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This article presents theoretically developed critical commentary as an intervention into existing debates about the self-appraisal of Critical Disability Studies (CDS). CDS deploys critique, not just outwardly, toward questions about the nature of dis/ability, able-bodiedness and existing theoretical responses, but also inwardly, toward questions about the veracity of its own conventions. The proposition is that the distinct epistemological and intellectual ambience of CDS provides an environment conducive to productive critical self-appraisal. It is further argued that the culture and form of internal critique in CDS may be better capitalised upon, or productively repurposed back into wider disability studies, to attend to some of the internal tensions and contradictions evident there.  In making its case, the paper also explores the speculative boundaries between wider disability studies and CDS. 
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Points of Interest
· This article looks at how critical disability studies and wider disability studies are different.
· The article looks at how critical disability studies questions not only how other approaches respond to disability, but also how well its own approach is working.
· The article suggests that the particular way in which critical disability studies questions itself is very beneficial but is also not used to its full potential. The specific type of self-questioning in critical disability studies may also be helpful to use in broader disability studies to overcome some of the problems encountered there. 
· The article suggests that, in order for self-questioning to work well, a particular context is also required. 

Introduction 
The purpose of this article is to present theoretically developed critical commentary as an intervention into debates about the use of internal critique in critical disability studies. The proposition is, that the particular form of internal critique in critical disability studies, otherwise referred to as critical self-reflexivity or critical self-appraisal, is both productive and imbued with further potential. This is arguably a direct result of the distinctive epistemological and intellectual ambience of critical disability studies. Notwithstanding this, the paper also concludes that self-reflexivity present in critical disability studies may also be productively repurposed back into wider disability studies to attend to some of the persistent tensions and impasses evident there. 
Critical disability studies is a trans-disciplinary locale (Flynn and McGregor 2017; Goodley 2011, 2013). It operates intersectionally by surpassing a singular fixation on dis/ability to converge with other transformative theoretical spaces focused upon social locations, such as feminist, queer, postcolonial and class constituencies (Flynn 2017; Goodley 2011, 2013). Critical disability studies also refutes exclusively biological individualised and medicalised interpretations of disablement (Flynn and McGregor 2017). It does not dwell upon dis/ability alone but productively refigures itself toward questions about able-bodiedness and ableism (Campbell 2008, 2009; Goodley 2013). Whilst critical disability studies has been described in many ways, as a community, an emerging paradigm (Flynn and McGregor 2017), a perspective (Goodley 2007), an academic site (Shildrick 2012), a theoretical framework (Schalk 2017) and a transformative arena (Goodley 2013), recent literature has prompted description of it as a methodology rather than a subject matter orientated enterprise or field of study (Minich 2016; Schalk 2017). This paper takes up the latter understanding of critical disability studies as methodological in nature, but in doing so, retains the validity of a proposedly parallel mandate for critical disability studies as an area of study of the subject matter of dis/ability and able-bodiedness (Goodley 2013; Shildrick 2012). In this sense, drawing upon deleuzoguattarian critical disability studies, the approach of critical disability studies might be thought of as complex, multi-faceted and constituted by a process of ‘becoming’ rather than ‘being’ (Goodley 2007, 317). Finally, it is clear that critical disability studies emerged from disability studies to become a distinct strategy, albeit with indistinct boundaries. In this context, an important premise of analysis to follow, is that whilst criticality is a defining feature of critical disability studies, this does not mean that broader disability studies, or cognate theoretical spaces, are not and have not been, critical (Goodley 2011, 2013). Rather this analysis is preoccupied with the unique and contextualised criticality that is present within critical disability studies. 
