers, and do not make any attempt to  directly relate the number of scatterers to the 

physical parameters characterizing the observed surface (actually, they cannot). Leaving aside this preliminary definition, the 

idea itself of discrete (elemental) scatterers may sound unphysical for rough distributed surfaces; and the overall radar return, as 

a simple mathematical sum of elemental scattering values, appears formally too far from the typical behavior of any 

electromagnetic scattering approach valid for rough surfaces [1], [2], [9], [12]. 

III.  SURFACE DESCRIPTION 

The choice of an adequate model for the observed surface is crucial for scattering evaluation purposes. In the literature, 

widespread models describe the rough surface shape as a stationary Gaussian process [1], [2], [12]-[14]. However, in the last 

decades it was demonstrated that fractal models are the most reliable ones for the description of natural surfaces [8]-[11], [13]-

[16]. In particular, only fractal models are able to take into account the scaling properties typical of natural surfaces [13]-[21]. 

In the following of this section both models are detailed. More details regarding the comparison of the classical and fractal 

models and the range of typical values of the roughness parameters of actual natural surfaces are reported in the Appendix. 

 
1 In particular, the value of b can be set in order to obtain the proper value of the mean of w. For further details on typical values of ν see [4]. 
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A. Classical model 

Classical models used for the description of random rough surfaces involve the definition of a pdf for the height of the surface. 

Usually, a zero-mean, σ2 variance Gaussian distribution is used: 

 

Pr)* < ,.̅= �
√�/0 1 exp �− 67

�07� 8,69
�: , (3) 

 

where Pr{•} stands for “probability”. 

For scattering evaluation purposes also the second order statistical characterization is necessary. It is assumed that the 

stochastic process describing the surface is stationary (or, at least, wide sense stationary) and isotropic, so that its second order 

characterization can be provided through the normalized auto-correlation function ;�<� ≜ 〈|*�@, B�*�@′, B′�|�〉/D�, where τ is the 

distance between the points (x,y) and (x',y') and <•> stands for the statistical mean. In particular, the most widely used (single-

scale) auto-correlation functions are the Gaussian and the Exponential ones [1], [2], [9], [13]-[21]. In the former case, we have: 

 

;�<�=��E7
F7, (4) 

 

while in the latter: 

 

;�<�=��E
F, (5) 

 

where L is the correlation length of the surface. More in general, in some cases intermediate Gaussian-Exponential models can 

be used [19]. They present autocorrelation functions of the following type: 

 

;�<�=���E
F�G

, (6) 

 

with H ∈ J1,2L; for n=1 and n=2 they reduce to the cases of (5) and (4), respectively. 

Alternatively, the structure function Q(τ), i.e., the surface increments variance, can be used: 

 

M�<� ≜ 〈|*�@, B� − *�@′, B′�|�〉=2D��1 − ;�<�!, (7) 
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which, using (6), becomes 

 

M�<� = 2D� N1 − ���E
F�G

O. (8) 

 

A stationary behavior for the height statistical process must be assumed to use σ and L as surface roughness descriptors: 

however, this hypothesis presents well-known problems in modeling the roughness of natural surfaces [11], [13]-[17]. An 

unambiguous definition of σ and L is not straightforward, thus complicating the deployment of effective measurement 

procedures. As a matter of fact, strict requirements must be fulfilled to obtain reliable measures of these parameters [13]-[15], 

[19], [21]. For this reason, in the following sub-section we introduce a powerful alternative fractal-based model for the 

quantitative description of the roughness of natural surfaces. 

B. Fractal model 

The above described conventional surface models are deficient for characterizing surface roughness because they do not take 

into account the statistical scale-invariance properties typical of natural surfaces [13]-[17]. Usually, fractal surface models are 

based on the fBm model [9], [22], [23]. The fBm is a non-stationary, everywhere continuous, nowhere differentiable process, 

described in terms of the pdf of its increments. A stochastic process z(x,y) is an fBm surface if, for every x, x’, y, y’ it satisfies the 

following relation:  

 

PrP*�@, B� − *�@Q, BQ� < RS̅ = �
√�/TUVWXW 1 exp �− Y7

�T7V7WX7W� 8RY9
�: , (9) 

 

where, as in the previous case, τ is the distance between the points (x,y) and (x',y') and the two parameters that control the fBm 

behavior are:  

 

- H: the Hurst coefficient (0<H<1), related to the fractal dimension D by means of the relationship  D=3−H. 

