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Abstract

Today, children and young people are foisted into precarious social conditions defined by the rapid encroachment of virtual media into the intricacies of contemporary life. For children with disability, technological proficiency and the judicious use of virtual platforms may open new horizons for social inclusion and belongingness. Yet, reformulations of child safeguarding practice are prompted by novel and sophisticated threats to child safety in the digital era. In this paper, a scoping review of published literature, utilising the PAGER framework (Bardbury- Jones et al 2022), provides a basis to elaborate upon child protection risks grounded in internet use by children and young people with disabilities. Findings reveal diverse protection-versus-empowerment debates at the crux of disability and online child protection.  The conditions that practitioners, parents, children and young people with disabilities are thrust into within the risk and reward nexus of the web are suffused with complexity. More applied social research is necessary, given that the scarce evidence within the wider paucity of relevant research, remains preoccupied with cyber bullying and internet safety for children with learning disabilities and autism. Social research may be lagging behind, and dangerously outpaced by, evolving virtual technological change underway. Specifically, the contribution of the present paper is twofold. Firstly, critical commentary on literature is presented, as retrieved through a scoping method. Secondly, this fosters the development of a critical intervention, contributing a valuable addition to scholarly debates within this field. Specifically, risk competence versus risk adversity is illuminated as a theoretical linchpin to query decision making processes specific to internet use and children with disabilities. 
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Introduction

Despite a surge in emersion in virtual digital media (Livingstone & Helsper 2008), offering a repository of possibility and risk for children and young people (Good & Fang 2015), applied social research from the academy on the subject is underwhelming at best. This paper makes a twofold contribution to this gap in existing scholarship. Firstly, a scoping review of the literature reveals the current state of knowledge on disability, the internet and child protection. This lends credence to thematic critical commentary on pertinent literature. Secondly, as a critical intervention into existing scholarly debates, informed by findings of the review, formulation of a bespoke conceptual lens is presented through which disability, child protection and welfare, and use of the internet may be comprehended.
The context to the paper is one grounded in a dynamic digital landscape within which children and young people are increasingly immersed. Literature on the use of the internet by children with disabilities is expository and supports the notion of a surge in internet use over the past decade, with a notable increase over COVID pandemic period (ISPreview, 2020; Children’s Hospital of Chicago, 2020). At the same time, attention must be drawn to the established vulnerability to abuse that children with disabilities endure above majority population peers (Good and Fang, 2015; Haber 2020; Powell, 2008). The convergent space of this predisposition, and the complex virtual worlds that these children now increasingly occupy, is of interest to parents and practitioners alike. Here literature specific to children with disabilities alludes to distinct risks associated with internet use that ought to be comprehended (Carli et al 2013; Durkee et al. 2012; Gamez-Guadix et al. 2013; Helweg-larsen, Schutt & Larsen 2012; Kowalski and Fedina 2011; Weinstein and Lejoyeux 2010).  
Even so, there is recognition by key scholars that internet over-protectiveness must also be avoided due to its inhibitory and disabling effects (Good & Fang, 2015). Within this, Livingstone and Helsper (2007) acknowledge the complexity of deciphering between online risk and opportunity. Attention and reference are made to the risk concerns of policy makers, policing agents and parents specific to online abuse.  Furthermore, foregrounded are challenges faced by parents regarding their children’s internet uptake, inclusive of the encroachment of household technological appliances into children’s bedrooms and indeed elsewhere. Finally, oftentimes parental knowledge and expertise in the ever advancing digital, internet world leaves much to the imagination (Livingstone & Helsper 2008). In this paper, redressing the digital knowledge gap between practitioners, parents and children with disabilities is our modest intention. We achieve this through provoking critical conversation and debate, rather than claiming to provide irrefutable, exhaustive answers. 
Based on a scoping review of existing literature utilising the PAGER framework (Bardbury- Jones et al. 2022), we formulate a unique conceptual vantage point for the subject matter of disability, child protection and the internet. To undertake this work, we first introduce some existing, popular theoretical statements on disability.  Within this, is literature which deals with societal and cultural contexts of disability specific to the social model, medical model, non-tragedy model (Swain & French 2000; Author b & other author 2017) and human rights model of disability (Degener 2016). The sophisticated trans-disciplinary theoretical space of critical disability studies will also come into the fray in our exposition of relevant theory (Author, b. 2019a; Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009; Shildrick 2012). This lends itself to our development of a distinct view of disability and child protection in the context of the internet. As such, the paper’s overall contribution is twofold. Critical commentary on existing literature based on a scoping review method is presented, and thereafter, building on the map of existing knowledge that the scoping review yields (Arksey & O'Malley, 2005), a unique theoretical intervention is formulated and presented.  
Within this formulation, literature addressing educative models for young people with disabilities about internet use and its risk are addressed through the social pedagogical model (Cameron & Moss 2011; Eichsteller & Holthoff 2012) which aligns with the empowerment lens. This social pedagogical model embraces an affirmative approach to disability (Author b & other author 2017) alongside the notion of risk competence as opposed to risk adversity (Eichsteller & Holthoff 2009) specific to internet use by children with disabilities. Ultimately this paper offers opportunity for reflection and critical consideration on literature regarding internet use by children with disabilities from a child protection versus child empowerment lens. Accordingly, this informs our aspiration to produce something new and usable for the field as a product of our scoping review findings, in the form of a unique, evidence-informed theoretical formulation. Essentially, it is a way to translate this knowledge into a practice paradigm via social pedagogy.
The paper evolves in the following way. Firstly, starting definitions are established as well as foundational theoretical ideas of disability introduced. This offers necessary context to the presentation of scoping review findings.  Next the methods section explains the modality of literature retrieval. Thereafter, findings of the scoping review are presented as an overview of literature under two themes: Internet use and the child empowerment lens, and internet use and the child protection lens. These themes are exemplary of the socially just imperative of safe internet access that intersects with the complex, thorny issue of risk (Carli et al 2013). 
Finally, a theoretical formulation, arising from scoping review of findings is presented, based on the approach of risk competence versus risk adversity, followed by the paper’s conclusion. Insofar as possible, practical enablers such as digital literacy, technological proficiency, supportive adults and netiquette will be considered in tandem with socio-cultural enablers and inhibiters of online prosperity and safety, related to disability (Third, Spry and Locke, 2013). As such, a more complex picture of the intersection of the internet and disability materialises, lest the impression be made that there can be anything else.



