

Abstract 
The purpose of this article is to present an integrated theoretical frame for the subject matter of disability and child protection. Substantive complexities, alluded to in existing literature, surround disability in child protection work. The high stakes and emotionally provocative practice of child safeguarding is often made even more complex by the presence of disability. Difficult balances must be struck, and with a plurality of approaches to understanding disability now available, the proposition is that one emerging theoretical alliance may be of particular utility. Specifically, when used for the subject matter of child protection, an affirmative non-tragedy model of disability within overarching critical disability studies theory, is useful in dealing with the multiple possibilities surrounding disability and child protection. The intention is to present this theoretical frame along with some possibilities for its extension, as a means for all stakeholders to reconsider the complexity that disability and child protection entails. 
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Critical Disability Studies and the Affirmative Non-Tragedy Model: Presenting a Theoretical Frame for Disability and Child Protection
Introduction 
Disability has never been, nor ever will be, straightforward to explain or define. It has been described in diverse ways, including as an ‘international disgrace’ (Goodley et al. 2019, 972) and an identity that involves strengths and benefits as well as challenges (French and Swain 2000). Whatever the case may be, disability remains variously defined. Beyond the thorny issue of definition, it is perhaps the everyday prosaic first impressions of others that can raise most concern for disabled people and their allies. Specifically, in a seminal text on disability, Marks (2001, ix) concedes that the most common mode of interpretation of disability is perhaps ‘that disability is a tragic aberration which afflicts a minority of people’.  In this article, a framework for understanding will be presented that specifically challenges this view.  Toward radically refuting the notion that disability is essentially tragic, whilst offering a roadmap for reconceived understanding, an affirmative non-tragedy model associated with Swain and French (2000, 2008) will be presented within overarching critical disability studies theory. 
	The specific intention is to aid understanding of the relationship between disability and
child protection. Substantive international bodies of evidence demonstrate additional
complexity and risk associated with disability in child protection work such as predisposition to victimisation, maladaptive systemic responses to disability and vulnerabilities toward professional malaise (Author’s own 2019, 2020b; Stalker et al. 2010; Taylor et al. 2014; Vanderminden et al. 2017). There are also various factors that lead to children being referred to child protection and welfare services, and the focus moving forward will be on factors which are disability related (see Azar and Read 2009; IASSID SIRGPPID 2008; McConnell and Pacheco 2016; McConnell and Sigurjónsdóttir 2010; Morgan 2017). This includes the elevated risk of abuse and neglect associated with childhood disability (Brown 2003; Crowley 2016; Author’s own 2019, 2020b; Author’s own and colleague 2017; Houston, Montgomery and MacDonald 2020; Raymond 2010; Stalker et al. 2010; Stalker and McArthur 2012; Sullivan and Knutson 2000; Taylor et al. 2014; Vanderminden et al. 2017). Indications of literature are that the way disability is understood and accordingly responded to in child protection contexts is problematic, such as applying more stringent standards with a presumption of incompetence to intellectually disabled parents (Cox, Stenfert Kroese and Evans 2015) or over-empathising with the parents of disabled children (Stalker et al. 2010). As such, resources that assist stakeholders to think about the intellectual and ethical conundrum of disability and child protection, are both lacking and of critical importance.
	This article hopes to address misguided thinking toward issues of disability and child protection. It extends and introduces an existing theoretical coalition between the affirmative non-tragedy model and overarching critical disability studies theory (see Author’s own and colleague 2018), to offer one possible framework for thought. The detail of the extension lies in updating the affirmative model from its now dated origins in 2000 (see Swain and French 2000) to ensure that the model is not outpaced by the rapidly evolving field of critical disability studies (Shildrick 2012), within which this article has located the model. Illustrating how conventions of the framework cohere with the subject matter of child protection will also be imperative. 
Overall, with the intention of presenting an integrated theoretical frame for the subject matter of disability and child protection, the article proceeds with the following structure. First, the affirmative non-tragedy model is explained and introduced. After this, the rationale for overarching a non-tragedy model within critical disability studies is explained, as are the basic conventions of critical disability studies. Next, the framework is discussed in relation to the realities of child protection. Throughout, the intention is to be illustrative of the varied complexities of disability and child protection, rather than seeking to provide exhaustive and conclusive answers.  

The Affirmative Non-Tragedy Lens and the Social Model 

The first dedicated and noteworthy literary articulation of the affirmative model of disability comes from a text published in 2000 by Swain and French (2000), although affirmations of disability have been around since the earliest days (such as Morris 1991). In Swain and French’s work (2000) the proposition was, that a new model of disability was transpiring, foremost expressed by the Disability Arts Movement, and emerging from the writings and work of associated disability artists, activists and allies. The genesis of the model lay in disability culture engendered by the Movement.  An assertive non-tragic view of disability and impairment, and affirmation of joyous and positive expressions of disabled lifestyles, lay at the heart of the model. As Swain and French (2000, 569) emphasize, the model represents conceptual backlash and ‘direct opposition’ to the enduring and ‘dominant personal tragedy model of disability and impairment’ that has been part and parcel of discrimination toward disabled adults and children (Davis 2006; Marks 2001). 