Before proceeding further, it would be remiss to omit some technical points. Terminology in this paper has been selected towards achieving a consistent epistemological position. In this manner, similar phraseology to ‘disabled person’ is used to denote the socially constructed and politicised nature of dis/ability, rather than, for instance, using person first terminology (person with a disability) (Oliver, Sapey, and Thomas 2012). The descriptor ‘dis/ability’ is taken up following other authors in this tradition, as a reflection of the operation of dis/ability through a hierarchical and normative social system that values some bodies and minds above others (Schalk 2017). The descriptor is useful as it emphasises the manner in which dis/ability is constructed by the interrelationship of concepts of ability and disability (Goodley 2011). Terminology therefore serves as a reminder, to reinvigorate the message that focus upon the problem of disablement should not rest upon dis/ability alone, but rather, should also be concerned with ableism and the flaky, illusionary construct of able-bodiedness (Campbell 2008, 2009; Davis 2002; Goodley 2013). Finally, the nature of critical disability studies as, ‘not just a way of challenging external forces, but as a method that contests the apparent verities of disability studies itself,’ might be explained in a number of ways (Shildrick 2012, 30). Terminology across the broader literature seems to vary, from reference to a practice of ‘questioning’ itself (Shildrick 2012), to a ‘critical self-reflexivity towards its own theories and praxis’ (Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009), to the use of internal ‘critique’ (Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009; Shildrick 2012). In this paper, the process by which critical disability studies is inwardly critical will be discussed through selective uptake of the terms, ‘critical self-appraisal’, ‘self-reflexivity’ and ‘internal critique’. 
The article proceeds in the following manner. Firstly, an attempt to trace the emergence of critical disability studies from wider disability studies is presented to achieve some clarity about what makes these agendas different to each other. After this, the broader nature of disability studies is described in more detail and therein, a case is made that this nature encompasses features of internal paradox and contradiction (Davis 2006; Shakespeare 2014). Next, the argument is presented that the form of critical self-appraisal in critical disability studies may potentially be constructively repurposed to assist wider disability studies with surmounting some of its internal tensions. To qualify this, however, it is necessary to understand the unique operation of self-appraisal within the approach of critical disability studies. Toward achieving this, an examination is presented, of the meaning of critique, leading to the development of a broader critical cartography of the notion of self-reflexivity in critical disability studies. Finally, some of the conceptual limitations of critical self-appraisal in critical disability studies are also addressed, followed by an exploration of the particular epistemology and intellectual ambience of critical disability studies, that arguably encourages and facilitates the operation of productive self-appraisal. In concluding, the core argument of the paper is reemphasised. More specifically, it is argued that theoretically performed critical self-appraisal that is actionable and meaningfully translates into change, as present in the case of critical disability studies, is an innovation that might be usefully generalised beyond the critical disability studies context, or better capitalised upon therein. This is not to suggest that other approaches are not productively self-critical, but rather the intention is to get to the heart of why critical self-appraisal has been so instrumental to critical disability studies, and to capitalise upon this (Goodley 2011, 2013). Overall, due to the expansive literature surrounding concepts of critique and self-appraisal (Boland 2007), the intention for the account in this paper is modest: To be selective and illustrative, rather than definitive and exhaustive.
	
Dislocating Critical Disability Studies from Disability Studies 

It is important to first be clear about what differentiates critical disability studies from wider disability studies. Ostensibly, the imperative may appear straightforward, and yet, ‘disentangling’ critical disability studies from disability studies is complicated on several counts (Goodley 2013, 631). 
To start with, by virtue of critical disability studies’ position as the theoretical and conceptual offspring of disability studies, some congenital traits naturally persist. Estimates place the emergence of wider disability studies somewhere within the early 1960s (Goodley 2011), with theoretical and political foundations established between the late 1960s and early 1970s (Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012, 3). Disability studies is now a distinct and established academic discipline and arena of political action that continues to grow and evolve (Davis 2006; Goodley 2011; Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012, 3). ‘First wave disability studies’ departed from personal medicalised views on dis/ability towards the social and economic pathology of disablement (Goodley 2011; Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012). As Davis (2006, xiii) explains, the first wave needed to be preoccupied with setting foundations capable of supporting a diversity of impairments and establishing basic principles such as respect. By the time ‘second wave disability studies’ was forming, sophisticated constructs such as normalcy and a turn of perspective toward the significant ‘Other’ were perceptible (Goodley 2013; Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012). Within this, ableism was increasingly prominent alongside analyses of disablism (Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012). Diversification of disability studies continues, and within this, an increasingly multidisciplinary and international enterprise is perceptible (Davis 2006; Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012). 