Disability defined and understood 
The focus of this article is on disability, child protection and welfare, and use of the internet. When defining and understanding disability, however, as a contested phenomenon, the task at hand is inevitably complex (Goodley, 2016). In order to orientate ourselves therefore, toward a set conceptual position, we will review in this section a number of predominant models and theoretical landscapes that currently surround the issue of disability and child protection risk. As a starting point, the UN Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities incorporates a broad classification of persons with disabilities prioritising human rights and indicates the following:
‘Persons with disabilities include those who have long-term physical, mental, intellectual or sensory impairments which in interaction with various barriers may hinder their full and effective participation in society on an equal basis with others.’  (UNCRPD 2007: 4).
A rights-based approach is advocated with the expectation that adjustments are made to ensure that people with disabilities can effectively exercise their rights. Moreover, fundamental freedoms are deeply embedded in each article of the convention (UNCRPD 2007). A rights-based view is not the only view to consider, however, as Berghs et al 2016 conducted a scoping review of literature from a public health research perspective delineating the trajectory of disability over the last century.  This review is illuminating as it highlights the bio-medical model as individualising disability, in contrast to the social model that causally relates societal discrimination to disability. In contrast, the human rights model advocates for the fundamental rights of people with disabilities and inhabits a socio-legal conceptual sphere (Degener, 2016). 
Lawson and Bekett (2021) analyse how the social model and human rights model of disability inform the development of the UN Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities.  They conclude that the human rights model aligns with the social model despite their divergent conceptual agendas, whereby the human rights model remains based on policy and the social model focuses on disability. What they arguably have in common, however, is a structured modernist approach to disability theory (Goodley, 2016), and certainly, it would be remiss to omit theoretical agendas that are assertively at variance with this. Namely, contrasting to such structured, prescriptive approaches as the medical, social and human rights models, are sophisticated theoretical agendas such as critical disability studies, which question the concepts of impairment and disability in ways that resist simple definition (Berghs, 2016; Shildrick, 2012). 
A critical disability studies approach reminds us that disability is complex, non-static and contested, and we must think about disability in a broad manner encompassing also ability, ableness, issues related to both physical bodies and non-physical worlds (Goodley, 2013; Shildrick, 2012). Overall, traditional models and theories of disability are somewhat in flux, yet a specific lens is arguably important to declare in order to reveal one’s conceptual vantage point on literature, such as with respect to the study of the internet, child protection, child empowerment and disability. 
To this end, the affirmative non-tragedy model of disability also warrants our attention (Author b. and other author (2017).  Author b. and other author (2017) advocate the use of a non-tragedy lens within child protection and disability. The affirmative model as delineated by Swain and French (2000) from its genesis through the disability arts movement, challenges perceptions of social identity specific to disability and the divide between the disabled person and the non-disabled person, specifying that non-disabled people have impairments too. Within other complexities, it reflects the spectrum of disablement, such as that mental health impairment may not be visible but nonetheless can be significantly disabling for any given individual. 
This broader view of disability fits well with the present review in facilitating identification of risks inclusive of mental health problems associated with internet use for children with disabilities (Good & Fang 2015, Hu et al 2019). It also helps to resist the view that children with disabilities are vulnerable, passive agents that are mostly harmed by, rather than enabled by the internet. Finally, at the core of the non-tragedy lens lies an affirmation of disabled lifestyles. Here, conceptual refusal to conflate people with disability, with discourses of negativity, pity and loss, is apparent and persistent (Author b. and other author, 2017; French and Swain, 2000; 2008).
The affirmative model promotes the non-tragedy view of disability whereby positive aspects of life experiences and social identities are considered and valued. Swain and French (2000) explain that the non tragedy model expands the social model as people with disability are not viewed as being the problem, but rather disabled people can and should live fulfilled and satisfying lives (Swain French & 2000: 571). Whilst we declare an affirmative non-tragedy model of disability as our conceptual lens for the initial scoping review, it is our contention that theoretical adjustments must be made. To overcome the rife conceptual flaw of conflating the negative effects that occur in the context of experiencing disability whilst engaging with the internet, with disability impairments themselves, we argue that an assertive social model line needs to be retained in our episteme. It is therefore somewhat of a bespoke perspective that we employ, as we now move to the methods section of the paper and consider the practicalities of how the scoping review was enacted.  