The basis of the model is that there are positive as well as negative aspects to leading disabled lifestyles, and that the positive aspects ought to be affirmed. This includes individual and collective social identities that help disabled people to form their own communities and have their own culture (French and Swain 2008; Swain and French 2000). The social model ‘severed the causal link’ between disability and impairment (Goodley 2013, 634). Here the affirmative non-tragedy model extends rather than opposes or contradicts the social model. In this way, it retains similarities to critical disability studies by not seeking to demolish or replace the social model, but to attend to perceived limitations (Swain and French 2000). Indeed, this can be said about other models of disability also, such as the social relational and human rights models (Goodley 2016). 
A core conceptual impetus of the social model was to politize disablement through making the claim that disability is caused by discrimination and barriers to equality in society and not solely by impairments of the body (Oliver 1983, 1990, 2013; Oliver and Barnes 2012). This claim is not refuted by the non-tragedy model however the affirmation model does seek to address some perceived limitations within the approach of social modelists. Most specifically, it seeks to rigorously declare and reiterate that impairment and disability can encompass positive identities and benefits, otherwise not sufficiently expressed in the social model of disability (French and Swain 2008; Swain and French 2000). 
In this context, it is important to be clear from the outset: the affirmative model is proposed here as a conceptual instrument for child protection and disability, not as an alternative or replacement for the social model, but partly because it can embrace, extend and build upon the social model. Some of the ethos of the social model is also recuperated in the affirmative non-tragedy model such as the recognition that there is much more to disability than impairment (French and Swain 2000). Only under the condition that it extends the social model, is a non-tragedy lens is proposed. 
	Pertinent aspects of the social model that the non-tragedy model recuperates include that ‘impairment cannot be equated with disability’ (Swain and French 2000, 570), and that exclusively individuated and bio-medicalised conceptions of disability are limited and can be harmful. It is also true that by collectivising around a disability banner, disabled people and their allies can be more powerful when looking to engage in socio-political action to change social environments and societies that have disabling effects (French and Swain 2008; Oliver 1990; Oliver and Barnes 2012; Swain and French 2000). How the non-tragedy model differs to the social model is that it focusses elsewhere. It does not assume that there is a problem: whether or not that problem is deemed to lie outside the impaired body or mind (Swain and French 2000). This is important in a child protection context as literature establishes that there can be a presumption of incapacity toward intellectually disabled parents (Cox et al. 2015) and pitying of parents of disabled children who are implicated in maltreatment of those children (Stalker et al. 2010). This kind of misguided thinking can have detrimental effects on safeguarding practice and is often related to negative and deficit lines of thinking such as that being a parent of a disabled child is somewhat tragic and accordingly these parents should be more often excused for parenting deficits. In progressing the non-tragedy lens, Swain and French (2000, 573) illustrate the presence of an ‘erroneous idea’ that disabled adults and children ‘cannot be happy, or enjoy an adequate quality of life.’ This is deeply unsettling in the context of research evidence that safeguarding thresholds have been applied differently for disabled children than non-disabled peers with regard to interventions to promote their safety and welfare (Author’s own 2020b; Stalker et al. 2010; Taylor et al. 2015), alongside other evidenced-based concerns, such as that disabled children may be less likely to return home from state care and generally experience longer periods in out of home care (Kelly, Dowling and Winter 2012).  
    The intention is not to cast unsubstantiated aspersions. Rather, literature indicates major concerns related to disability such as that disabled children are significantly more likely to be abused and neglected (Sullivan and Knutson 2000), that intellectually disabled parents are more likely to have their children removed and to be over represented in child protection proceedings (Booth 2000; Booth, Booth and McConnell 2005a, 2005b; Llewellyn and McConnell 2010; McConnell, Llewellyn and Ferronato 2000), and that there are established professional attitudinal and social equality issues surrounding safeguarding practice with disabled children (Author’s own and colleague 2017; Stalker et al. 2010). The proposition is, that dominant personal tragedy views of disability may have a role to play in the enduring nature of these problems. At worst, Swain and French (2000) illustrate an endless societal recuperation of the idea that one may be ‘better off dead than disabled’, and indeed research evidence demonstrates that in child protection cases where parents have murdered their disabled children, a cited motive includes compassion-based crime aimed at ending their child’s perceived suffering (Frederick, Devaney and Alisic 2019). 
As Oliver (1996) asserted at the time of conception of the non-tragedy model ‘most of the world still thinks of disability as an intensely personal problem’ with well paid professionals building entire livelihoods on this premise. In child protection work, thinking about disability as an individual tragedy may involve unique detriments for disabled children and adults, as it dispenses with the onus otherwise placed on safeguarding practitioners to insulate families with support services and acknowledge disabling environments that may cause child protection issues (Tarleton and Turney 2020). With this established, what remains to be seen is how a non-tragedy model might be productively situated within the overarching field of critical disability studies. Toward illuminating the detail of this, we now turn our attention.  

