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I argue that the activist and emancipatory aims of critical social theory
and critical social work require careful reflection for social work and its
future direction. I do not debate the merit of critical social work but rather

 take the position that all social work must be critical. As a ‘profession”
concerned with inequality, marginalization and oppression, I agree with
Mullaly (2007, p. 252) that antioppressive approaches, stemming from
critical theories, are essential to addressing social problems that stem
from the cppreéé_ion of subordinate groups. Accepting the notion that it is
‘inconceivable that ““critical’” social work could avoid the
personal—political link’ (Ife et al., 2004, p. 3), I argue that social work
must bring this ‘critical’ position to public discourse. As noted by Mullaly
(2007, p. 346), ‘there is no neutral political ground in social work’.

(E#IACE © MacKinnon, S. T. (2009). Social work intellectuals in the
twenty-first century: Critical social theory, critical social work and public
engagement. Social Work Educanan, 28, 5, 512- 52? )
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