Research Process

[bookmark: _Hlk183946599]This paper presents a scoping review of published literature relating to child protection risks associated with internet use by children with disabilities. As the scoping review utilised the PAGER framework (Bardbury- Jones et al 2022), this section details the relevant rigorous approach taken to digital, database and manual searches for published and grey literature.  This method was chosen as sources on our focal subject matter tended to derive from diversity of fora with everything from scientific outputs from the academy to unpublished resources for parents and practitioners at a front-line, grass roots level. As such, we went beyond a desk-based search strategy to engage significantly with industry and non-profit organisations given their propensity for producing works as a practical expression of their social care operations. These sources informed the conceptual framework of this paper and are listed as supplementary sources following the reference list. 
Quasi-quantitative approaches to reviewing literature, such as meta-analysis and systematic review were deemed inappropriate given the importance in our subject matter, of not under-representing grey literature and mix-media sources (Bonato, 2018). In this context, we utilise the definition of grey literature established in Luxembourg during the Third International Conference on Grey Literature in 1977. Namely, these are writings that are ‘produced on all levels of government, academics, business and industry in electronic and print formats not controlled by commercial publishers’ (Auger, 1998: no page). 
More broadly, Gusenbauer and Haddaway, advocate for an ‘agenda toward search literacy as the norm in academic research and fit-for-purpose search systems’ (2020:136). We embarked on a process prior to writing this paper which involved a search for relevant literature, an evaluation of sources, identifying themes and gaps in literature. The PAGER (Pattern, Advances, Gaps, Evidence for practice and Research recommendations) framework is put forward by Bardbury- Jones et al (2022) as an extension of rigour within the scoping review with the provision of a steadfast method in the presentation of the findings of the review. The aim of this scoping review was to answer the research question; what are the child protection risks associated with internet use by children with disabilities? Table 1.1 presents the search terms interspersed with Boolean operators.    

Table 1.1:

	Concept 1
	Disability* AND  Internet* OR  Disability* AND  “Access to the Internet” 
AND

	Concept 2
	Disability* AND “child protection” AND “the Internet” OR  “over protectiveness” AND   “the internet”  AND “young people with disabilities” OR “child abuse” AND “the  Internet”  OR  Disability* AND “child abuse” AND  “the Internet”
 AND

	Concept 3
	Empowerment* AND disability* AND “the internet” OR “Social Pedagogy” AND  “the Internet” OR “risk competence” AND “the internet” OR “risk competence” AND  “the internet” AND  disability*
AND

	Concept 4 
	“Disability supports” AND “the internet” OR   “parental input for children with disabilities” AND  “the internet”
 