Overarching a Non-Tragedy Model with a Critical Disability Studies Theoretical Agenda

To make the case for a new approach to thinking about disability and child protection, constituted by a non-tragedy lens conceptually combined with critical disability studies, it is necessary to explain what critical disability studies actually refers to. Admittedly, to those already acquainted, critical disability studies might at face value seem like a far cry from the affirmative non-tragedy model just discussed. Immediately obvious disparities include the complexity, ‘sophistication and nuance’ of critical disability scholarship, that entails a ‘smorgasbord’ assemblage of varied transdisciplinary abstract analyses, arguably much harder to domesticate or define than non-tragedy literature (Goodley et al. 2019, 974). The roots of critical disability studies were sown by authors such as Shelley Tremain (2005), Helen Meekosha (Meekosha and Dowse 2007), and Rosemarie Garland-Thomson (1996), meaning that the emergence of critical disability studies lies after the discursive turn in disability studies (Goodley et al. 2019). Accordingly, Goodley et al. (2019) contend that the driving influence of strong poststructuralist traditions has led to disability being framed within cultural, lingual and discursive politics. In this sense, critical disability studies is distinctly different to ‘more modernist paradigms of disability’ that it attempts to critique and extend (Shildrick 2012, 233). Notably, within this modernist camp, are both the social and non-tragedy model of disability.
As Swain and French (2000, 580) contend, a model is not a theory per se, and ‘an affirmative model also has a role to play in the development of a theory of disability.’ The intention is certainly not to suggest that critical disability studies is a theory of disability based on a non-tragedy model: this is simply incorrect. Rather, critical disability studies offers an existing and swiftly expanding field of theoretical scholarship (Goodley et al. 2019; Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009; Shildrick 2012), that arguably can provide an overarching theoretical environment to expand thinking beyond the starting point of the affirmative non-tragedy model. More specifically, proponents of developing critical thinking around disability and child protection, may broaden insights beyond the practically applicable non-tragedy model by considering the following conventions and defining insights of critical disability studies. 
Firstly, critical disability studies is acutely aware of both global north and global south expressions of disablement, and also values intersectionality as a way of preventing disability from being viewed in isolation of other relevant identities such as gender (Goodley 2013, 2016; Shildrick 2012). This intersectionality in critical disability studies is evident through its recognition of the need to cater to convergence of identities, as well as crafting productive theoretical allegiances with other agendas related to identity (Goodley 2013). Most notably, Goodley et al. (2019, 974) pinpoint ‘postconventionalist, poststructuralist, postcolonial, feminist, queer and crip theories as having particular purchase on critical disability studies theorisations.’ Critical disability studies is also acutely aware of the legacy of disability studies as an oftentimes western-insular exercise, omitting majority world voices, embracing Anglocentric language and socio-political preoccupations, and even forgetting at times that most disability occurs in the Global North under very different conditions (Erevelles 2011, 2014; Goodley 2013, 2017; et al. 2019). 
Herewith lies the first advantage of applying critical disability studies to understand the subject matter of disability and child protection. Author’s own (2020a) preforms intersectional analysis of disability, culture and ethnicity in child protection, drawing on Kimberle Crenshaw’s intersectionality theory (Crenshaw 2012), which originates and occurs beyond critical disability studies, but is nonetheless now integral to a lot of the work done within critical disability studies. Intersectionality is about recognising that individuals ‘simultaneously occupy multiple positions within . . . society’ (Ortega and Faller 2011, 31) including identities potentially related to gender, race, disability and ethnicity. Intersectionality is important for understanding child protection as interactions between identities create both privilege and oppression in this context (Lawrence and Keleher 2004). 
In Author’s own (2020a) analysis, it is illustrated that complex intersections of disability, race and ethnicity provoke unique prejudices and child protection risks, sometimes with the welfare of children at stake within the convergent space. Here, whilst it is critical not to conflate culture, race and ethnicity, cultural practices that are prevalent within particular ethnic groups, for instance, signal increased child protection risk to disabled children such as the Spirit Child Phenomenon (SCP) of Northern Ghana (Allotey and Reidpath 2001; Bayat 2015). The convergence of minority race and disability status, as well as other identity positions such as those linked to gender or religion, are factors that can augment risk of a child needing to be referred to protection services.  Here, critical disability studies lends itself well to the complexity presented by converging identities within disability and child protection.
