Intersectionality, childhood disability and rurality: What does rural life mean for disabled children and their families?
[bookmark: _Hlk148356974]The specific intention of this paper is to question how rural life may affect everyday issues of concern for disabled children and their families, including access to services, social connectedness and quality of life. A theoretical frame of critical disability studies and intersectionality is taken up for this work. As critical disability studies scholarship forges productive theoretical alliances with other social agendas linked to identity, such as feminism and critical race theory, it is accordingly insistent upon going beyond a siloed fixation on disability. A defining contention is that disability ought not to be the sole focus of theoretical and socio-political agendas that seek to solve the problems that disabled communities face. It is therefore only fitting that any treatment of the convergence of childhood disability and rurality, might draw intersectionality theory into its conceptual remit. As such, this paper presents a reading of disability, intersectionality and rurality through a critical disability studies lens, recognising critical disability studies as a theoretical methodology in line with Schalk (2017). To substantiate the theoretical component of the paper, a scoping review method is employed to source literature through a replicable, transparent approach. The paper encourages better understanding about how rurality may affect the lives of disabled children and their families, whilst recognising that disability is not the only important identity position to consider. 

Introduction 
The aim of this paper is to provide an overview of intersectionality, childhood disability and rurality. This is accomplished through a combined theoretical lens of intersectionality and critical disability studies. The purpose of theoretically-informed critical commentary is to answer the question, what does rural life mean for disabled children and their families? Whilst it is important to explore the meaning of rurality and disability in a phenomenological sense (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017), the focus in this paper will rest on important practical and sociological meaning and implications of living a rural life (Kerrigan, 2019), for disabled children and their families. As global position has significant consequences for disabled communities (Goodley, 2013), it is also necessary to clarify that the literature that will be engaged with largely stems from, and applies largely to, global north contexts. 
The subject of discussion and key terms are threefold: intersectionality, childhood disability and rurality. Therein, singular notions of rurality and rural identity arguably do not suffice (Kerrigan, 2019). Rather the intention is to augment and extend current understanding about rural life for disabled children and their families through a more complex intersectional view. Within this, how rural life affects issues already of concern for disabled children and their families, such as service accessibility (McDaniels, Harley & Beach, 2018; Timothy, 2020), social embeddedness (Koller & Stoddart, 2021) and quality of life (Savage, Rencken & Gurayah, 2021), will be of continued interest to question. In a disciplinary sense, the fields of literature that will be predominately dealt with are rural sociology, critical disability studies, and social sciences research on childhood and rural lives. Similar to many other critical disability scholars, the term ‘disabled’ will be use in this paper, rather than person first terminology, to emphasise how societies can create discrimination and disadvantage that is disabling for impaired children, rather than situating problems of disability individually with the child (Cooper, 2020; Goodley, 2014). 
	The context to this paper is one grounded in an existing appreciation that place and space generally affects one’s disabling experience (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). Within this, rurality as the converse condition to urban life, may have meaningful consequences for disabled children and their families (Seekins et al., 2011). It is, however, important to note that whilst research gives us an idea of how rural life may impact on disabled children and their families, in reality, it is important not to make generalisations about this population. This would deny the diversity and complexity of individual lives. Moreover, prevailing stereotypes about rural life and space are unhelpful as they exclude diverse narratives, experiences and voices within and relating to rural environments (Kerrigan, 2018). 
Rural landscapes, for instance, can but do not always entail sparser public transportation systems than are present in suburban or metro landscapes (McDaniels, Harley & Beach, 2016). Owing to economic and environmental barriers to service delivery, getting disability support in some rural milieu may be more challenging (Harley et al., 2018). In this sense, exclusionary and non-supportive environments, be they urban or rural, may translate into a heightened sense of impairment (Von Reichart & Berry, 2019). Rural communities may also embed and embody strengths and resilience alongside conditions of social comradery and community spirit conducive to disability inclusivity (Flemming et al., 2018). The picture of disability and rurality is therefore a complex one entailing many such variables (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). 