[bookmark: _Hlk183960904][bookmark: _Hlk183960704]A subject librarian was consulted on the search strategy. Relevant agencies that provide supports or advocate for children with disabilities were accessed via google search engine for publications and practice guidelines for example TUSLA, Middleton School of Autism, British Institute of Learning Disabilities, Disability Federation of Ireland; As I Am; Enable Ireland; Inclusion Ireland; and Invisible Disabilities Association. Agencies involved with Internet education for children and adults were also accessed via Google search engine for statistical information, practice guidelines and publications. These included Webwise and the National Advisory Council for Online Safety (NACOS), Cybersafekids and internetmatters.org. 
Steps involving familiarisation, hand-coding, and extraction of themes were utilised to discover debates and gaps related to child protection risks associated with internet use by children with disabilities. In total 89 sources were included in this review consisting of 75 published papers and 13 grey literature sources.  Sources that are not referenced in this paper but assisted in its conceptual design are listed as supplementary sources following the reference list. The PAGER table below sets out key findings of this scoping review
Table 1.2
	Pattern
	Advance
	Gaps
	Evidence for practice
	Research recommendations

	Internet focus
	World wide web plays an important role in the promotion of human rights, inclusion of people with disabilities
	The risk of digital exclusion deepens equality gaps between disadvantaged and advantaged groups and between disabled and non-disabled groups.
	Bridging the generational gap specific to digital media and internet use from the protective parent, practitioner and policy maker to the empowered parent practitioner and policy maker.

	More research is necessary on digital access and parent, practitioner’s views of internet access and use by people with disabilities.

	Societal impact
	Growing body of literature on the impact of internet use on young people.

	Internet risk associated factors dominate as opposed to benefits of internet use. There is a gap in research relating to young people with disabilities.
	 Over protectiveness is viewed as a child protection risk related to disability alongside other  harmful effects including child abuse. A focus on the child empowerment lens is advocated.
	Research is needed to explore the positive aspects of Internet use.

	Surge in internet use in past decade.
	Ongoing debate exists between online risk and opportunities through engagement in the digital world.
	Lack of knowledge and expertise in an ever-changing digital internet world.
	Strengthening knowledge gap between practitioners’ parents and children with disabilities is vital for child protection and welfare of children with disabilities using the Internet.
	More research necessary on internet associated child protection risk on people with disabilities.

	Child protection and the Internet associated risk within disability 
	Human rights based service model is developing stemming from the UN rights of people with disabilities
	Connections between child abuse and disability on the internet are very poorly understood.
	Digital access plays out in service provision as digital risk consciousness prevails.

	More research necessary on internet associated child protection risk specific to young people with disabilities.

	Disability focus
	A review of models of disability offer a disability lens to study child protection and welfare concerns for young people with disabilities using the internet.
	Traditional models and theories of disabilities are somewhat in flux.
	The affirmative non-tragedy model view of disability is put forward for further discourse within the disability sector.
	Further research focusing on disability from a non-tragedy model perspective