Following establishment of second wave disability studies, the ‘new development’ of critical disability studies as a putatively distinct agenda was facilitated by the changing theoretical landscape of disability studies (Goodley 2011, 157). Here, Davis (2006, xiii) explains, a new generation of second wave writers were now liberated from the need to set foundations for disability studies, and could turn their attention elsewhere. The emergence of a more potent self-appraisal within disability studies was conclusive as theoretical tenderfoots made, ‘new assertions about the “truths” of the field’, in part, through ‘a questioning of the bias, prejudices and ideology of disability studies’ (Davis 2006, xiii). In this milieu, whilst critical disability studies as progeny of disability studies began to emerge and operate as a distinct entity, a great number of commonalities with its parent academy persisted, making critical disability studies and disability studies hard, and in many cases impossible, to differentiate. As it stands, critical disability studies might best be understood as a new form of disability studies operating around dynamic continuities and discontinuities with its past, and very much delimited by speculative boundaries. 
Amongst its continuities with disability studies, intersectionality features as a means to learn from other excluded groups such as minority ethnic groups (Goodley 2011, 2013; Roulstone, Thomas and Watson 2012, 3). Critical disability studies also retains concern with social, political and cultural determinants of dis/ability (Goodley 2011). Furthermore, both strategies encompass theory, research and practice mandates and present an antithesis to the notion of dis/ability as a personal tragedy (Flynn and McGregor 2017; Goodley 2011). Notwithstanding critical disability studies’ positive evolution from disability studies, common grievances remain. Regarding intersectionality, Shakespeare (2014) articulates one peril of the formation of theoretical allegiance with other social locations, furnishing the example of replacement of compulsory heterosexuality with compulsory able-bodiedness.  More specifically, here there is the danger of conflating dis/ability with other sites of oppression, without a sound mobilisation of evidence, and in these cases, false analogies may crumble. Toward a second example, both critical disability studies and wider disability studies continue to be plagued by the question of whether a monolithic view of dis/ability, encompassing the vast array of impairments that human experience may encompass, is ever truly possible, or indeed beneficial (Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012). In this context, obstacles also lie in the need for both disability studies and critical disability studies to promote constructive links between the academy and activism, and within this, overcome pervasive barriers for disabled service users to meaningfully participate in these domains (Carr, 2019; Cameron et al., 2019). 
Overall, continuities and indistinct boundaries feature between critical disability studies and wider disability studies. Within this, both clearly entail an element of self-appraisal or inward critique (Goodley 2013; Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012; Shildrick 2012). It would appear, however, that criticality has become a more potent, operationalised and fundamental feature within critical disability studies. Furthermore, the benefits of this may be productively rehashed for wider disability studies to attend to some its internal tensions. In the following section, a portfolio of such tensions will be presented, toward better understanding disability studies’ complicated and contested nature. 

Paradox and Internal Contradiction 

In the following, the case will be made that disability studies, in essence, constitutes a balancing act. Within this, it is argued, that such a performative nature derives largely from internal paradox and contradictions. 
As a starting point, within disability studies lies dialectical opposition (Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009). There is immense importance to abstract theory for understanding the complex phenomena of disablement (Goodley 2014). Notwithstanding this, the doxa and episteme of dis/ability is complicated by changes underway in contemporary disability theory and lived experience, within economies of neoliberal capitalism (Dodd 2016; Flynn 2017; Goodley 2014). One proposition is, that a paradox presents within two competing needs inherent within disability studies. Firstly, insights must be developed that are sophisticated enough to account for the complex and contradictory, variegated, non-linear, and neither exclusively concrete (corporeal, material) nor abstract (cultural, lingual, discursive) nature of disablement (Goodley 2011; Marks 1999). Perhaps this is most evident because, even within such an encompassing description as this, dis/ability remains a highly contested social category (Thomas and Sakellariou 2018). Secondly, disability studies must generate insights workable enough, and therefore in some senses functionally simplistic enough, to operationalise. In this sense, insights must be of practical application in improving the lives of disabled people (Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009; Shakespeare 2014). Yet, dialectical opposition ultimately features within such imperatives. Its increasingly complicated mandate prompts the question of how disability theory may be nuanced in accounting for complexities and anomalies, and yet simultaneously generalist enough to be of meaningful importance. Here the challenge is not just one specific to disability theory, but rather a universal problem for all analytic models and conceptual frameworks to overcome.  Disability studies scholarship, within this, is charged with the task of generalising without losing particularity: seeing both the forest and the trees.