	Community belongingness without a practical infrastructure of services and amenities, for instance, can leave the rights of disabled children and their families at stake. As such there are many aspects, from practical to social, of relevance to achieving good rural lifestyles. Lack of employment opportunity in remote rural geographies can drive poverty (Erickson et al., 2018). This intersects with a well-established propensity for families with a disabled child to be poor (Emerson et al., 2010). Social and infrastructural isolation can prevent lower resourced rural communities with disabled people accessing education, social and health services conducive to employability and financial prosperity (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). Moreover, the experience of disability may be reflected back by institutions and societal structures in rural contexts and beyond, in a way that compounds and exacerbates existing social inequalities (Stehlik, 2017). Among challenges that can come with rural positionality (Harley et al., 2018) can be barriers to mobility and migration (Darlington, Norman & Gould, 2015; Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). 
Here, insofar as social interdependency is a characteristic of all human life, it may also manifest in unique dependencies around disability such as having to rely upon a social support infrastructure of relatives and professionals to meet one’s care support needs. Health related factors, for instance, are evidenced to be a significant factor in migration patterns and this may include disabled children and their families being reliant on family and friends to meet their care support needs (Darlington, Norman & Gould, 2015; Maheswaran et al., 2014). In this context, the capacity of families with a disabled child to pull themselves out of poverty is also comparatively concerning already (Emerson et al., 2010), with rurality introducing further conditions of possibility for impoverishment in some cases (Erickson et al., 2018). 
Geographical challenges for families with a disabled child may entail a need to travel to cities to access hospitals or other critical amenities (Stehlik, 2017). As such, it is perhaps unsurprising that migration patterns across various global locations for disabled populations show an inclination toward urban life as a departure from rurality (He & Larson, 2014; Von Reichert & Berry, 2019; Von Reichert, Myers & Rural Institute 2014). Yet, a lure to rural spaces may take many forms such as families with disability potentially seeking the idyllic beauty of rural settings to evade urban stress and pressure (Seekins et al., 2011). Within this, disability inclusivity may be the litmus test for good rural communities (Seekins et al., 2011; Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). Integration in rural communities may be contingent also upon the “visitability” of one’s home and that of their neighbours, whereby factors such as physical accessibility for those with mobility impairment might be considered (Seekin et al., 2008). In some cases, treacherous rural terrain may link to the visitability of houses and communities within the wider importance of transportation for rural disabled children and their families (McDaniels, Harley & Beach 2018). A sense of practical and socio-emotional inclusion may be vital in rural life, as well as in urban settings, as disabled people can feel the “pinch of social isolation and discrimination” (Seekins et al., 2011, p.2) 
In this paper, specific focus is on the implications of living a rural life for disabled children and their families. There are a number of points to cover here and to undertake this work, a theoretical frame of intersectionality, located within critical disability studies, is taken up. More broadly, the paper takes the following shape. Firstly, the prism of intersectionality will be explained and introduced (Crenshaw, 1991;1989). This is followed by an introductory overview of the theoretical agenda that is critical disability studies. Next, the method of scoping review which was used to find literature for the paper is explained (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005; Peters et al., 2020). 
Thereafter, three key lines of argument are presented. Intially, it is proposed that practical considerations for inclusivity and quality of life, such as service accessibility and transportation can be of significant importance for disabled children and their families in rural settings (McDaniels, Harley & Beach 2018; Timothy, 2020). After this, the claim is made that socio-cultural constructions of rurality and disability are important factors. Finally, the convergence of identities beyond disability that come into the fray of rural life, such as socio-economic position or racial identity, are arguably key (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). The paper concludes by reflecting upon the merit of various further lines of inquiry into disability and rurality, given the immense complexity of this subject matter, and the critical importance of understanding it better to improve the lives of children and families who experience disability. 