Secondly, critical disability studies is concerned by both the abstract nature of disability as constructed by such forces as culture and social interactions (Corker and Shakespeare 2002; Shildrick 2012), as well as the significance of disabled bodies and minds and aspects of the material world such as having adequate shelter (Feely 2016). Complicated as this may be, such a balanced perspective can be of critical importance for the subject matter of disability and child protection. The manner in which the corporeality of impairment interacts with cultural, discursive and psychological interpretations of it, is critical to comprehend (Shildrick 2015).  Literature suggests that, for instance, impairment and the disabled body may become scapegoats for abuse. One example of this would be where a person physically injures a disabled child causing a visible wound, and then claims that the child, who already exhibits self-injurious behaviours and is non-verbal, did this to themselves. Others might then believe this explanation and blame the child’s impairments (such as having profound intellectual disability and sensory issues due to autism spectrum disorder) as being the reason for the supposed self-injury rather than suspecting physical abuse. Therefore, with regard to so-called ‘self-injurious’ behaviours and ‘behaviours that challenge’ (see The Challenging Behaviour Foundation, 2020), the impairments of non-verbal or intellectually disabled children can become the focus of attention rather than outside causes.  
These behaviours, however, may also actually signal that a child is trying to communicate something or respond to harmful environmental conditions, such as being hungry due to neglect in the context of the substantially elevated risk of poverty these children face (Emerson 2004; Emerson et al. 2010; Author’s own and colleague 2018). Behavioural issues and physical anomalies such as constipation or bruising may be attributed to impairment rather than to untoward events such as concealed abuse (Author’s own 2019, 2020b). Victimisation of disabled children in the first instance may in fact be motivated by such behavioural or physical anomalies, for instance, targeting intellectually disabled children as it is believed that they will be less credible in their accounts, or that in some cases, their lack of verbal articulacy would prevent them from telling others about what is happening to them (Crowley 2016). 
In this context, the voices and views of disabled children and young people themselves ought to feature in discussion. Robinson and Graham (2020) consulted disabled children with high support needs on their safety priorities. They generally reported lack of clarity on what being safe meant, accurately highlighting the complex and contested nature of this concept. They also indicated issues that could undermine a sense of safety for them, including worries and fears, impacts of abuse, the experience of being out of control, lack of enough support in making transitions and the complexity of their familial lives. Alternatively, Franklin and Smeaton (2018) gathered the views of 27 young people with learning disabilities regarding child sexual exploitation. Again, here arose a lack of understanding of what the concept under question (sexual exploitation) actually was, and young people indicated that support around their comprehension of this was helpful. Moreover, young people suggested that a more supportive relationship with social workers, a child centred approach, support with accessing services, and more child sexual exploitation services overall, were valuable among potential avenues for progression (Franklin and Smeaton 2018). Overall, the voices of disabled children and young people take us farther toward a holistic understanding of disability and child protection, insofar as identifying “areas for improvements in policy and practice” and other beneficial outcomes (Franklin and Smeaton 2018, 98).  
Thirdly, critical disability studies, similar to the non-tragedy model, considers the divide often placed between disabled and non-disabled people to be problematic (Ellis et al. 2019). Kumari Campbell’s work on ableism (2008a, 2008b, 2009, 2019) features particularly within the frame of critical disability studies and emphasises the need not just to dwell on disability as a subject or driving force of study (Goodley et al. 2019), but to challenge the less vexed notion of ableness. Concurrently, in the affirmative model, the possibility that non-disabled people force ableist values and perceptions on those labelled as having disability (Campbell, 2009), is very much entertained. Moreover, the notion of a clear divide between disability and ability is deemed to require critical consideration. Similarly, the assumption that disabled people wish to be ‘normal’ or to achieve ableist ideals such as independence, is readily dispensed with (Swain and French 2000, 573). In the context of child protection, this may be particularly relevant in parenting capacity assessment where the capacity of parents to meet disabled children’s needs, or to parent with disability, is at issue. Here, the universal application of assessment frameworks designed for non-disabled children and parents, and potential for ableist thinking within this, is troubling where practitioners undertaking assessments lack disability insight and expertise (Houston et al. 2020). 
Fourth and finally, critical disability studies offers many useful theoretical analyses (such as Ellis et al. 2019; Shuttleworth and Meekosha 2017) that may help stakeholders in the child protection and disability arena, to expand their thinking and break through present intellectual impasses. Child protection and welfare work, although often immensely bureaucratic and procedurally dense in western contexts, is never really clear-cut or conclusive (Merkel-Holguin, Fluke and Krugman 2018). How a social worker decides if a disabled child can no longer remain with their caregivers, or to what degree support services for an intellectually disabled parent must be offered before that parent is deemed unable to take care of their child, are deeply personal questions clothed in bureaucratic and legalistic concern, whilst also emotionally provocative and intimately wedded to complexity. It would make little sense to suggest that any conceptual model, such as the affirmative non-tragedy lens, can be a panacea (Ferguson 2004). Whilst the affirmative model will be helpful in offering structured conceptual guideposts (Swain and French 2000), ultimately stakeholders must draw their own conclusions about uncertainties or confounding realities that they crave to understand. In doing so, the proposition is, that literature within the less bounded theoretical space of critical disability studies may be of immense value in expanding learning for stakeholders with an interest in disability and child protection. 