This is not the only obstacle to harmony within disability studies. A marked departure from the medical model of disability resulted from the limitations of medical explanations of dis/ability that were almost exclusively concerned with individual bodies, physicality, impairment and biological deficit (Goodley 2014; Loeser, Crowley, and Pini 2017). For social theorists and medical sociologies, purportedly neglected were social, cultural, economic, political and discursive bases of disablement (Goodley 2013; Oliver 1990). The departure was about far more than a crude and reductive account of flight from medical model to social model perspectives, and certainly these approaches are not exclusively deemed incompatible. Notwithstanding this, what is arguably conclusive is that dis/ability became an increasingly politicised concept, and with this, less biologically orientated in its epistemological character (Goodley 2013; Oliver 1990; Shakespeare 2014). With paradigmatic shift away from material bodies now definitive, for some, the stark lack of engagement with corporeality in disability studies began to be unconstructive and limiting (Barnes 2012). In this context, how best to engage with the body in disability studies has been a longstanding concern, and one that is by no means resolved. Within Beresford’s work (Beresford, 2005; Beresford, Nettle, and Perring, 2010) on the potential for a social model of madness and distress, for example, people with experiences of disability, distress and madness articulated the benefit and merit of adapting and applying the social model of disability for mental health service users. Here, medical approaches were broadly perceived to be negative. Nonetheless, within the social model, impairment did present as problematic. Mental health service users did not always, for example, consider themselves or others to have an impairment. Moreover, the indistinct boundaries around what impairment constitutes could present as troubling and confusing (Beresford, Nettle, and Perring, 2010). Overall, it is evident that despite theoretical progress, concern for engaging with the corporeality of impairment in disability studies remains. 
 Towards some remedy, the ontological turn in disability studies has, according to Feely (2016), brought with it new and bespoke methodologies and ontologies loosely branded as ‘new materialist’. Theorists within the new-materialist tradition, enabled to re-engage with the material world and the corporeality of material bodies, may now do so without a return to biological essentialism (Feely 2016). Essentialism, specifically within medicalised and psychologised attempts to label and classify human beings based on measurements of deficit, has been to many disabled people, a devastating expression of philosophical essentialism (Barnes and Mercer 2010; Feely 2016). More specifically, this has been the case for those humans with deviant and anomalous bodies and minds, that often productively defy the conventions of the normate (Feely 2016; Garland-Thompson 1997; Goodley 2014). New-materialism, therefore, offers a welcomed departure from some of the theoretical grievances that have troubled disability studies, in particular, with regard to anti-essentialism (Feely 2016; Loeser, Crowley, and Pini 2017). 
Elsewhere in disability studies, however, further difficult balances must be struck. For some, there is nostalgia towards the seminal British social model and its capacity to arouse socio-political activism, partly due to having a firm foothold in Marxist materialism and material reality (Flynn 2017; Goodley 2013; Oliver 1983, 1990). This has prompted disability studies to reconsider the merits of its insights in terms of practical application for disabled people within the everyday problems that they face beyond material bodies, and into material worlds of poverty and wealth maldistribution (Flynn 2017). Flynn (2017), for instance, queries the abstract tendencies of critical disability studies towards theorising the cultural, lingual and discursive aspects of disablement, rather than grounding scholarship in the material world. In particular, doing so through macro-economic perspectives, within Marxist concepts of materialism, focused on the maldistribution of wealth (Flynn 2017). Notwithstanding such concerns, the social model when originally formulated, specifically proposed both an analytic framework and a practical tool for action (Oliver and Barnes, 2012; Oliver, 1990; 1983). Here, practical application to the lives of disabled people was at the forefront of the model’s initial conception and application (Oliver and Barnes, 2012). Comparatively however, the departure toward more abstract theorisation in critical disability studies should not be assumed to lack merit. Disablement is by its very nature, both abstract and material. Moreover, even when most abstract, purely academic pursuits both within and beyond disability studies remain constructive, and inevitably are required.