Theoretical framework 
The theoretical frame of this paper is based on intersectionality, overarched by critical disability studies. Critical disability studies welcomes a “smorgasbord” of conceptualisations of disability (Goodley et al., 2019, p.974), including intersectional thinking (Goodley, 2013). Indeed, intersectionality has also been wholeheartedly accommodated by disability studies (Nayak & Robbins, 2018), which as a term, was coined by Law Professor Kimberlé Crenshaw. It arose within the sphere of judicial and legal systems in the United States, as well as within the so-called ivory tower of academia (Carastathis, 2016). Intersectionality acts in this paper as a way of recognising important intersections of place-based rural identity, childhood identity and disability identity. This approach fits well with critical disability studies which is not only focussed on disability, but also includes a tradition of theoretical work around disabled childhoods including questioning the very concept of childhood (see Hillyard, 2007). 
Critical disability studies has developed its recognition of place as a factor influencing disability. According to Goodley (2013, p.631), an “emerging insight” in critical disability studies is “global disability studies”. Goodley (2013, p.638) concludes that whilst critical disability studies is largely an endeavour of global north, high-income western European and North American scholarship, “critical disability studies have become ever more sensitized to – and to some extents, representational of – disability theory emerging from the Global South.” Here, Goodley (2013) points to authors like Helen Meekosha (2008) and Nirmala Erevelles (2011). The intention in this paper is not to focus on disability in a global sense, but rather, the aim is to add something new to this emerging scholarship around place in critical disability studies. Namely, focus is given to rurality, which is an aspect of place, otherwise almost entirely absent in critical disability studies.  
Meanwhile, intersectionality considers how “various forms of inequality often operate together and exacerbate each other” (Crenshaw in Steinmetz, 2020, no page) and this is important to question regarding disability, rurality and childhood. Also important is how this links to important social conditions like privilege, oppression, risk and opportunity (Flynn, 2021; Carastathis, 2016; Crenshaw, 2012; Nayak & Robbins, 2018). Intersectionality determines that intersections of identities, such as rural identity intersecting with disability identity intersecting with childhood identity, should be considered. It does not entertain a siloed or sequestered fixation on one identity.  It recognises that the meaning and consequence of identity is oftentimes contingent upon other identities that a person has (Crenshaw, 2012; Nayak & Robbins, 2018). At the simplest level, for disability, childhood and rurality, this would mean that other identities such as ethnicity and race ought to be considered as pertinent too (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). Sociological analysis of rural communities with disability, for instance, has shown that such identities can important (Kerrigan, 2018). 
As a theoretical prism, intersectionality can be used to illuminate the distribution of power in social situations (Annamma, Ferri & Connor, 2019), such as where being resident in rural versus urban settings affords a person power through the avoidance, for instance, of community anti-social behaviour. In this paper, intersectionality is overarched by critical disability studies which has traditionally been attuned to the convergence of identity, whilst hesitant to isolate disability theory from other theoretical agendas related to identity (Goodley, 2013; Shildrick, 2012). Here Goodley (2013, p.631) claims that, as critical disability studies thinkers, “we may well start with disability, we often never end with it as we engage with other transformative arenas including feminist, critical race and queer theories.” 
Critical disability studies is rooted in the work of ground-breaking disability theorists including Helen Meekosha (Meekosha & Dowse 2007), Shelley Tremain (2005), and Rosemarie Garland-Thomson (1997). These scholars threw into question existing formulations of disability following the discursive turn in disability studies (Goodley et al., 2019; Meekosha & Dowse 2007; Tremain, 2005; Garland-Thomson, 1997). Critical disability studies’ thinkers have reflected upon the increasing popularity of this field and the need to retain a social justice imperative whilst continuing to push the boat out with new ideas about disability (Goodley et al., 2021). It is concerned with material reality and physically impaired bodies, as well as immaterial and abstract concerns like discrimination and how impairment is interpreted in ways that are disabling (Flynn, 2017; Goodley, 2013). 
Overall, critical disability studies is a transformative and sophisticated space (Shildrick, 2012), within which an explicit intersectionality lens will be located, for the purpose of this paper. Both intersectionality and critical disability studies offer an enriching lens through which childhood disability and rurality can be considered, helping to shine light on aspects that might otherwise be overlooked, and encouraging a critical, socially just way of understanding the context to these family’s lives. 