Fitting the Theoretical Frame with Child Protection

There are several reasons that the theoretical frame proposed in this article fits well with existing challenges in understanding disability and child protection. As a starting point, there is substantial literature indicating that perceptions of disability are problematic and at worst may amount to ‘structural violence’ such as in the case of child protective services intervention with parents with learning difficulties (Sigurjónsdóttir and Rice 2018; Tarleton and Turney 2019). Alternatively, parent’s perceptions may also contribute to abuse and fuel combative relationships with child protective services. This may include lack of insight into their child’s disability needs (Houston et al. 2020), harbouring dangerous and limiting views of disability (Crowley 2016), or potentially not comprehending their child’s needs as a result of their own learning disabilities (Tarleton and Turney 2019). Here the capacity for a non-tragedy lens and critical disability studies to illuminate various dimensions of perception in this context is arguably helpful. 
	In child protection work and disability advocacy within this context, the notion of disabling practices linked to not providing enough support is also contentious (Tarleton and Turney 2019). Aspects of the social model of disability embraced by the non-tragedy model are relevant here, related to how much of disability in a case is due to parents or caregivers not getting provided with enough support. Research by McGaw and Newman (2005) found that for parents with learning difficulties the main predictor of competency in parenting was adequate informal and professional support infrastructures. Research conducted in Ireland highlighted that abuse and unwilful neglect of disabled children, whilst not excused by poverty and austere cutbacks to services and supports, potentially can occur as a result, with qualitative research findings including secondary accounts of parents stating they would be forced to abandon or neglect their children if vital supports are any further withdrawn (Author’s own and colleague 2018).    
	Finally, child protection and disability also encompasses complex issues beyond the family home or parent-child dyadic relationship. The question of whether society at large does enough in terms of preventative and risk-reductive measures, as well as proactive rather than reactive responses, is one that scopes well beyond the siloed arena of child protection. In seeking to capture the complexity that child protection and parental disability entails, Tarleton and Turney (2019) propose it is important to emphasise both the significance of meanings that are socially available, as well as competencies and resources that lead to shared practice. Added to this, is the complex, culturally mediated and nuanced ways that disability is constructed in societies (Ellis et al. 2019). The combination of the affirmative non-tragedy model, overarched by critical disability studies, arguably offers both the utility of a structured model for understanding, and the theoretical sophistication to broaden that understanding across the varied lines of inquiry supported by critical disability theory (Shildrick 2012). 

Applying the Framework to Practice 
In continued discussion of the proposed conceptual framework, examples of direct application of a combined affirmative model and critical disability studies approach to child protection and welfare practice will be helpful. Specifically, how this application differs to other frameworks including the social model of disability needs to be brought more clearly to the fore. 
	The social model has been socio-politically formidable, despite “unfortunate criticisms of it” and their “disastrous implications” (Oliver, 2013, 1024).  It is, of course, not the only impactful model or conceptual tool germane to enhanced child protection and welfare practice. A children’s rights model demands no less than reconfigured practice toward full recognition of children as autonomous rights holders (Walsh 2020). Author and Colleague (2017) explain that an assertive children’s rights model has much to offer around disability and child protection and fits well with conventions of the affirmative approach. Specifically, they contend that the affirmative model coheres with a children’s rights prerogative, such as through helping to elevate the voice of the child and challenge discriminatory realities such as continued misapplication of service thresholds for disabled children (Author’s own 2020b; Stalker et al. 2010; Taylor et al. 2015). In disability activism and professional practice, a human rights model offers a formidable basis for a newly minted disability discourse based in rights as non-negotiable, authoritative and universal (Degener 2016). It progresses iterations of the social model and has an emphasis on the inherent dignity of persons that is well aligned to the affirmative non-tragedy model (French and Swain 2008; Lawson and Beckett 2021). Fortunately, this human rights discourse oftentimes now also substitutes what French and Swain (2008, 73) call the “defining image of disability in the dominant western culture, tragic but brave.”  
By accentuating the continuities between a human rights model, and the conceptual combination of an affirmative approach and critical disability studies, one can arguably shed light on the value of the latter for practice. Othering of disabled children and adults in child protection and welfare continues to be problematic as evidenced in multiple studies (Crowley 2016; Stalker et al. 2010; Stalker and McArthur 2012). This includes professional malaise in the timeliness and nature of service provision and fewer protective measures for disabled children (Author’s own 2019, 2020b; Stalker et al. 2010; Taylor et al. 2014; Vanderminden et al. 2017) as well as presumptions of incompetence about disabled parents (Cox, Stenfert Kroese and Evans 2015; Morgan 2017). Here a human rights model of disability is far from inconsiderable in emphasising that impairment must not excuse denied or restricted rights (Degener 2016). Yet, a rights approach is not without limitations. The merit of an affirmative model and critical disability studies framework in overcoming these limitations perhaps is most usefully illuminated by looking toward practice. Here, the case of Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy offers one illustrative example. 
Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy is a psychiatric condition that lies right at the intersection of disability and child protection, bringing immense complexity into the fray. It occurs whereby a parent or caregiver either contrives factitious illnesses in a child or vulnerable adult under their care, and/or actually makes them sick using covert methods, such as injecting them with sodium (Feldman 2013). This condition has been subject to increased attention in recent years following the media-sensationalised case of Gypsy Rose Blanchard. Gypsy was known to all as being a considerably disabled young lady. Yet, her disabilities were feigned by her mother who subjected her to a litany of invasive medical procedures and lies, including Gypsy being told she had mobility impairment as a constant wheelchair user (Garcia 2019). Far from being a figment of popular media imagination or an overly sensationalised rarity, to date Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy presents a real condition that threatens the lives of children and young people. It ought to occupy the professional mindset more toward identifying conditions of possibility for its occurrence (Feldman 2013). 
As an example of a disability and child protection issue, existing literature suggests that professionals may be unwilling to believe that conditions such as Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy are a possibility, may be uneducated about them (Feldman 2013), or are blinded by attitudinal deficits (Conroy 2016; Stalker et al. 2010). These deficits can include the stereotyped characterisation of families with disability as brave and heroic in their refusal to succumb to the tragedy of disability (French and Swain 2008), a notion constantly recuperated in the Gypsy Rose Blanchard case regarding Gypsy’s mother Dee Dee (Garcia 2019). Pitying of parents (Stalker et al. 2010), as well as unwillingness to see disability as non-static, or potentially entailing reverse causality whereby disability may be caused by abuse and indeed may provoke abuse (Stalker and McArthur 2012), are all perceptual and attitudinal issues lying at the convergence of disability and child protection. This makes cases such as Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy difficult to determine. Indeed, the pervasive notion of disability as tragic would arguably make any form of factitious or feigned illness difficult to unearth given that it would be hard to accept that a child or adult might want to be disabled (French and Swain 2008), a view challenged by the affirmative approach (French and Swain 2000; 2008). 
In any case, a human rights model has much to offer in cases like Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy as it refigures practice back toward universal rights, such as the right of a child to be safe and protected (Degener 2016; Lawson and Beckett 2021). How the framework proposed in this article can progress this is by attending to the multifaceted and complex nature of cases such as Munchausen Syndrome (Feldman 2013), whilst concurrently, not compounding archaic associations between disability and tragedy (Swain and French 2000). Critical disability studies’ scholars, for instance, propose that disability offers an interesting basis from which to question the concept of the human and the world in which humans are resident (Shildrick 2012). Alongside contributions of anti-ableism scholarship, the intention of much of critical disability studies’ theorisation, therefore, is to ‘start with disability but never end with it’ (Goodley 2016, 157). This would progress a human rights approach to cases of  Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy, by for instance supporting professionals to critically consider their own positionality as well as common biases and assumptions of themselves and others, rather than just dwelling alone on the positionality of disabled service users, albeit even when focussing on their rights. 
In the case of Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy, both a human rights paradigm and a social model of disability are potent, as the former promotes safety and protection whilst undermining differential treatment (Degener 2016), whilst the latter argues for a supportive, non-discriminatory environment (Goodley 2016). Neither, however, really attend to the problems with identifying the condition in the first instance by challenging the dominant view of disabled people as tragic but brave (French and Swain, 2008). Moreover, neither provide a compelling basis to rethink the complex, contested divide between disabled and non-disabled people in the way that sophisticated critical disability studies theorisation does (Goodley 2013; Shildrick 2012). Without this, practitioners and policy makers in child protection and welfare still risk dwelling on disability to solve problems encountered by disabled people, which is already identified as a limiting practice (Campbell 2009). Moreover, procedural issues such as the sequestering off of disability from the rest of child protection work by classing some cases as ‘disability’ ones and others not, remains unchallenged (Author’s own 2020b). This siloed thinking prevents disability being a starting point by which practitioners may enhance their practice wisdom as a whole, in line with critical disability studies rationality (Goodley 2013). 
Finally, whilst social and human rights models are powerfully revisionist and as such, welcomed (Lawson and Beckett 2021), neither directly combat what critical disability studies and affirmative non-tragedy scholars call the relational oppression and discrimination of disabled people based in notions of pity and lack (Ellis et al. 2019; Swain and French 2000). Specifically, this refers to the continued and oftentimes subtle, embedded recuperation of the notion that impairment is negative (Swain and French 2000). Whilst other conceptual tools, such as the Nordic relational model of disability are attuned to how social interchanges may create and reinscribe such oppression and discrimination (Goodley 2016), few theoretical agendas, if any, can match the way critical disability studies “challenges every one of us to rethink the relations between disabled and non-disabled designations” (Shildrick 2012, 30). 