 Finally, with regard to competing tensions in disability scholarship, the 2019 special addition of Disability & Society journal has raised new questions about how the academy and activism may be better connected towards improving the lives of disabled people (Cameron et al., 2019) Therein challenges encountered include the operation of power in service user involvement and collaborative work (Carr, 2019; Cameron et al., 2019) and the ‘changing nature of political activism’ (Disability & Society, 2018, p.829). Disability studies has also fought against internal contradiction in the philosophical base of its methodologies. Crude and long-standing debates around the sustaining philosophies of research methodology, more broadly, relate to notions of subjectivity and objectivity (Bryman 2016). Towards some resolution, the application of critical realism, post-positivism and other innovations within disability studies research have served to relinquish some persistent fixations. More specifically, over-simplified debates that pitch social constructionism against positivism and empiricism within the area of research have been longstanding (Bryman 2016; Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009; Silverman 2010). Within this, the purportedly incompatible nature of the episteme and ontology of social constructionism with that of positivism, constitutes in disability studies research, another example of incongruence that has been arduous to overcome.   
Overall, whilst there is a newfound sophistication in disability studies prompted in part by contemporary abstract theory, within this, common paradoxes remain. The desire to part ways with defining features of modernity and its modernist enterprises such as the traditional medical model of disability, biological essentialism, and forms of positivism that have side-lined disabled voices and lived experiences, is perhaps evident by now (Goodley 2014; Loeser, Crowley, and Pini 2017; Oliver 1983, 1990). Notwithstanding this, growing pains of dialectical opposition persist. Such dialectic manifests, on the one hand, through rejection of harmful aspects of modernist epistemologies, and on the other, through simultaneously seeking to deliver from post-modernism, critical realism, post-conventionalism or other non-modernist milieu, insights that may be re-integrated productively into a material world that is ultimately still pervaded by modernist discourses and actualities. Within this paradox, disability scholars are both necessarily enabled and limited by their approach. 
Taken as a whole, these examples illustrate the paradoxical nature of disability studies’ milieu. In summary, the proposition is, that disability studies’ variegated character leads to the need to perform an ongoing balancing act. Furthermore, it has been argued that such a performative nature has come to be of utility in negotiating internal paradox and contradictions. To progress this in the following section, a conceptual aid is proposed to assist disability studies with surmounting some of its internal tensions. This aid, broadly speaking, derives from the emergence of the unique form of explicit and productive critical self-appraisal evident within critical disability studies (Goodley 2013; Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009). Here the intention is not to re-state the well-rehearsed claim that theoretical endeavours must be critically self-reflective: in particular, because the adoption of a critical stance is already pervasive within the social sciences (Browne 2016; Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009). Rather, in the following section, the intention is to stake a claim in the notion that the particular form of critical self-appraisal, inherent within critical disability studies, may be productively repurposed more broadly in disability studies, or indeed further capitalised upon within present applications. To do so, the unique character of critical self-appraisal in critical disability studies must first be understood.  

Critical Self-Appraisal 

Thus far it has been argued that paradox and internal contradiction within disability studies has required the judicious negotiation of a number of tensions. In this section the proposition is that, towards some resolution of these troubles, a remedy may lie in the emergence of one defining feature of the nomenclature of critical disability studies. That is, the concept of critical self-appraisal (Goodley 2013; Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009). 
Critical self-appraisal has been productively mobilised by critical disability studies allowing it to better understand its own nature and trajectory. Despite its initial limitations, through its innovative use of critical self-appraisal (Goodley 2013) critical disability studies has overcome much of its somataphobic and reality-adverse inclinations, to deliver a suite of analyses of corporeal and materialist problems (Goodley 2013; Shildrick 2012). Most beneficially, it has done so whilst retaining the lens of abstract theory encompassing post-structuralist (Tremain 2005), post-modernist (Corker and Shakespeare 2002) and post-conventionalist factions (Shildrick 2009, 2012, 2015). For Goodley (2013, 632), critical self-appraisal is evident in the very name and nature of critical disability studies: ‘the word “critical” denotes a sense of self-appraisal; reassessing where we have come from, where we are at and where we might be going.’ 