Method 

[bookmark: _Hlk148266527]This section will outline the method that was used to find the literature for this paper. Specifically, the method is scoping review based on the Arksey and O’Malley (2005) approach. Whilst scoping studies differ from systematic reviews, they do offer a systematic desk-based method for researching a given topic (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). Scoping reviews are also different to a simple literature review as they are more rigorous. This is because they require a set, transparent and evidence-based approach to be taken to finding literature specifically in line with the scoping review method (Peters et al., 2020). The scoping review was used to source material in response to the paper’s central question, namely, what does rural life mean for disabled children and their families? The review started with devising an a priori protocol in line with the Joanna Briggs Methods Manual for Scoping Reviews (Peters et al., 2020). The later presentation of findings was then informed by PRISMA-ScR 2018 (Tricco et al., 2018).
The a priori protocol offered a blueprint for how the review ought to be conducted (Peters et al., 2020), and was piloted and revised through several iterations at various junctures in the review. Specific electronic databases were selected based on the advice of a subject librarian and these were Academic Search Complete, Applied Social Science Index and Abstracts, PsycINFO, Social Science Premium Collection and JSTOR. The databases were selected due predominately to their extensive coverage of social and health sciences and the broad scope of sociological publications they covered in combination. A general Google internet search as well as a grey literature search were conducted. Electronic database searches occurred between July 26th and July 29th 2022. Among limitations of the review, it should be acknowledged that the scope only included English texts. 
To carry out searches, the central question for the review was broken up into key concepts which were rural, childhood and disability. Concept 1 included search terms like rural* and countryside. Concept 2 referred to childhood where the search string included terms like ‘child* OR “young person” OR minor’. Naturally articles retrieved for concept 2 also often included references to family, parents, guardians and carers. Finally, concept 3 was disability, which included terms in its search string like: ‘disab* OR impairment OR special needs’. 
After search terms and search strings were formulated based on the concepts of rural, childhood and disability, these were inputted into the databases alongside Boolean operators. Where too many results were retrieved, only abstracts and titles for the first 200 results were reviewed where results were ordered by relevance in the databases. Whilst literature was utilised in the write up of the paper through the selected theoretical framework, a quality screening was also undertaken. This was done by looking for indicators of quality, such as a quantitative research paper stating the characteristics of its sample. Where these indicators were largely missing, then a paper would be excluded. Quality indictors for empirical studies were taken from screening tools. These tools were the Caldwell, Henshaw and Taylor (2011) research critique framework and the Critical Skills Appraisal Programme (2018) checklist. For theoretical papers and critical commentaries, factors such as whether a deep understanding of existing scholarship was conveyed, and whether claims were properly substantiated, were considered in the screening of academic works (Silverman, 2016). 
For the review, some hand-coding of literature was undertaken in line with a qualitative thematic analysis method (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The aim in doing so, was to aid the author in extracting key points from the literature by spotting reoccurring themes (Silverman, 2016; Braun & Clarke, 2006), all the while actively doing so through the lens of the selected theoretical frame. In the actual write up of the paper it was also necessary to draw in further literature where it became clear that a line of reasoning would need to be substantiated. Interobserver agreement or trustworthiness exercises whereby a second scholar would also code some of the sample to check for consistency, however, were not deemed appropriate or undertaken. This was because seeking objectivity or replicability in the reading of papers is not consistent with the epistemological and ontological position of the review. Specifically, the method of analysis of literature in this context, whilst entailing some coding, was mostly based upon the author’s subjective application of a theoretical framework to think through the meaning of the literature that was sourced through a scoping review. 
Finally, before we move to look at findings, it is important to make some connections between the method outlined here, and the findings that will be outlined. Soon, attention will shift to findings, which ultimately take the form of discussion of literature. Findings focus on practical considerations (1), socio-cultural considerations (2) and intersectionality and rural childhood disability (3). Within the overall approach of the paper, which is a theoretically-informed critical commentary supported by a scoping review method, literature was collected through the scoping review and then written up through the theoretical framework. Figure 1.1. below provides a more simplistic outline of how this was done. Literature used in the introduction of this paper was subject to step 1 and 2, whilst step 3 only applied to the findings. 