Overall, it remains the case that existing models and theories of disability oftentimes fail to combat understandings of disability based in pity, negativity and melancholia (French and Swain 2008). Moreover, they are also arguably blunted by lack of sophisticated critical theory, powerful enough to make one “rethink everything” (Shildrick 2012, 30). A defining feature of the traditional medical model, for instance, is the notion that impairment is a deficit, problem and ailment that needs to be cured and treated to restore one to normal functioning as the preferential state (Goodley 2016). As the medical model can be so inherent to child protection and welfare work where there is disability, such as in the commissioning of medical assessment reports or identification of Munchausen Syndrome by Proxy, it is important that an assertive non-tragedy perspective is considered, to counterbalance negativity and deficit type thinking (Swain and French 2000). Critical disability studies provides a means to radically refigure and critical interrogate one’s thinking, invaluable in child protection work, where it is already established that limited, stereotyped thinking around disability is problematic (Author’s Own 2020b). Indeed, it also offers a valuable mechanism, where complexities that challenge conventional thought, such as feigned disability, are ever present (Feldman 2013). 
Worth accenting finally are those emergent, progressive theoretical agendas that are particularly complementary of the affirmative model and critical disability studies. Occupying the intersecting space between childhood studies and disability studies, whilst also extending well beyond both, is the emergent theoretical field of disabled children’s childhood studies (see Curran and Katherine Runswick-Cole, 2014; Runswick-Cole, Curran and Liddiard 2018). Insistent upon not comparing disabled children’s childhoods to non-disabled ones, it places positive value equally on all childhoods and is committed to hearing disabled children’s voices as part of respect for their agency (Curran and Katherine Runswick-Cole, 2014). All of these attributes fit coherently with the framework proposed in this article. Moreover, disabled children’s childhood studies’ addresses the experiences and views of disabled children and young people from both the Global South and Global North (Curran and Katherine Runswick-Cole, 2014), an attribute at the core of critical disability studies (Goodley 2013). Overall, it would appear conclusive that complementary approaches to disability theory exist with respect to the framework proposed, as well as evident deficits in existing conceptual tools that the framework can ultimately progress. 

Discussion 

This article sought to present a theoretical framework for all those with a stake in disability and child protection including parents, children, families, advocates, professionals and academics. Specifically, in child protection practice, an emphasis on practitioners acquiring deep insight into the individuality of the circumstances of children and families unfortunately has not always been complemented by sufficient allocation of time (Burns and MacCarthy 2012). Here, an apparent lack of critical sophisticated disability theory applied to the area of child protection and welfare endures. Critical disability studies fills this gap by offering theoretical direction to practitioners pursuing deep insight (Author’s Own 2019). Critical disability studies requires the unearthing and challenging of embedded assumptions in one’s thinking (Goodley 2013; Shildrick 2012), which will attend well to established attitudinal and perceptual problems around disability and child protection already discussed in this article (Author and Colleague 2017; Stalker et al. 2010). Critical disability studies also requires the breaking down of boundaries, such as between identity positions like race, gender and disability, and indeed at the putative divide between disabled and non-disabled people (Goodley 2013). This attends to the established issue of siloed thinking in child protection, to avoid overlooking key factors such as the potential for the presence of more than one identity converging together to elevate risk (Author’s Own 2020a). Critical disability studies requires practitioners to consider “the whole question of self and other” (Shildrick 2012, 30), offering an exceptional conceptual tool to challenge biases and promote reflective practice already championed in child protection social work literature (Ferguson 2011). Moreover, critical disability studies promotes cultural and ethnic competence as it demands that attention is given to place and space in disability theory, as a result of a past tendency for disability studies theory to indulge only anglophone western thought (Goodley 2013). This is helpful as existing literature in child protection and welfare practice already emphasises the need to be globally, culturally and ethnically awake (Ferguson 2011). 
Finally, much of disability studies theory from the twentieth-century sought to move away from physical bodies and impairment, such as the social model of disability which radically reconceptualised disability as a product of oppressive societies (Oliver 1983, 1990, 2013; Oliver and Barnes 2012). Critical disability studies however, through the new-materialist turn, brings physical bodies and impairment back into conversation (Goodley, 2013). This enriches disability and child protection work, as practitioners need not only consider forces of exclusion, discrimination and oppression but physical impaired bodies and minds also, such as in the determination of non-accidental injury, or assessment of the potentially abusive origins of a disabling condition. Overall, critical disability studies yields a tremendous array of conventions for targeted application of theory to practice realities (Ellis et al. 2019). Combining this with a non-tragedy lens then creates a conceptual vantage point that does not compound or leave unchallenged existing tendencies that meld disability with negativity (Swain and French 2000; 2008).  
In child protection and welfare work more broadly, a shortfall in practice still occurs within pressurised practice environments that push practitioners away from practice depth and toward partially relying on their existing generalised understanding of disability and applying this to specific cases (Burns 2012; Burns and MacCarthy 2012). Whilst child protection workers do immensely challenging and generally well-executed work that is often underappreciated and over-criticised (Turnell 2006), it is clear that sufficient time to critically appraise multiple variations and implications of disability is a rare commodity (Author’s own 2020b). 