  This PAGER table presents the patterns, advances in research, gaps, evidence for practice and research recommendations that are discussed under the two core themes and throughout the latter part of this paper. We now turn our attention  to the key findings from the synthesis of the literature, beginning with the issue of the internet through a child empowerment lens, which emerges as the first of two themes. 
Internet use and the child empowerment lens 
In this section, the first theme from the literature on disability, the internet and child protection and welfare is presented.. The PAGER table represents core findings here related to the  focus on the  internet from a child empowerment lens. Haigh, Russell and Dutton (2015:144) note that while “the Internet” technically refers to the interconnected local networks using the TCP/IP protocol, that our understanding of the term ‘has evolved to encompass not just the hardware and software of the network itself but the mind-bogglingly diverse variety of human activities conducted over it'. As a term, the internet is often used interchangeably with ‘digital media’ (Stavropoulos, Motti-Stefanidi, and Griffiths, 2021). Digital media encompass any audio visual or other content which is created, edited, stored or accessed using a code that encrypts and translates data (Smith, 2021). Media are digital when they use computerised networks to communicate data as opposed to face-to-face communication without computerised mediation (Chayko, 2020). Digital media cover applications which address the instrumental, socialisation, and entertainment aspects of life (Stavropoulos, Motti-Stefanidi, and Griffiths, 2021). Instrumental applications address real-life needs such as health and employment. Socialisation applications refer to use of online communities for social purposes whether that is friendship, romantic or sexual relationships or career development. Entertainment applications refer to digital games and audio-visual recordings which provide enjoyment (Haigh, Russell and Dutton, 2015; Stavropoulos, Motti-Stefanidi, and Griffiths, 2021).
For the purposes of this paper, the internet is broadly defined as access to all digital media including instrumental, socialisation and entertainment applications. These applications are associated in the main with empowerment of children with disabilities through internet applications that are intrinsic in childhood and the adolescents’ worlds.  Rapid changes exist in internet use with a consistent influx of new digital media options available to children. The UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities stipulates under Article 9- Accessibility, that parties shall take appropriate measures to ‘promote access for persons with disabilities to new information and communications technologies and systems, including the Internet’ (UNCRPD 2007: 8).  
Currently services for children with disabilities are undergoing a change process guided by a human rights-based service model, stemming from ratification of the UN Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities. This will and is leading to a sea change in service delivery moving from a paternalistic model of care provision to a more rights-based child centred model of service provision. Represented  as a gap in the PAGER table, it is clear that there exists a risk of digital exclusion for people with disabilities in comparison to their nondisabled peers. In this context, empowerment of people with disabilities specific to digital access plays out on a daily basis in service provision creating conflict stemming from the risks associated with internet usage. The European Union’s Digital Strategy is working to promote a positive human centred digital agenda for all European citizens.  Information technology, including the world wide web plays an important role in the promotion of human rights, social inclusion and participation of persons with a disability. However, it is well documented that people with disabilities are experiencing difficulty in accessing the internet (Adam & Kreps, 2009; Easton, 2013; Vincente & Lopez, 2010; Scholz, Yalcin & Priestley, 2017; Favalli and Ferri, 2018; Smahel et al., 2020; Khanlou et al., 2020).  Scholz, Yalcin and Priestley analysed survey data of 27 European countries and contend, 

‘that the risks of ‘digital exclusion’ threaten to compound existing forms of marginalisation and equality gaps between advantaged and disadvantaged groups, including between disabled and non-disabled people’ (Scholz, Yalcin & Priestley, 2017:2). 

Van Schalkwyk et al (2017) promote active and effective online social media, their study found that adolescents with autism experienced improved friendship levels without increasing their anxiety levels though social media use. 
As represented in the PAGER frame (table 1.2) evidence for practice pushes towards bridging the generational knowledge gap specific to digital media and internet use, however, from the protective parent, practitioner and policy maker to the empowered parent, practitioner and policy maker, allows for a more enriched experience for children with disabilities. The notion of the knowledge gap (see PAGER table 1.2)  plays out in Shin’s research whereby children are described as ‘savvy internet users with sophisticated internet knowledge.’ (2015:653). The problem for parents is managing their children’s appropriate use of the internet. Ultimately from a parental perspective, Shin (2015) advocates for parents to connect more with digital media and to engage more with their children about their internet use. This advice follows through for practitioners working with children with disabilities.  An online safety survey of parents by Macmillan et al. (2020) found that parents of children with disabilities carried out less online safety checks and found it more difficult to effectively manage their children when they encountered difficulties online. Strengthening this  knowledge gap is core to child protection and welfare online for children with disabilities, this finding is also represented as key to practice in PAGER table  2.1 above. 
On a practical level Macmillan et al (2020) advocate for the education of parents and children with disabilities about various social media apps and platforms as well as the provision of information on digital security tools as a means of increasing parents and their children’ sense of wellbeing whilst using the internet.  The question of accessibility and the up skilling of children and young people with disabilities, their parents and practitioners form core components of the empowerment lens with regard to disability and internet use. The PAGER table puts forward core patterns in literature related to this theme highlighting the need for additional research focusing on the views of people with disabilities, their parents and professionals about the internet and  on digital access. Furthermore, to progress this field of literature specific to internet access and disability, Seale and Chadwick (2017) call for more research that adopts a positive risk-taking framework. This need for positive risk-taking is compelling, and intersects with existing child protection imperatives, as outlined in the second of the two thematic fields of literature which constitute our findings. 