Within broader critical social theory pertaining to dis/ability, an underpinning critical approach is perceptible and comes with its own idiosyncrasies. Meekosha and Shuttleworth (2009) examine ‘critical self-reflexivity’ in critical disability studies and in this context, provide four defining features of general critical social theory. Firstly, they establish that social reality must not be reduced to raw facts in the classic scientific sense. Secondly, they suggest that theory and praxis must be united in an effort to attend to exclusionary power-relational dynamics. Thirdly, in the critical approach taken, there must be awareness of social theory’s own historicity, for example, understanding the historical context of a particular social circumstance. Fourth and finally, critical social theory must pursue a dialogue among cultures (Meekosha and Shuttleworth, 2009, 3).
Refining this further to the specific case of critical disability studies, a number of features of critical self-reflexivity or self-appraisal are notable. The intention is not to suggest, at this point, that the following features are necessary for self-appraisal to be generalised beyond critical disability studies (referring here to the kind of self-appraisal that features within critical disability studies). Nor is it suggested that these features must always be present in self-appraisal within critical disability studies. Rather, at this juncture it is simply helpful to familiarise with the present nature of self-appraisal as it occurs therein. 
Through inwardly critiquing, critical disability studies is not just aware of its own historicity, but its geography, accounting for gulfs in meaning and lived experience between global north and global south (Ervelles 2011, 2014; Goodley 2013; Shildrick 2012). Its critique is also conducted intersectionally. In this sense, intersectionality constitutes a central feature of critical disability studies in which queer theory, postcolonialism, feminism and other transformative areas are used to redress an existing limitation of broader disability studies, namely that it has historically been a rather insular exercise (Ellis et al. 2019; Goodley 2016). Critical self-reflexivity therefore becomes communal in critical disability studies, performed through allegiances with other transformative theoretical spaces (Goodley 2013). Critical self-reflexivity in critical disability studies also departs from the modernist stratagem. Within the evolving bricolage that is critical disability studies, postconventionalism and other influences inform critical self-reflexivity by undertaking the “ethical step of thinking differently” (Shildrick 2009, 170). Finally, in critically reflecting upon itself, critical disability studies does not remain focused within set parameters of dis/ability, but moves outwards to question wider and universal issues of able-bodiedness and agency (Shildrick 2012). Whilst much of these attributes are simple reflections of critical disability studies’ broader nature (Goodley 2013), digging deeper, further aspects of the critical self-appraisal mechanisms of critical disability studies perceptibly lie in its methodology of critique. 
Reflecting post-modernist sympathies, critical self-reflexivity is operationalised in critical disability studies through the practice of critique. Critique is possibly best defined by drawing upon Michel Foucault’s seminal lecture on its definition (1997) in which approximations about the approach were furnished and cross-compared. As putatively post-structuralist and post-modernist, Foucault was naturally reserved about classifying the approach and certainly resistant to set definition (Garrett 2018). Nonetheless, some parameters can be established from his work. Here critique involves ‘a certain questioning practice’ (Butler 2001, no page) that is sceptical toward normative assumptions (Garrett 2018) and challenging of ‘familiar, unchallenged, unconsidered modes of thought’ (Foucault 1997, 155). 
To locate this practice within the context of critical disability studies, Vehmas and Watson (2014) offer some useful elaborations. Therein, they claim that critique constitutes a mode by which critical disability studies may, ‘contest accepted “truths” and ideas, of disability and of impairment, and through this of disability studies itself’ (2014, 639). Meekosha and Shuttleworth (2009) add that within the purview of critical disability studies this transpires through ‘critique of the status quo in disability studies’ (2009, 48). Whilst Ellis et al. (2019) view intersectionality as perhaps the defining feature of the emergence of critical disability studies from traditional disability studies, Goodley (2013) indicates how critical disability studies’ very name depicts the centrality of critique and critical self-reflexivity to its character. Vehmas and Watson (2014) also consider critique to be a defining ambition of critical disability studies: ‘the main aim of critical disability studies is to deconstruct ideas about disability and to explore how they have come to dominate our approaches to the subject and how the ideologies that surround disability have been constructed’ (2014, 639). The particular caveat for critical disability studies, is that such critical deconstruction is not just outwardly performed, but inwardly conducted, to allow critical disability studies identify its own flaws, and accordingly, evolve (Goodley, 2013). 