- T [m]: the topothesy, i.e. the distance over which chords joining points on the surface have a surface-slope mean-square 

deviation equal to unity. 
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Using these two parameters we are able to completely describe the structure function of the surface, without any arbitrary 

choice of the autocorrelation function of the surface. In the fractal case the shape of the structure function derives directly from 

the incremental process characterization (9). In particular, the fBm structure function is by definition 

 

M�<� ≜ 〈|*�@, B� 5 *�@′, B′�|�〉�Z���[<�[. (10) 

 

Note that both in the classical (8) and fractal (10) cases the structure function is an increasing function of the distance τ. 

Finally, we explicitly note that no straightforward relation between the fractal parameters and the classical ones is available. 

As a matter of fact, the definition of "equivalent" σ and L involves the introduction of some kind of dependence on the 

observation scales of interest, thus providing quantities which are dependent on the size of the profile [9] and which for very 

large values of the profile length do not converge to the values of σ and L predicted by the classical models [9], [14], [15], [24]. 

IV.  ELECTROMAGNETIC MODEL 

The SAR image is the superposition integral of the reflectivity function γ(•), weighted by the overall (i.e., including the 

focusing operation) SAR unit response g(•) [2], [25]: 

 


�@\, B\� � ∬^�@, B�_�@\ 5 @, B\ 5 B�8@8B. (11) 

 

  

Fig. 1: Geometry of the scattering problem. 

 



TGRS-2012-00490 
 

8

The function g(•) is assumed to be negligible outside an area A centered around (x0,y0), here defined as the “resolution cell”. 

The reflectivity function γ(x,y) can be expressed as the product of a factor S, which depends on the surface electric permittivity, 

the incidence angle and polarizations, and a (two-way) propagation factor ����`a���b∙d, which accounts for the phase 

contributions coming from the points of the resolution cell located in position d � @@e + BBe + *�@, B�*̂ [25]. Here, b = gh@e +
giBe + gj*̂ is the electromagnetic propagation vector, so that ‖b‖ = g = 2l/m [m-1] [1], and R is the distance of the sensor from 

the origin of the reference system. If we reasonably assume that S is constant within a resolution cell, then (11) can be rewritten 

as 

 


�@\, B\� = n����`a ∬ ���b∙d�h,i�_�@\ − @, B\ − B�8@8B = n����`a ∬ ���`oh���`pi���`qj�h,i�_�@\ − @, B\ − B�8@8B    (12) 

 

where the randomness of i(•) is due to the presence of z(x,y) in the phase term. 

In order to still employ the simplified model (1), we can subdivide the resolution cell into smaller domains in such a way that 

electromagnetic returns pertaining to areas included into a single domain are strongly correlated, whereas returns from different 

domains are uncorrelated. The return from the whole resolution cell is then evaluated as the sum of returns from these domains. 

Within this framework each domain can represent (actually is the physical counterpart of) a single “scatterer”, and, by definition, 

originates a radar return uncorrelated from those pertinent to the adjacent scatterers. Then, the equivalent number of scatterers 

per resolution cell is introduced as the ratio between the resolution cell area, A, and the equivalent scatterer area. Accordingly, it 

is important to choose a reliable rationale to define the equivalent scatterer size: one might be tempted to choose as scatterer 

(linear) size the roughness correlation length L. However, this choice is not suitable for the fractal case, in which no unique 

correlation length can be defined [9]-[11], [13], [14]; moreover, in the following, we show that this choice is in general wrong 

even in the classical case, although the surface correlation length turns out to be an upper bound for the (equivalent) scatterer 

size. 

Geometry of the scattering problem is reported in Fig. 1, where ϑ is the sensor look angle and τ is the distance between two 

generic points located inside the resolution cell in positions (x',y') and (x,y), respectively. 

To obtain a proper physical evaluation of the scatterer size, we define the scatterer radius <� as the distance between the two 

generic surface points (x,y) and (x',y'), such that the correlation between electromagnetic returns from the two points, i.e. 

