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In this paper on land use, Mason and Moore are concerned with the
pattern of land uses beforeand after interstate interchange construction and
with an analysis of such changes with respect to certain variables. This
comment considers certain shortcomings in the Mason-Moore (hereafter M-
M) paper.

M-M hold that there is no standardized definition of an "interchange
area of influence.'" Thus, they accept the Alabama Highway Department's
definition as ''...adistance of one-half mile along each approach road to the
interchange. "l But, there are at least three approaches which can be used
to define a ''region'": the homogeneity approach, the nodality approach, and
the policy oriented approach.2 Itseems thatat leastoneofthese approaches
could be appliedto the case of interchanges. Each of the several interchanges
should considered thusly and the "interchange area of influence' accordingly
should be determined for each interchange.

Another point concerns the analysis by M-M of the effects of certain
variables on land use changes. When initially listing these variables, they
explicitly ignore the variable 'distance from urban areas.' Now, one may
argue that M-M relate interchange development todistance from the nearest
community with a population of 2500 or more. Although one may define an
urban area in this way, one may veryeasily questionthe relevance andsigni-
ficance of such a definition.

A final point concerns the empiricaltesting inthe paper. M-M related
interchange development to anumber of variables; however, their statistical
investigation consisted of relating interchange development to each of the
variables on a one-by-one, one-at-a-time basis. M-M failed to control for
interrelationships among the various independent variables.3 M-M should
have considered the joint impact of all the various independent variables on
interchange land use changes. To appreciate this point, consider that M-M
are concerned (in Table 2) withthe effects of three types of intersecting roads:
U.S. Highway, State Highway, and County Road. M-M are also concerned
(in Table 8)with whether interchanges were located in urban or rural areas.
But, might not the variables inTable 2 and 8 be significantly interdependent?
Is it not likely that thetype of intersecting road at an interstate interchange
depends upon whether (at least in part) the interchange is located in a rural
or in an urban area? Clearly, some form of multivariate analysis should
have been run. Otherwise, it is unknown whether the results of the M-M
paper are at all meaningful.
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