Figure 1.1. Simplified outline of approach 

[submitted as separate file]

Findings 

This paper uses theory and literature to answer the question, what does rural life mean for disabled children and their families? The question is one that provokes reflection on how disability is inscribed into rural life, and vice versa. Arguably, answering this question, as a means to inform disability research, policy and practice, is an endeavour of utmost importance (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). It also links to rural sociological debates, such as how rural identity can be viewed as precarious and at times in jeopardy, thus needing protection from wider societal change (Kerrigan, 2018). The disabled childhood can then become drawn into such issues, for example, socio-political attempts to preserve rural identity and idyll through raising a disabled child in set ways to preserve rural traditions. Theoretically-informed critical commentary to follow, is orientated around three diverse lines of discussion, all of which conceptualise rurality as variously embedded in the lives of disabled children and their families (Seekin et al., 2011; Soldatic & Johnson 2017). As such, a one-size-fits-all explanation of what rural life means for this group would be misguided and reductive. 
The first theme that will be discussed emphasises the importance of practical considerations related to inclusivity and quality of life, such as geographical accessibility of health care services in rural settings (Timothy, 2020; McDaniels, Harley & Beach, 2018). Next, the less practical, but no less important concern of socio-cultural constructions of rurality and disability is explored. Here issues such as how rurality and disability are defined within speculative and contested boundaries are discussed (Soldatic & Johnson 2017). Finally, the third theme of intersectionality, rurality and disability is one grounded in an appreciation of the convergence of identities, including related to childhood, and the equality concerns that lie in this convergent space (Carastathis, 2016; Crenshaw, 1991). Within this, how social identity markers such as childhood, socioeconomic position and disability status come together within the umbrella of rurality, warrants further exploration. These themes, overall, lay the groundwork for later conclusion. Namely, concluding reflection upon the best interests of children and families who experience disability in rural settings, and how insights of this paper illuminate pathways for the promotion of these interests.  

Practical concerns and accessibility for disabled children and their families in rural settings 