 

〈���`qj�h,i�����`qj�hs,is!〉 = 〈����`q�j�hs,is!�j�h,i�!〉 = ���7tq�7
7 u�X�,    (13) 
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falls below a given threshold, say e-t, with t of the order of unity. Accordingly the required value of <� must satisfy the following 

relation: 

 

M�<�� � v
�`q7.  (14) 

 

The above condition is fully compliant with the intrinsic hypothesis in (1) prescribing independency at the radar returns level, 

not at the surface level. In addition, condition (14) holds the remarkable property of being applicable to both classical and fractal 

models. Mathematically, (14) is equivalent to require that the standard deviation 2gjwM�<�� of the phase difference between the 

contributions coming from points (x,y) and (x',y') is equal to √2x. 
According to the previous definition, the correlation between the return from any point of the scatterer and the return from the 

scatterer center is greater than e-t, or, equivalently, the phase difference between the return from any point of the scatterer and the 

return from the scatterer center has a standard deviation smaller than √2x. 
In order to proceed with the explicit calculation of <� we now need to take into account the specific surface model. In the 

following the cases of classical and fractal surface models are separately investigated. 

A. Classical surface model 

In the classical case we can compute <� by using the definition of the structure function (7) into (14): 

 

;�<�� � 1 5 v
y`q707.  (15) 

 

Assuming the auto-correlation function in (6) we obtain: 

 

Xz
{ � |5ln �1 5 v

y`q707��
U
G,  (16) 

 

TABLE I 
SAR SENSOR PARAMETERS 

Parameter Value 

Look angle, ϑ JdegL 30 

Wavelength, λ JmL 3.1·10-2 

Resolution cell area, A [m2] 1 
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with H ∈ J1,2L. 
For very rough surfaces presenting 4gj�D� ≫ x (with t of the order of unity), we can write: 

 

�Xz
{ �� ≅ v

y`q707  (17) 

 

i.e, 

 

Xz
{ ≅ � v

y`q707�
U
G.  (18) 

 

We obtain that, for very rough surfaces, <� ≪ �, i.e. the correlation length of the returns is much smaller than the correlation 

length of the surface heights. 

Conversely, expression (16) is meaningless if 

 

gjD < √v
� .  (19) 

 

This is related to the fact that the minimum value of the correlation in (13) is the product of statistical means, i.e., 

exp�−4gj�D��, which is negligible for 4gj�D� ≫ 1. If σ is small, this minimum value is no longer negligible, and this should be 

accounted for by setting a σ-dependent threshold for the correlation in (13). However, this complication can be avoided by 

noting that the correlation length of the returns cannot exceed the correlation length of surface roughness - in fact, the lack of 

correlation of surface heights (and hence their independence, since they are Gaussian) implies the independence of their 

exponentials in (13) - and that for values of kzσ just below unity τM is of the order of L. Accordingly, it is reasonable to use (16) 

whenever surface roughness is such that (16) leads to τM/L<1, and to set τM /L=1 otherwise. 

Now we can also evaluate the equivalent number of scatterers per resolution cell as the ratio between the cell area A and l<�� : 

 

# = � /{7⁄

��lnN�� �
�tq7�7O�

7
G

= # � �
/{7 , gjD, H�. (20) 

 

From (20) it is evident that the number of equivalent scatterers per resolution cell is a function of: 
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- the resolution cell area A normalized to the area of a circle with radius equal to the correlation length of the surface L; 

- the relative surface roughness kzσ; 

- the shape of the autocorrelation function.  

In Fig. 2 the behavior of N as a function of A/πL2 is shown, fixing the shape of the autocorrelation function (a) and the relative 

surface roughness (b). As expected, the number of scatterers increases linearly with the increase of A/πL2. Note that from now on 

the value of the correlation threshold is fixed to 1. All the presented graphs are plotted only for values of the number of 

equivalent scatterers per resolution cell N lower than 10: in this way, only the range for which a significant departure from the 

Exponential model is experienced is investigated. 

In Fig. 3 N is shown as a function of kzσ, fixing A/πL2 (a) and the shape of the autocorrelation function (b). As expected, the 

number of scatterers increases with the increase of the surface roughness. In particular, the influence of the chosen 

autocorrelation function is relevant: this unveils one of the weak points in the use of classical surface models, for which no 

straightforward procedure for the identification of the true autocorrelation function exists. Conversely, as shown in the previous 

section the use of the fractal fBm model requires no arbitrary choice for the autocorrelation, because its shape is automatically 

fixed by the surface model itself. Note that no graph of the behavior of N as a function of n is provided because the case of 

intermediate n values is of small practical interest in the context of this paper. 