Internet use and the child protection lens 

Having discussed key aspects of internet use from a child empowerment lens, findings of our scoping review will now be continued under the second emergent theme, referring to internet use and the child protection lens. This undoubtably constitutes a complex and critical intersection. The literature pertaining to the impact of the internet on young people in general is advancing, but for children with disabilities the progress is slow (see PAGER table 1.2 above) A comprehensive EU study of children (n=25,101) across 19 European countries, highlighted clear child protection risks linked to internet use. The empowerment versus protection debate plays out with the positive aspects of internet usage also highlighted alongside the view of the normalcy that exists for young people to be involved in internet usage (Smahel et al 2020). The PAGER table represents this under evidence for practice highlighting over protectiveness as a child protection risk alongside advances in literary debates occurring in this research space.  Smahel et al’s (2020) study identifies children with socio emotional issues, learning disabilities, autism, attention deficit disorder as being more at risk of problems when using the internet.  Internet use for young people with disabilities is considered to raise concerns specific to vulnerabilities, risk and support (Borgstrom et al., 2019; Macmillan et al, 2020). Boyd and Hargittai (2013) note that parental fear specific to their children’s online safety varies across socio-demographic backgrounds and is heightened when negotiating risk in new environments.  .
Barber (2017) offers insight relating to young people with autism emphasising the lack of data and research available specific to the risks associated with their use of social media; however, he notes that their social communication difficulties create vulnerabilities whilst using the internet. Hate crimes and hate incidents online exist and are problematic for this cohort of people to deal with (Barber 2017). Studies from the United States point to risk for disabled children being 3.4 times higher than that of their non-disabled counterparts (Sullivan & Knutson, 2000; Jones et al., 2012). Further evidence of increased vulnerability to abuse and neglect of people with disabilities as opposed to their non -disabled peers is well documented internationally (Author b., 2019b; 2019c; 2020a; 2020b; Author b & other author, 2017; Stalker et al., 2010; Stalker & McArthur, 2012; Sullivan & Knutson, 2000; Taylor, Stalker et al, 2016). 
Societal impact is clear with the increase in internet usage over the period of the Covid pandemic (ISPreview, 2020; Children’s Hospital of Chicago, 2020) builds on a trend already observed (Livingstone et al, 2011) across Europe. Internet usage incorporates access to all digital media inclusive of information communication technology associated in the main with empowerment of children with disabilities as well as internet applications and social media tools that are an intrinsic part of the lives of Irish children and adolescents. CyberSafe Kids (2020) surveyed children (n=2000) identifying the five most popular social media apps, age restriction for each app and percentage of usage among Irish Children as follows TikTok (aged 13) - 46% of children, WhatsApp (16 age) - 35%, Snapchat (13) - 33%, Instagram (13) - 15% and House Party (13)- 16%.  There is however a gap in literature pertaining to the experiences of young people with disabilities whilst a focus on the positive aspects of internet use is also under researched.(see PAGER table 1.2 above).   
Surges in internet use are further evident in this study  revealing that 92% of children have their own smart device, including 89% of 9 year olds and 82% of children use social media and messaging apps. Evidence exists that younger children are now using the internet (Livingstone andHaddon 2012). In a 2020 review of age verification CyberSafeKids also identified that children simply lied about their age to get around age restrictions in a bid to use popular social media apps.  Internet usage extends to younger children (Livingstone and Haddon , 2012). It is also shown to be frequent among intellectually disabled young people and those with autism spectrum disorder (ASD). Of a sample (n=114) students with IQs between 52 and 85, 97% had access to the internet at home and 41% kept a computer in their bedroom (Didden et al. 2009). 
Emerging evidence suggests that the Covid-19 pandemic has led to further and substantial surges to internet usage rates (ISPreview, 2020). In this context, the internet is recognised as a key platform that mediates child abuse (Good and Fang, 2015; Haber, 2020; Powell, 2008). The EU Kids Online 2020 that involved surveys with children (n=25,101) across 19 European countries on internet safety, emphasise that whilst there are clear child protection risks associated with the internet, that are also critical opportunities. It is normal for young people to have very high embeddedness in the internet (Smahel et al., 2020). Within this, children with learning disabilities, attention deficit and autistic spectrum disorders, and socio-emotional issues are at pronounced risk of problematic internet usage (Carli et al. 2012; Durkee et al. 2012; Gámez-Guadix et al. 2013; Helweg-Larsen et al., 2012; Kowalski and Fedina 2011; Weinstein and Lejoyeux 2010). This occurs with respect to issues such as the display of sexualized behaviour (Wells & Mitchell 2014).
With respect these findings the PAGER table summaries literature that attends to internet associated risk within disability.  Disability is  associated with unique Internet-based child protection risks such as online grooming and child pornography,  unwanted exposure to sexual material and sexual solicitation in the case of intellectual disability (Buijs et al., 2017; Normand and Sallafranque-St-Louis, 2014). Internet-initiated sexual abuse perpetrators, for instance, may target children who appear to be vulnerable (Wolfe, 2006: 661) whilst certain kinds of disability can be associated with internet predation such as mental disabilities where disabled perpetrators express the belief that a child wanted to be abused (Powell, 2018).
Overall, as presented in the PAGER (table 2.1 above) connections between child abuse and disability on the internet are very poorly understood (Chadwick et al., 2013; Normand & Sallafranque-St-Louis, 2014). It is essential that the serious child protection and welfare concerns are acknowledged and presented specific to internet use for children with disabilities.  Alongside these concerns that naturally lead to a protective viewpoint in terms of child protection and welfare, insightful consideration must be paid to the powerful impact from a human rights and social connectedness perspective that access to the internet and digital world makes for children with disabilities.(see PAGER table 2.1)  Accessibility to educative tools that create awareness, information sharing and practical approaches to support children with disabilities, their parents and practitioners specific to internet use are necessary. 
As such, we now move away from the presentation of findings of our scoping review, which took the form of an overview of literature under two themes. These themes were an aggregation of subthemes already presented under the PAGER framework (Bradbury-Jones et al 2022) and demonstrated polarity between an empowerment lens and child protection lens at the crux of internet safety for children with disabilities. Moving forward, a new aspiration takes us farther from the rhetoric of internet risk toward its reality. The specific intention is to offer a unique theoretical formulation emergent from the risk competence versus risk adversity approach to child protection and welfare concerns, for children with disabilities using the internet. This aspiration is grounded in filling a specific gap that was identified by our scoping review. That is, the need for an approach to the risk posed by the internet, that does not stifle or fail to exploit its many and varied opportunities (Good and Fang, 2015). 
 