It is perhaps no surprise that practical considerations such as service accessibility (Timothy, 2020; McDaniels, Harley & Beach, 2018) and transportation for accessing employment, educational, social and health opportunities (McDaniels, Harley & Beach, 2018), are critical and therefore constitute the first key theme in this paper’s findings.  These practical factors may have a significant bearing on quality of life (Savage, Rencken & Gurayah, 2021), and may also be neccessary given the abundant evidence that parenting can be more complex for a child with disability (Houston et al., 2020). This may be owing to complex medical and social care needs that can impose conditions of emotional adversity, stress, and material inequality on children and families (Revill et al., 2013).
	 Whilst rural life may be idyllic as a complement to the joy and enrichment that disabled children bring to families and communities, there can also be challenges (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). The prevalence of impairments and disability may be higher in some rural spaces linked to several factors (Von Reichert & Berry 2019). Lower emergency service responses and response timings (Branas et al., 2005), poorer access to medical care that would prevent disability (see Lishner et al., 1996) and heightened risk and occurrence of injury can be relevant here (Baker, 1992). Population density in urban milieu may be a contributing factor to higher rates of urban criminality than are present in rural landscapes (Atkinson & Millington, 2018), and this can heighten fear for disabled people and link to disability hate crime (Roulstone & Mason-Bish, 2013). Yet, emergency responses from police and other services in the event of an incident may be timelier across metropolitan cityscapes (Branas et al., 2005). Rural agricultural life can also bring risks such as related to machinery and farming accidents, as well as lack of understanding about managing incidents related to decreased access to education in some remote rural spaces (Eide & Benedicte, 2011). 
	Alternatively, families with a disabled child may prefer the reduced surveillance and oversight, and increased solitude and privacy that rurality can afford (Stehlik, 2017). Nonetheless, rural residences may fall out of the catchment area for valuable disability services. They may be less likely to be included in cutting edge initiatives, pilot projects and studies run by institutions like hospitals that occupy built up spaces and may use convenience sampling techniques or require participants to travel to them. A unifying observation across this context and others, is that every family situation is unique. One’s experience of rurality and disability may be largely contingent upon family support to lessen negative effects associated with disability (Von Reichert & Berry, 2019). Whilst practical support is important, social connectedness, acceptance and conditions of emotional warmth that rural communities and families offer are also key (Seekins et al., 2011).
Here the opportunity that comes with the encroachment of a digital age into the personal lives of disabled children and their families is immense (Flynn, Doolan Maher & Byrne, 2023). No longer is physical and geographical space the only social location by which human connectivity and socialisation occurs. Disabled children and their families immersed in rural life, may be both gifted by and foisted into an era of technology (Stehlik, 2017). Here Robertson (2018) proposes that such technology and digital opportunity offers a cost-saving alternative for service delivery seen to be advantageous to remote disabled rural communities. It also opens doors for remote working opportunities, to stem the effects of higher poverty rates in some rural locations (Erikson et al., 2018; Eide & Benedicte, 2011). Concurrently, it may overcome some barriers to accessing education (Eide & Benedicte, 2011). 
Moreover, social media platforms that empower disabled children and adolescents to frame their own identity and to socialise (Volkova et al., 2019; Wells & Mitchell, 2014), may be particularly powerful as disability can take over one’s identity in some less populated rural settings according to Stehlik (2017). The opportunity that presents with social media and the internet, for disabled children and young people, must be balanced however with the risk of sexual solicitation, cybervictimisation, internet radicalisation and cyberbullying (Caton & Landman, 2021; Martínez-Cao et al., 2021; Volkova et al., 2019; Wells & Mitchell, 2014). As such, internet use is far from a perfect solution to social isolation associated with sparsely populated rural space (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). Moreover, the ‘digital divide’ is a term that has emerged to refer to the gap between individuals with access to technology, and those without, which can be a significant difficulty related to low digital literacy for some disabled children and young people (Chadwick, 2019). The digital divide may also impact more on those in rural settings where internet coverage is poorer or non-existent, and digital technologies are less commonplace.
Overall, it is clear that practicalities of meeting one’s needs, be they medical, social, spiritual, economic or otherwise, are important for disabled children and their families in rural settings. The way a given rural milieu impacts upon the satisfaction of ones’ disability needs is greatly variable (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). A critical disability studies’ and intersectionality lens to understanding how childhood, rurality and disability intersect would be one appreciative of very diverse experiences and views (Goodley, 2013). What has arguably been underappreciated in critical disability studies’ theory and intersectionality scholarship is the meaning and consequence of rural versus urban life for disabled communities, including for children.
Here rurality constitutes far more than a geographical space, but also an identity and state of being, composed of a tangled mass of associations and intersecting factors. Given this propensity for rurality to go beyond geographical location, it is necessary to consider socio-cultural constructions of rurality and disability. This will be achieved in the following section where a more explicit theoretical lens will be emergent and applied. 