Conceptual Limitations of Critical Self-Appraisal 

Whilst benefits of critical self-appraisal are arguably conclusive, before ‘taking the plunge’, some trepidation at the water’s edge is perhaps warranted in the context of evident limitations and dangers that also feature. Bearing in mind one of the purposes of this paper, namely, to construct a textual cartography of critical self-appraisal in critical disability studies, within this section potential limitations and dangers of the approach will be mapped. This fits within the core and overarching argument of the paper, that self-reflexivity present in critical disability studies holds the potential to be better capitalised upon, or productively repurposed within wider disability studies to attend to some of the persistent tensions and impasses evident there.
Criticisms of the general use of critique in critical disability studies are already scattershot amidst existing literature. Vehmas and Watson (2014) identify several deficiencies. Therein they speculate that critique and modes of deconstruction are unhelpful as, for instance, they do not in and of themselves produce equality, nor do they remove a sense of difference from the existing social order. Even where all social differences are deconstructed and queered, dis/ability may remain broadly undesirable simply due to physical and material actualities such as economic disadvantage and chronic pain. Yet, in broader disability studies literature, such arguments may be less robust. French and Swain (2008) for example, argue that pain is a shared experience across able-bodied and disabled subject positions and therefore need not be conflated with impairment. Arguably, the same could be said for economic disadvantage. In fact, by breaking down social cleavages to emphasise the nature of dis/ability as a cross-cutting identity construct, socioeconomic welfare policies as an insurance measure may be better supported by the generic populace, as dis/ability comes to be viewed as a position all humans are liable to identify with (Davis 2002; Flynn 2017). Yet, for Vehmas and Watson (2014), critique within critical disability studies also fails to deliver constructive solutions to the ethical dilemmas rife in disability studies and disabled lived experience.  At worst, it ‘is a way of shirking from intellectual and ethical responsibility to provide sound arguments and conceptual tools for ethical decision-making that would benefit disabled people’ (2014, 642). 
Whilst these reproaches are arguably valid, it is the more specific notion of self-critique in critical disability studies that this analysis is concerned with. Here, too, there are concerns to the fore. Self-critique as a practice raises conflicts of interest. External independent review, for instance, is broadly preferable in scientific enquiry and academic practice to avoid bias (Bryman 2015). Yet, self-critique comes from those largely already located within critical disability studies. Here Goodley (2013, 641) asserts that, ‘critical disability studies are in danger of becoming a new uncritical orthodoxy – one distanced from empirical evidence and often only internally critiqued.’ Furthermore, self-critique might be better described as methodological or instrumental, rather than didactic in nature. In this way, it is about questioning assumptions (Flynn 2017; Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009; Shildrick 2012), rather than offering conclusive answers. Without tangible outputs the applicability to everyday disabled lives is obscured (Vehmas and Watson 2014). Critique and self-critique in critical disability studies, for instance, appears to be the exclusive preserve of academia and disability scholars, whilst efforts to dispatch and disseminate this innovative practice to the general disabled population seem non-existent or implausible.
In drawing to a close, it is therefore clear, that despite benefits of critical self-appraisal in critical disability studies, drawbacks also abound. Yet, notwithstanding this, perhaps most pertinent and thus far unaddressed, is the considerable irony in the process of identifying such drawbacks. By its very nature, self-critique is designed to improve critical disability studies. It does so by identifying the kinds of limitations alluded to in this section, and therefore, offering itself insight from which to change and evolve. Through a willingness to question its own veracity (Goodley 2013; Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009), critical disability studies also welcomes conditions of possibility for self-amendment.  It would therefore seem that self-appraisal in critical disability studies is particularly successful not just as a modality in itself, but due to its actionable nature as a means to self-amend. Such amendments are already perceptible, for instance, in the shift toward accommodating and appraising global south scholarship in critical disability studies (Ervelles 2011, 2014; Goodley 2013) or the ontological turn that has produced scholarship better engaged with material reality and material bodies (Feely 2016; Flynn 2017; Shildrick 2012). 