 

     

 (a) (b) 

Fig. 2: Number of scatterers per resolution cell plotted as a function of A/πL2. In (a) the Gaussian autocorrelation function of (4) is assumed, 

while in (b) kzσ=1 and the autocorrelation function of (6) is assumed with the values of n provided in the legend. 

 

In Fig. 4 we provide the plot of the number of scatterers N as a function of the correlation length of the surface L for three 

different values of σ and for a Gaussian auto-correlation function. The parameters reported in Table I, corresponding to the 

Cosmo-SkyMed Enhanced Spotligth SAR sensor are used in the evaluation of gj � �2l/m�cos��� in (14) and of the number of 
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independent scatterers N. Typical values of the roughness parameters are considered [14], [20], [22]. A wider discussion 

regarding the typical values of the roughness parameters of natural surfaces is reported in the Appendix. It can be noted from the 

graphs that in many actual situations the number of equivalent scatterers per resolution cell is far below 10. In these cases the 

speckle is partially developed. 

 

   
 (a) (b) 

Fig. 3: Number of scatterers per resolution cell plotted as a function of kzσ. In (a) A/πL2=5 and the autocorrelation function of (6) is assumed 

with the values of n provided in the legend; in (b) the Gaussian autocorrelation function of (4) is assumed. 

 

 

Fig. 4: Plot of the number of scatterers N as a function of the correlation length of the surface L [m] assuming the (Cosmo-SkyMed) 

parameters reported in Table I. 

 

B. Fractal surface model 

If a fractal model is assumed for the surface, the structure function (10) can be used into (14), thus obtaining, along guidelines 

similar to those provided in the above sub-section, the following size for the equivalent scatterers: 
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<� � � √v
√�`qTUVW�

U
W
.  (21) 

 

Note that (21) can be used for any value of the surface roughness fractal parameters, because the minimum value of the 

correlation in (13) is zero. This is related to the infinite-variance property of fBm [8]-[11]. 

Also in this case we can evaluate the equivalent number of scatterers per resolution cell as the ratio between the cell area and 

l<�� , obtaining: 

 

# � �

/N √�
√7tq�UVWO

7
W
� �`q7

/N √�
√7�tq��UVWO

7
W
� #��gj�, gjZ,  �. (22) 

 

From (22) we can assess that the number of equivalent scatterers per resolution cell is a function of: 

- the relative resolution cell area �gj�; 

- the relative surface roughness kzT; 

- the Hurst parameter H.  

Also in this case some plots of N as a function of its parameters are reported. These plots illustrate behaviors of N that cannot 

be intuitively anticipated without considering in detail the relation between fractal parameters and surface roughness. In Fig. 5, N 

is shown as a function of �gj�, assuming to fix H (a) and kzT (b). In this case, as expected, the number of scatterers increases 

linearly with the increase of �gj�. Note that, as in the previous case, the value of the correlation threshold t is fixed to 1 and all 

the presented graphs are plotted only in the range where the number of equivalent scatterers per resolution cell is not larger than 

10. 

In Fig. 6 the behavior of N as a function of kzΤ is shown, assuming to fix �gj� (a) and H (b). The number of scatterers 

increases with the increase of the relative surface roughness. No graph of N as a function of H is provided because, due to the 

limited range of the considered values of H (  ∈ J0.6, 0.8L), we think that this behavior is adequately illustrated by the graphs 

presented in Fig. 5 (b) and 6 (a). 
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 (a) (b) 

Fig. 5: Number of scatterers per resolution cell plotted as a function of �gj�. In (a) H=0.7, while in (b) kzΤ=0.0005. 

 

 
 (a) (b) 

Fig. 6: Number of scatterers per resolution cell plotted as a function of kzΤ. In (a) �gj�=1000, while in (b) H=0.7. 