Yet, Shakespeare (2014) makes the case that under the disability umbrella lies a colossal spectrum of needs, dispositions and abilities. Here, suggesting that one simple, explanatory model of disability can adequately cater to this diversity is arguably naive and misguided. Nonetheless, it has been proposed that practitioners will generally seek out such simplistic, practical models as a result of the scarcity of time as well as the practical nature of the environment within which they must operate (Payne 2014). Combining the practicality of the affirmative model with critical disability studies in this context, offers practitioners a theoretical framework that is complex and multi-faceted enough to deal with the vast spectrum of disability related practice issues liable to arise. 
Often surrounding child protection work is a curtailed capacity to critically reconsider the conventions of issues presenting, and certainly there are deficits in support for engaging with sophisticated theory that pushes back the boundaries of common understanding. As such, the impetus for structured models that lend themselves to identified deficits, such as undue negativity in child protection, remains (Turnell 2006). Nonetheless, theoretical fields like critical disability studies which better accommodate the nuance and immense complexity of disability (Shildrick 2012), are a necessary complement, due to ensuring that theory is available that is sophisticated enough to remain faithful to the phenomena it addresses.
	For parents, families, advocates, activists and academics, it also remains vital that the academy produces disability theory to address issues of serious, everyday relevance to the disability community. There is no shortage of evidence that disabled children and disabled parents experience more child protection and welfare issues that non-disabled peers (Brown 2003; Crowley 2016; Author’s own 2019, 2020b; Author’s own and colleague 2017; Stalker et al. 2010; Stalker and McArthur 2012; Sullivan and Knutson 2000; Taylor et al. 2014). Child safety is a long-standing international problem of immense importance to the disability community and yet attention to it within disability studies appears to be grievously lacking (Author’s own 2021). There is also a grave lack of progress in addressing this issue. The first major study, for instance, to garner proper international attention for the scale of the issue was conducted by Sullivan and Knutson in the year 2000 which found that disabled children are approximately 3.4 times more likely to be maltreated than non-disabled peers with meta-analysis by Jones et al. in 2012 determining that this estimation was largely accurate. Yet, clear statements of progress are not emerging with respect to addressing this problem. Moreover, it is a problem that goes well beyond the remit of safeguarding and legal professionals, to extend to the responsibility of all those in society who have a stake in children’s welfare. 
	Much of the issues surrounding disability and child protection relate to the manner in which disability is thought about, such as the dangerous assumption that children with intellectual disabilities are oblivious to some forms of abuse (Raymond 2010; Stalker et al. 2010). Herewith lies opportunity within the capacity of critical disability studies to be transformative and to open up new lines of inquiry whilst rendering embedded assumptions visible so that they may be dismantled and re-figured (Shildrick 2012). This may lead to departures from existing issues in child protection, such as the lack of credibility that the voices and accounts of disabled children and adults have held in socio-legal child protection environments (Author’s own 2020b). This is because poststructuralist traditions within critical disability studies helpfully dispense of hierarchies such as those that have historically placed the views of professionals above those of children and families in the socio-legal sphere (Duncan 2019). 
Moreover, intersections of disability and child protection are immensely different across differing geopolitical locations (Welbourne and Dixon 2013) and critical disability studies’ global awareness is valuable in this context. This is particularly relevant as globalisation has had increased impact on child protection such as with increased population mobility across national lines, leading to new cultural dimensions to child safety within increasingly multicultural contexts (Author’s own 2020a). Critical disability studies is also keen to uncover the relevance of material aspects of disablement. How the physical bodies of disabled children, for instance, interact with signifiers of child protection concern, is of interest to question here. Specifically, the capacity for bodily injuries and behaviours of concerns in disabled children, for instance, to be viewed improperly, and perhaps even equated to being the result of impairment, has already been problematic in child safeguarding (Cullen 2017). Overall, it is clear that the various conventions and concepts of critical disability studies fit well with issues surrounding disability and child protection and perhaps present an opportunity to begin to surpass present intellectual impasses. 

Conclusion

The purpose of this article has been to propose the utility of an already established theoretical allegiance between the affirmative non-tragedy model and critical disability studies (see Author’s own and Colleagues 2018), for comprehending the subject matter of disability and child protection. Various conventions and attributes of critical disability studies and the affirmative model have been discussed with reference to their value for child protection practice. This has included the capacity for critical disability studies to sensitise to the significance of various identities converging together, the relevance of place and space, and importance of critically interrogating one’s own biases and embedded assumptions (Ellis et al. 2019; Goodley 2013; Shildrick 2012). Also of utility has been the value of the framework to combat associations between disability and negativity (Swain and French 2000), and to balance attention between material bodies and minds, and the social worlds that they occupy (Goodley 2013). As literature already establishes that problems with the way stakeholders think about and understand disability contribute to failures to effectively safeguard (Stalker et al. 2010; Vanderminden et al. 2017), it would seem urgent and necessary for literature to propose theorical aids to encourage more productive and less risky lines of thinking. In drawing to a close, one hope is that in this article, some headway will have been made toward this aspiration. 
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