Socio-cultural constructions of rurality and disability 

The various ways that disability, childhood and rurality are interpreted in social and cultural life can be thought of as socio-cultural constructions. These constructions will be the key focus of this section, with a view to clarifying how they may affect the circumstances of disabled children and their families in rural life. In critical disability studies, ‘childhood’ is a category that is often critically questioned. This is because, for instance, defining it with reference to normative developmental milestones can be exclusionary for disabled children (Cooper, 2020). For this paper, ‘childhood’ is simply defined as the period when one is a child. Alternatively, the concept of ‘child’ is more complex when conceptualised as a socially and legally constructed category of human being, that is historically and culturally contingent, and that comes before adulthood.  
Intially, much of the socio-cultural construction of disability, childhood and rurality, can be thought of as identity-related. In critical disability studies, as well as intersectionality theory, there is a cognisance that one’s identity is often formed with reference to what one is not (Campbell, 2009; Goodley, 2013). Similarly, rural sociological debates contest, for instance, how rurality is defined through its difference to urbanism (Stehlik, 2017). In rural sociology, it is perhaps still unsurprising that the socio-cultural construction of rural life and childhood can happen with reference to key differences to urban life. One example is the imagery and ideas in childhood storybooks of farms where stereotyped agricultural countryside images depict rural childhoods as the opposite to urban ones (Hillyard, 2007). 
Linking this to other rural sociological debates, one key debate surrounds the beneficiaries in society of the natural resources of rural communities (Bakker, 2016). In the stereo-typed socio-cultural construction of rural childhoods, the child is often constructed as benefitting from idyllic countryside, clean air and happy interactions with animals (Hillyard, 2007; Seekin et al., 2011). Yet missing from this picture can be labour market exploitation of rural communities and natural resources. Also missing in rural sociological debates and research, can be certain communities, such as a historical lack of attention to rural populations that have disability (Kerrigan, 2019). This in turn links to a further area of rural sociological debate. Namely, those recurring social issues that impact rural people and places (Bakker, 2016). Certainly, the rural childhood seems to be constructed a distinct socio-cultural category. This includes place-based identity through the anti-image of the city (Stehlik, 2017). It also includes constructions of what an appropriate rural childhood should look like, as depicted in children’s media, storybooks and pictures, and thereby potentially affecting children’s and rural communities’ perceptions (Hillyard, 2007). Among the problematic nature of socio-cultural constructions, is the way they can portray rurality, disability and childhood as homogenous categories. This can then lead to a lack of nuance and appreciation of diversity in rural sociological debates. 
	Critical disability studies, and intersectionality within this, have been keenly aware that these socio-cultural constructions of identity can cause discrimination and oppression (Carastathis, 2016; Shildrick, 2012). Historically, for instance, disabled young people may have had their impairments and effects of impairments such as challenging behaviour, portrayed as being due to immorality. As a result, in history there are cases of consigning these young people to so-called ‘farms’ or ‘farm-colonies’ to reform their ways. These ‘farms’ were to provide morality and agricultural training, and yet were in some cases nothing more than brute incarceration (Booth 1980 cited in McDonagh, 2008, p. 307; Cocks & Stehlik, 1996). 
For disabled young people who may wish to move to urban settings, there can be some barriers to doing so. Social dependency may prevent older disabled children gaining traction towards independence and eventually moving away (Von Reichert & Berry, 2019). Here, international research shows a propensity for healthier people to migrate (Lu & Qin, 2014; Turra & Elo, 2008; Wallace & Kulu, 2013). Whilst ostensibly this is a practical problem for disabled young people, it is also a problem grounded in the way disabled children and young people are socio-culturally constructed, for instance, as vulnerable and incapable, meaning that they may derive less support with their decision to leave the countryside in pursuit of city life. 
Socio-cultural interpretations of disability also form across all levels of society, from individuals to the macro-scale. Policy decisions, for instance, can affect the very spatial distribution of disability (Montez, Hayward & Wolf, 2017). Law, policy and governmental institutions may impose a structure on societies, based in dominant socio-cultural conceptualisations of disability, that means that disability is recognised, recorded and distributed in particular ways across metro and rural settings (Montez, Hayward & Wolf, 2017; Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). 
Moreover, neither critical disability studies nor intersectionality theory disregards the defining claim of the social model of disability, that disablement is not directly caused by impairment but a product of social barriers to inclusion and equality (Goodley, 2014). As Seekins et al. (2011) highlights, rurality therefore must be examined in terms of disability equality as disability is partly an environmental phenomenon caused by barriers that may be physical or social. To make positive change to the lives of disabled children and their families in rural settings, it will not be enough to impose practical service infrastructures on rural areas, but the very way that rural disability is inscribed into social and cultural life needs attention also (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). In this context, existing literature points to ways of promoting more exclusive and constructive cultures and practices. This includes authenticating and publicising stellar examples of community inclusion related to rural disability, as well as instances where disability segregation was deterred, and where spreading word about effective systems to monitor community inclusion is timely and opportune (Seekins et al., 2011).  It is important not to conclude, overall, that living a rural life is fundamentally any better or worse than living an urban life, for disabled children and their families. Rather, all geographical places come with challenges, opportunities and diversity and therefore focus should be on what can be done to improve lives, within a given setting, at a given time. 
Social awareness raising, as part of a recognition of the importance of social and cultural understandings of disability, childhood and rurality, also need not come at the expense of practical considerations. In this context, critical disability studies has been touched by the new-materialist turn in which the importance of physical, sensory and mental impairment as well as material needs has been recuperated (Flynn, 2017; Goodley et al., 2019). Before this, too much concern was arguably afforded to how disability was socially and culturally interpreted, negating the potency of matters of material equality and practical necessity, such as poverty associated with rural life for disability communities (Eide & Benedicte, 2011; Erickson et al., 2018). Less polluted air of the countryside as a health benefit for disabled communities, might be weighed against lack of specialty care as a potential health determinant, without forgetting more hidden, abstract concerns like discriminatory social perceptions of disability in rural communities (Seekin et al., 2011). Overall, it is clear that the way both disability and rurality are socially and culturally constructed is critical to consider and has important effects on the rural lives of disabled children and their families.  
 