 
Finally, in Fig. 7 we provide the plot of the number of scatterers N as a function of the topothesy T of the surface - again for 

the usual three values of H − for the Cosmo-SkyMed SAR sensor whose parameters are reported in Table I. The used fractal 

parameters are in accordance with typical values for natural surfaces reported in the open literature [13], [14], [16], [23], [26]. A 

wider discussion on typical values of the fractal parameters of natural surfaces is reported in the Appendix. Figure 7 clearly 

shows that for resolution cell dimensions typical of high resolution SAR sensors, and for typical values of the fractal parameters 

of a natural surface, the number of scatterers per resolution cell can approach unity in many practical cases. When this is the 

case, the speckle cannot be treated as fully developed and the K-distribution introduced in (2) should be used, after substitution 

of the appropriate number of equivalent scatterers N, which - if the fractal parameters of the observed surface are known or can 

be retrieved directly from SAR data [27], [28] - can be evaluated using (22). 
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Fig. 7: Plot of the number of scatterers N as a function of the topothesy of the surface Τ [m] assuming the (Cosmo-SkyMed) parameters 

reported in Table I (T-axis is in logarithmic scale). Note that in this case the values for H=0.8 are out of the represented range for N. 

 

In Table II four examples of realizations of the surface roughness within the resolution cell are presented: these figures 

provide a visual reference for the considered fractal roughness. The surface is synthesized using the Weierstrass-Mandelbrot 

fractal function, which effectively approximates the behavior of an fBm surface [9]. Looking at the figures, the relation between 

the effective number of scatterers and the roughness of the surface at spatial scales of the order of the resolution cell size can be 

appreciated. 

TABLE II 
REALIZATIONS OF THE RESOLUTION CELL ROUGHNESS 

 T=10-6 m T=4∗10-6 m 

H=0.6

 

H=0.7

 
Examples of realizations of the surface roughness within the resolution 

cell for different fractal parameters are presented: for each realization the 
approximate number of equivalent scatterers is reported. The sensor 
parameters reported in Table I are used. 
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V. CONCLUSIONS 

In this paper a physical model for the assessment of speckle statistics in SAR images of natural soil surfaces was presented. The 

mathematical formalism previously introduced in the scientific literature for the description of partially developed speckle was 

used. Accordingly, the image distribution was parameterized in terms of the number of independent scatterers per resolution cell. 

A rationale for determining the equivalent scatterer sizes was introduced, allowing to analytically evaluate the equivalent 

number of scatterers per resolution cell as a function of physical observables: surface roughness and sensor parameters. The 

presented model can be applied to both classical and fractal surface roughness descriptions. Use of the latter for natural surfaces 

has been here shown to be preferable to study also the speckle phenomenon. As a matter of fact, in the fractal case the equivalent 

number of scatterers depends on two surface parameters only, the Hurst coefficient and topothesy, whereas in the classical case 

the surface standard deviation and correlation length must be supported by the surface autocorrelation shape, that even for single-

scale surfaces implies dealing with at least one more parameter. 

We have shown that, when the area of the resolution cell typical of modern space-borne SAR (e.g., Cosmo-SkyMed, 

TerraSAR-X, with particular focus on the spotlight operational mode) is considered, the equivalent number of scatterers can be 

not very large and of the order of unity in many practical cases for not very smooth surfaces, presenting typical values of natural 

surface roughness. In these cases the hypothesis of fully developed speckle fails and the K-distributed model can be applied. 

The availability of a closed form expression for the evaluation of the equivalent number of scatterers per resolution cell N 

allows the development of direct models which can be used for simulation purposes. In this paper, we generated surface 

roughness for resolution cells whose equivalent number of scatterers (to be determined after the sensor parameters have been 

postulated) can be easily evaluated, see Table II. Available simulation techniques [29] allow generating (for instance via Monte 

Carlo approaches) the corresponding SAR images for an homogeneous area; this step is supported by the knowledge, in 

analytical form, of the Cumulative Distribution Function relevant to K-distributed random variables [4]. Visual comparison with 

actual SAR images for homogeneous areas may lead to infer about sub-resolution properties of the surface (e.g., fractal 

parameters). This inversion step could be also performed at a more rigorous level by estimating, directly from the SAR images, 

the K-distribution parameters [30], that, by means of the model presented in this paper, can be linked to fractal surface 

parameters, i.e., to sub-resolution physical surface quantities. We think this is the main future development expected after this 

paper. 
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APPENDIX 

TYPICAL ROUGHNESS PARAMETERS OF NATURAL SURFACES 

In order to better highlight the relevance of the presented results, the knowledge of typical values of the roughness of natural 

surfaces is necessary. In this appendix we present a review of typical measured values of the roughness parameters of natural 

surfaces for both classical and fractal surface models. 

