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Critical Response Essay
Introduction
Geography is one of the most established disciplines, with fundamental concepts in the discipline originating as early as the second and third centuries. However, over the centuries, one of the fundamental aspects of the discipline, the theoretical status of scale, has remained among the hugely contested topics. Various philosophers and scientists have presented diverse arguments about the issue, each presenting their perspectives. In the article “scale, causality, complexity, and emergence: rethinking scale's ontological signiﬁcance”, the author, Mitch Chapura, argues that despite the contributions made by the various professionals on the issue, there is a need for further study into the ontological status of scale for conclusive decisions to be made (Chapura, 2009). I agree with the author that further research is inevitable for an issue as complex and diverse as this. As employed in Geography, the complexity of scale does not allow it to be dragged down to the interaction between several factors, including personal understanding (Chapura, 2009). Therefore, I believe that structures comprise numerous components in constant interaction, influencing each other, and being influenced by external forces, creating a complex system. 
Critical Response
[bookmark: _Hlk52399712]The complexity of the ontological status of scale is founded on the historical evolution of the concept, which has involved diverse social and spatial processes, creating interdependence between the factors involved (Chapura, 2009).I agree with the author that the fundamental postulates of scale have been developed over several decades through collaborative research between various scholars. Each of these researchers furthers these postulates to meet the specific needs of their time frame, making it challenging to pin specific concepts on scale. Chapura argues, "the need remains for a detailed and coherent theoretical framework for thinking about scale ontologically," signaling the need for conducting a more in-depth analysis of the concept (Chapura, 2009). Furthermore, despite a general acceptance between historical geographers, the author argues that scientific inquiries made in the contemporary geographical context further question the ontological nature of scales (Chapura, 2009).In this context, I believe the author’s arguments are warranted, and that ontology, relative to scales, is a concept that needs further scrutiny to determine its effectiveness.
The concept of causality is founded on the belief that there exists a relationship between a cause and an effect, where the cause partially results in an effect, while the effect partially depends on the effect. In light of this, numerous debates have been presented on the ontological nature of scale. Most of these debates call for a critical analysis of the concept relative to causality (Chapura, 2009).Based on these; the author presents concepts that constitute the agreement of modern geographers. Among these, one that struck me as essential is “Scales (at least those most obviously relevant to social theorists) are socially produced and contested” (Chapura, 2009).According to this consensus, the oncological nature of scale depends on the context in which scale has been used, and is flexible enough to be changed. I believe nature's concept should be dynamic and not rigid as ontology's fundamental concepts would prefer it to be. The author presents similar sentiments through Neil Smith’s arguments, particularly regarding the interactions between geographical and social structures (Chapura, 2009).Unlike some scholars would argue I agree with the author that the ontology of scale should be process-specific and designed to ensure the specific requirements of the process are met.
The systems theory provides an effective framework for analyzing the ontological features of scale, providing an applicable approach to dealing with commonly raised concerns. The theory is founded on the existence of causal relations, which operate within various organizational scales. Chapura (2009) argues that though historical ontology of scale was characterized as patriarchy, debates in the current geographical environments have led to significant changes in this perception. Furthermore, I agree with the author’s conclusion that an organization's panarchical levels should not be used to 'rank' scale to identify some perceived as being more important than others.  
Generally, human beings consciously and subconsciously determine the factors in their environment that they consider important and those they disregard, a phenomenon referred to as collective bias. The author presents this phenomenon through the concept of selection, where individuals choose practices and narratives that they take into consideration. In numerous instances, individuals face external pressure to conform, forcing them to settle for concepts that they would not otherwise settle for, failure to which they face dire consequences (Chapura, 2009). True to this, I believe that external factors influence our everyday decisions as human beings in our environments, determining our choices and the consequences of these choices. Chapura (2009) refers to these consequences as 'selected out,’ an occurrence that most individuals work towards evading, pushing them to make decisions, consciously or subconsciously, that they would otherwise not make. 
Conclusion
In summary, the concept of the ontological status of scale is highly contentious. Various researchers present various compelling evidence from diverse parts in history about the topic. Most of these scholars believe that ontology in scale is founded on complex interactions between multiple factors in the environment interacting with each other to produce reciprocal behaviors as in a system (Chapura, 2009). These systems cannot be reduced to each component's impacts, but rather, are composite entities. Therefore, for an in-depth understanding of the same, there is a need for further research. 
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