Intersectionality and rural childhood disability 

The final theme for consideration in the findings of this paper refers to intersectionality and rural childhood disability. It is arguably unsurprising that the key focus on identity in literature on childhood disability and rurality, pertained to disability status (including mental health), socio-economic position (such as poorer versus affluent households) and place-based identity (urban versus rural identity). A strong intersectionality approach was largely absent from literature on disability and rurality. Much of the literature that did allude to the importance of intersecting identity beyond disability, childhood and rurality, alluded to identities like race and gender, but generally did not mobilise any kind of deep analysis of these intersecting identities, other than ironically conveying the importance of others accounting for converging identity (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). 
	A critical intersecting identity position that seemed to occupy the focus of literature was socio-economic status, or social class with a particular emphasis on wealth, which seemed to mediate between the effects of rurality and disability as identity factors. It is already established that there is a higher prevalence of childhood disability in families of lower socioeconomic status (Emerson, 2004; Emerson & Hatton, 2007; Emerson et al., 2010). It is also established that some rural contexts for disabled people are associated with barriers to affluence and economic prosperity (Erickson et al., 2018). As disability is strongly linked to poverty (Cullinan, Lyons & Nolan, 2014; Emerson et al., 2010), it makes sense that socio-economic status might be considered relevant to disability and rurality in the literature. Moreover, other factors that link strongly to social class identity were commonly addressed in the sample of literature obtained through scoping review, such as education standards, conditions of living and occupational status. This is interesting given existing criticisms that social class is often overlooked as a relevant identity marker in terms of social equality, despite the fact that it can have much more influence on the equality and well-being of a person or community than other identities such as race or gender (Flynn, 2022). 
	Whilst concerns related to other identities were noted, such as how racial stigmatization can intersect with disability to compound the existing discrimination and oppression associated with each of these identifies, or the oppressive impacts of traditional gender roles, overall, the literature appeared generally implicitly focussed on socio-economic status (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). This included the capacity of rural communities with disability to pull themselves out of poverty (Erickson et al., 2018) and to access education in order to alleviate poverty in the long-term (Eide & Benedicte, 2011). The overall focus of this section has been on intersectionality and rural childhood disability. Here identity was certainly instrumental. Nonetheless, further attention remains to be given in future research to rural disabled children and their families specifically, in the context of other critical and intersecting identity positions. 

Conclusion 

This paper has provided a theoretical overview, toward answering the question, what does rural life mean for disabled children and their families? Findings demonstrate that practical considerations for inclusivity and quality of life, such as service accessibility and transportation, have a significant bearing on the welfare and life trajectories of disabled children and their families in rural settings (McDaniels, Harley & Beach, 2018; Timothy, 2020). It is not just practicalities of meeting a child’s physical needs, however, that families must contend with. Powerful socio-cultural constructions of rurality and disability are abundant and indicate the need for appropriate recognition of challenges, opportunities and realities of disabled rural life. Finally, findings demonstrate that the convergence of identities beyond disability is important (Soldatic & Johnson, 2017). Particularly impactful here is socio-economic position or social class as a key identity marker. In looking to the future, further lines of inquiry into disability and rurality ought to be welcomed, including those that better consider the intersecting impacts of race, gender, religious identity and ethnicity, on disability and rurality. 
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