Risk Competence versus Risk Adversity 

It would seem evident that the social inclusion opportunities of the internet warrant a less fettered and more empowering appreciation of the socio-cultural construction of risk. A risk competence versus risk adversity approach to child protection and welfare concerns, for children with disabilities using the internet, has been highlighted as important in the previously showcased literature. In this section, therefore, a unique theoretical formulation arises from this precedent. 
 The complexity involved in defining disability is also represented in the PAGER table above.  As a starting point, we note that the affirmative non tragedy model of people with disabilities (Author b. & other author 2017) fits well with the notion of risk competence versus risk adversity (Eichsteller & Holthoff 2009) specific to associated risks of internet use by children with disabilities. As outlined earlier the affirmative model encompasses the non-tragedy view of disability whereby positive aspects of life experiences and social identities are validated. The affirmative non-tragedy model of disability is put forward in the scoping review findings (PAGER table 2.1) to extend disability discourse. In this context, the notion of risk competence and risk adversity stems from social pedagogy theory and practice. Acknowledging the broad scope of this theoretical and practice lens, this educational method of working with children contributes to the child protection versus child empowerment debate specific to internet use of children with disabilities. 
 Eichsteller and Holthoff (2011) explain that social pedagogy has emerged in various European countries as an educational tool to address social problems. Intrinsic to it is a ‘belief that you can decisively influence social circumstances through education’ (Hämäläinen, 2003:71).  It is clear that although social pedagogy has a broad European acceptance, application to practice varies and the model is adapted and understood differently from country to country (Kornbeck and Rosendal Jensen, 2009). Education is essential in the empowerment of children with disabilities, their parents and practitioners, and therefore a risk competent approach to addressing concerns specific to internet use for children is advocated. The concept of the rich child is advocated by Malaguzzi (1993) which involves an understanding that the child has an abundance of richness that renders them capable, knowledgeable and skilful. This empowering viewpoint of the competent, creative, and resourceful child is that they have the potential to become ‘risk competent’, if provided with opportunities to trust their own instincts and self-understanding.  
Simply put, the notion or formulation of the risk comes from the child not from the adult. Eichsteller and Holthoff (2009) suggest that this will in turn decide on the pedagogic action.  In terms of risk assessments, they are used to ensure that the child or children have opportunities to take risks rather than creating a fear culture whereby risk taking is not allowed. Munro advocates for a ‘positive error culture in child protection’ (2019:123), including the creation of a learning culture whereby mistakes are treated in a constructive manner by organisations so that the blame culture is reduced.  Social pedagogy accepts risk taking as part of a child and adolescent natural course, children are encouraged ‘to try things .....allowing them to make their own mistakes’ (Eichsteller and Holthoff 2012:29). Use of the risk competence model in no way attempts to mitigate the serious consequences that occur for children when exposed to online abuse. 
The disempowerment of parents and practitioners has been outlined earlier specific to a generational knowledge gap (Macmillan et al.2020; Shin 2015).  From a risk competence perspective the provision of accessible learning tools for parents specific to internet use, safety online is essential. Third, Spry and Locke advocate for ‘having tech-savvy adults around that supports young people to engage online in safe, smart, respectful and responsible ways’ (Third, Spry and Locke 2013: v).  
The promotion of education as a means of enhancing adults’ knowledge of young people’s internet use, along with understanding the technical skills whilst also accepting why young people go online are advocated by Third, Spry and Locke (2013) as empowering for adults and supportive of their children’s online safety. Furthermore, Caton and Chatman (2016) in a systematic review of literature noted that people with intellectual disability enjoyed quality life experiences specific to friendships, improved self-identity and self-esteem from online social media engagement.  Their review also identified barriers to internet use for people with disabilities as accessibility, safety and safeguarding issues, lack of available support, online language and etiquette as well as communication and literacy skills.  
A risk competence approach incorporating educational tools from a parental, agency and individual perspective may increase opportunity for safe online activity for children and young people with intellectual disabilities. Here the concept of the ‘common third’ used in social pedagogy, is useful in providing direction as to how to approach this risk competence approach. Starting with the viewpoint of the child or adolescent, empowering them to express their view of internet risks will begin the risk competence process. It is also evidenced that parents and/or practitioners will have different perspectives , including concerns, which have a role in the risk competence approach including the acknowledgment of the bias that may exist due to the generational knowledge gap. ThemPra Social Pedagogy (2015-2024, para.2) explain the common third as 
“…a relationship-centred approach and meaningful involvement in every step – the person has to be involved on equal terms throughout the entire process, from jointly identifying a shared activity, to organising and undertaking it, to reflecting together on our learning. What makes the Common Third particularly important is that it enables us to learn together with the person we support. An equal relationship means that we both share a common potential for learning and growth, ….the activities are not limited to just those that we are particularly good at or skilled in, but also those in which the other person might be more expert in and can teach us..” .
The following figure adopted from ThemPra Social Pedagogy (2015-2024) offers further clarity on the potential of the ‘common third’ concept as a risk competency tool to support work with young people with disabilities on internet safety.  

