Yes, this was way overdue. I had an awful time reviewing this one, as I had

with several other Chinese papers on CA this past year or so (though this

was the worst). I would be happy to do two other reviews for every Chinese

CA manuscript you can spare me!

REF 3     129/101

Review of “Research on modelling urban land use change by applying land cellular automaton”.

Papers on urban cellular automata variously emphasize the applied, technical, or theoretical aspects of the approach. This manuscript intends to contribute to the latter, by proposing a theoretical connection of urban CA with Central Place theory and spatial interaction modeling. The former would provide a theoretical foundation to choosing an appropriate cell size for the CA model, whereas the latter would help formulate the transition rules. Unfortunately the language and presentation problems of this manuscript are so severe that even after three careful readings I could not get a good sense of the author’s argument, let alone decide whether the argument is sound or not. The problems go beyond mere grammar and syntax. Much of the terminology used is so obscure or improperly applied that there is hardly a page in this manuscript that I could understand. It was easy enough to tell that by “Output Constraint” is meant the “origin constrained” case of the spatial interaction model, and that the “Input Constraint” is the “destination constrained” case (p. 6), but what are “copper centers” or the “competence condition” or the “borderlines joining common node” (p. 8)? What is “geographic factor” and “macro-level socio-economic factor” (p. 14)? What is meant by “bi-intervolving calculation” (p. 19), “tri-industrial activity” (p. 22)? And so on. The following questions on the substance of the manuscript must thus be seen in the context of the considerable difficulty I had in trying to guess the author(s)’s intent. First, I don’t understand the significance of CA cell sizes derived from Central Place theory for all the other, non-commercial urban land uses that the model deals with. Second, Central Place market areas cover the plane at the same hierarchical level, whereas CA neighborhoods overlap. Third, distance decay can be taken into account very simply in CA models through something like a mean field calculation (see, for example, the recent paper “Urban settlement transitions” by Andersson et al. in E+P B 29:6, but also several older CA papers by Batty, Xie, White, and others). I don’t see the advantage of introducing a full-fledged spatial interaction model. Finally, the detailed Beijing City application of the model, promised in the Abstract, turns out to be a rudimentary, one-and-a-half page sketch, because of lack of data or other reasons.

In summary, the only thing that is clear to me is that this article is not publishable in anything like the present form. Whether there may be unrecognized ‘diamonds in the rough’ in there I could not tell, and I am willing to give the author(s) the benefit of the doubt and allow that perhaps they might be up to something interesting that I missed. If that’s the case, I would encourage the author(s) to collaborate with someone with a much better working knowledge of English before submitting another manuscript in that language.