In summary, it is therefore its methodological nature and contextual conditions of possibility for change that assist critical self-appraisal to operate productively in critical disability studies. A number of attributes of this critical self-appraisal approach have been noted already, such as its intersectional character (Ellis et al. 2019; Goodley 2010, 2013; Shildrick 2012). Notwithstanding these distinctive characteristics, it would seem that some core methodological and contextual qualities remain centrally important for critical self-appraisal to work productively within critical disability studies or wider disability studies. This relates to the primary argument of this paper: that theoretically performed critical self-appraisal, as present in the case of critical disability studies, is a productive innovation that might be usefully generalised beyond the critical disability studies context (for instance to wider disability studies), or better capitalised upon therein. Firstly, to be constructively beneficial, and as already established to be the case in critical disability studies, critical self-appraisal must meaningfully translate into change rather than operating in a tokenistic or rhetorical way. Secondly, as will be elaborated upon in the final section to follow, some contextual conditions of possibility must be created or maintained for this to happen. These conditions are arguably unique and pervasive within the distinct epistemology and intellectual ambience of critical disability studies. 

Creating Conditions of Possibility 

It is perhaps evident by now, that the approach of critical disability studies to dis/ability fundamentally differs from structured modernist perspectives such as the traditional medical model, and sustaining biological essentialism (Goodley 2010, 2013; Shildrick 2012). Critical disability studies therefore can, and does, accommodate postmodern, post-structural and post-conventional analytics (Shildrick 2012). As a necessary reflection of this, the very nature of critical disability studies can appear insubstantial, as though it were operating around blurred and fluid boundaries, making it much too dynamic to classify and define. This, in part, may also derive from the anti-essentialist approach of many of its scholars.  
	Yet, despite criticism that this ethereal nature works against the production of constructive and concrete outcomes for disabled people (Vetmas and Watson 2014), the abstract and non-definitive qualities of critical disability studies may be the very reason that it will ultimately thrive and continue to prolifically undertake innovative theoretical work (Shildrick 2012).  Whilst essentialist and modernist theoretical spaces cannot change greatly, as ironically, they then fail to constitute the essentialist basis upon which they are defined, critical disability studies has never subscribed to such rigid parameters. For this reason, critical self-appraisal of critical disability studies’ very own nature, has worked within a flexibility that has been able to translate productively into new avenues for critical disability studies to evolve through. Among examples already noted, critical disability studies has sought to benefit from new ontologies to re-engage with material worlds (Feely 2016; Flynn 2017) and learned to begin to accommodate and centralise global south pedagogies and experiences (Ervelles 2011, 2014; Goodley 2013). In drawing to a close, therefore, in order to permit critical disability studies to continue to thrive and expand, it is perhaps most important that critical self-reflexivity and self-critique is deployed in conjunction with a wider lack of rigidity in critical disability studies’ own classification of what it is, and what it isn’t. Furthermore, to operate productively within wider disability studies, self-appraisal may also rely upon the fostering, development and maintenance of a non-modernist habitat. Instrumentally, the influx of postmodern theory and perspectives within second wave disability studies has provided a valuable starting point for this (Roulstone, Thomas, and Watson 2012). From here, further conditions of possibility may be encouraged. 
Taking this as a departing insight, it was the ambition of this paper to present theoretically developed critical commentary on the use of self-appraisal or critical self-reflexivity in critical disability studies. Throughout, a core argument has been progressed. Namely, that the particular form of self-appraisal or internal critique in critical disability studies both espouses productivity, and further potential for constructive applications. Conditions of possibility for this arguably remain within the purview of the distinctive epistemology and intellectual ambience of critical disability studies. 

Conclusion 

Critical disability studies is an evolving trans-disciplinary space. It operates intersectionally with other transformative theoretical agendas, refuting exclusively biological and medical interpretations of disability, along with personal tragedy accounts (Flynn and McGregor 2017; Goodley 2011, 2013; Shildrick 2012). Over time, continuities and disjuncture has been perceptible as critical disability studies emerged from wider disability studies to form a distinct agenda. As it stands, the boundaries between critical disability studies and disability studies remain unclear. One conclusive difference is that criticality has become a more potent, operationalised and fundamental feature of critical disability studies. In this paper, the proposition has been that such a unique and compelling form of criticality in critical disability studies is productive and may be better capitalised upon therein, or productively rehashed within wider disability studies, to attend to some its internal tensions. In concluding, the case has been made that for this to happen, conditions of possibility must be established. More specifically, the kind of flexible, dynamic and non-modernist epistemological environment that critical disability studies operates from, is particularly conducive to productive self-criticality.  
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