Figure 1 The Common Third as a risk competence tool for working with young people with disabilities on internet safety. 
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 In this context, we have formulated a risk competence approach, that focuses on one aspect of social pedagogical theory ‘ the common third’ that is particularly relevant in understanding and bridging the digital gap that exists between young people and adults in this space.  We  propose that this may be of utility in future work and within research related to disability, the internet and child protection.
 
Recommendations for further research 

Results of the scoping review highlights clear recommendations for future research presented in the PAGER table. This scoping review calls for future research to explore the positive aspects of internet use as well as placing a focus on parents and practitioner’s views of internet access by young people with disabilities.  Moreover, research on internet associated child protection risk relating to disability is deemed important. Finally, the voice of young people with disabilities within the research process relating to internet associated child protection risk is advocated. 
Conclusion
This paper offers a scoping review of relevant literature specific to child protection, disability and the internet. The PAGER framework is used to present patterns, advances, gaps, evidence for practice and key recommendations from literature. (Bardbury- Jones et al 2022), Disability as a concept and a lived experience is exceptionally broad and difficult to define (Goodley, 2016), however the affirmative, non-tragedy model of disability forms the theoretical backdrop to this review of literature from which a risk competent perspective was formulated.  Inaccessibility remains a barrier to internet use and the empowerment of people with disabilities (Scholz, Yalcin & Priestley, 2017; Favalli and Ferri, 2018; Smahel et al., 2020; Khanlou et al., 2020). Literature indicated that better access to internet for people with disabilities improves quality of life and increases social inclusiveness from a rights-based model as promoted by the UN Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities (UNCRPD 2007). Yet, a knowledge gap exists due to a generational divide which hampers parents’ and practitioners’ abilities to empower children with disabilities to engage in using the internet.  
There is no doubt that there is a plethora of literature stressing the serious risks of online engagement aligned with increased vulnerabilities of children and young people with disabilities. This paper puts forward the notion of risk competence, within a non-tragic and social pedagogical perspective as a tool to assist practitioners and parents with the protectiveness versus empowerment debate that is intrinsic to internet use for people with disabilities.  In looking to the future, it is hoped that this line of progression continues to offer at least one step in the right direction.
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