With regard to classical models, it is necessary to stress that the stationary behavior advocated in order to use these models is 

at best a limiting behavior among natural surfaces [8], [14]-[17], [24]. As a matter of fact, in the great majority of cases the 

measured values of the rms height and correlation length show a dependence on the size of the considered profile [8]-[11], [13]-

[17]. This kind of behavior is related to the non-stationary fractal characteristics of the examined natural profiles. For band-

limited fractal surfaces some authors introduce equivalent rms heights and correlation lengths, and provide expressions 

describing them as functions of the profile length [9], [13]-[15]. However, even when the assumption of a stationary model can 

be considered reasonable, stringent conditions must be enforced for the precise measurement of the roughness parameters. In 

particular, to attain accurate estimates of both rms height and correlation length, the profile size must be very large with respect 

to the true correlation length (at least 200 times larger) [14], [21]. Given all these limitations, not many reliable measurements of 

classical surface roughness parameters are available in the literature. An accurate list of parameters can be found in [14], where a 

critical review of the data available at the time of publication is presented. The reported values of the rms height range from a 

minimum of 0.0007 m to a maximum of 0.269 m, while those relevant to the correlation length range from 0.022 m to 6.50 m. It 

is worth noting that the evaluation of the correlation length requires a preliminary fitting of measured data in order to obtain the 

shape of the autocorrelation function, which is necessary for the evaluation of the correlation length [14]. Other valuable 

measurements are available in the literature and are in accordance with the values reported above, confirming that natural bare 

soil is usually well described with an rms height of the order of centimeters or fraction of centimeter and a correlation length of 

the order of tens of centimeters [19], [20], [22]. 
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With regard to the fractal models, the main problem in referring typical values of fractal dimension and topothesy is the 

heterogeneity of provided parameters encountered among different publications. For instance, in [13] the values of the rms 

height and rms slope at different scales are provided, along with the Hurst parameter, for a wide set of surfaces of interest in 

geological studies. Thanks to this information, the values of the topothesy of the surfaces can be computed [9]. However, fractal 

surfaces are frequently described using spectral parameters: this is due to the fact that fractal processes present the remarkable 

property of holding power law spectra, expressed as 

 

n�g� � n\g�¥, (23) 

 

wherein S0 is the power spectrum offset, k is the wavenumber, and α the spectral exponent. For a one-dimensional profile (in 

fact, measurements are usually performed on one-dimensional profiles, assuming isotropy for the observed surfaces) α is related 

to the Hurst parameter H and S0 to the topothesy T via the following expressions [9]: 

 

¦ � 1 + 2  (24) 

n\ � Z���[ /[
§¨©	�/[�

�
�����[�, (25) 

 

Γ(·) being the Euler Gamma function. Inverting (24) and (25) it is possible to compute the fractal parameters H and T from α and 

S0. Further care should be taken to the fact that in many references the spectral parameters are provided in the spatial frequency f 

domain and not in the wavenumber one, which is the domain of reference of (23)-(25). In this case, taking into account that 

g � 2lª, the relation between S0 and the spectral offset c evaluated in the spatial frequency domain is 

TABLE III 
TYPICAL VALUES OF THE FRACTAL PARAMETERS OF NATURAL SURFACES 

Surface Type H T [m] 

Playa 0.67 6.94·10-5 

Cobbles 0.73 1.07·10-6 

Pahoehoe 0.78 2.35·10-5 

Lava flows [0.49, 0.73] [7.64·10-5, 0.13] 

Debris flow 1 0.67 3.22·10-3 

Debris flow 2 0.65 5.27·10-3 

Sedimented plain 0.75 2.61·10-3	
Alluvial fans [0.64, 0.85] J8.35·10-6

,	5.76·10-3]	

Siltstone rocks 0.63 ∼7.36·10-8
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n\ � ² ⋅ �2l�¥. (26) 

 

Considering these observations, typical values of the fractal parameters can be obtained from [14]. To provide a more readable 

list of the parameters of interest, in Table III we report the values presented in [14] converted in terms of H and T. In a couple of 

cases ranges are reported, rather than exact values. In the last row of Table III we also include the values retrieved from [16], 

where the spectral offset c was graphically obtained by using the plots of the spectra and, for this reason, the value of T is 

reported as an approximate one. Looking at the values reported in the table, we can conclude that for natural surfaces the typical 

values of H are in the range [0.6, 0.8] and those of T in [10-7 m, 10-3 m]. 
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