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Introduction
This chapter examines the case for development education research, explores the relationship between research and development education in the higher education sector and considers the implications for development education capacity and practice.  It suggests a number of ways in which research enhances development education capacity, but argues that ‘research’ and the academic contribution need to be re-imagined to address problematic divides.  Boyer’s re-imagination of ‘scholarships’ re-connects research to an ecology of practice comprising engagement, inter-disciplinary collaboration and teaching.  However, ‘engagement’ is not necessarily synonymous with ‘compliance’.  The situation of public higher education is discussed and the chapter concludes with some reflections about global visions of research and the particular relevance of critical, defiant, humanistic and rights-based versions of development education for a sector facing into globalisation, crisis and the pressures of relentless reform. 
Reconnecting scholarships and re-imagining research
The Oxford English Dictionary defines ‘research’ as ‘systematic investigation or inquiry aimed at contributing to knowledge of a theory, topic, etc., by careful consideration, observation, or study of a subject’.  This definition associates ‘research’ with originality, rigour and an academic setting, stating that more contemporary usage denotes research as ‘original critical or scientific investigation carried out under the auspices of an academic or other institution’.  Instead of seeing tertiary institutions as being merely synonymous with ‘research’, this contribution argues for explicit scrutiny of the academic contribution, and calls for an analysis that ‘un-thinks’ (Wallerstein, 2001) divisive traditional assumptions – between academic theory and practice, between tertiary education institutions and the wider public, between research and teaching, and between the different disciplines that contribute to development education capacity and practice.  The re-imagination of research beyond these divides requires ‘research’ to be re-contextualised in an ecology of academic work that re-connects the work, or ‘scholarship’, of research to other ‘scholarships’ of engagement, interdisciplinarity and teaching (see Boyer, 1990; 1996). 
This concrete and holistic approach serves the knowledge and pedagogical bases of development education, and informs a more nuanced case for it.  Integrating research with teaching, engagement and inter-disciplinary dialogue broadens the actors and audiences of development education to involve disciplines and professions, policy-makers and the public as well as ‘teachers’ and ‘students’.  While this vision obviously involves the key constituency of teacher education, it is certainly not limited to it, extending to all the disciplines offered by comprehensive  higher education – the arts, social sciences, medical and health sciences, law, engineering, business studies and so on.  Thus re-imagined, research enables an evolving and critical understanding of the meanings and purposes of development education, supports more comprehensive and creative practice, enables more appropriate and effective evaluations of practice, and engages policy-makers and the public.  
The ideas about ‘scholarships’ in the plural and of ‘engaged’ research derive from the work of Ernest Boyer, former President of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.  Boyer was asked to address the problem of research concentration in higher education and the accompanying devaluation of teaching.  His much cited-book, Scholarship Reconsidered (1990), presented a manifesto for rethinking academic work, offering a schema of research, engagement, cross-disciplinary integration and teaching as types of academic work which could be equally recognised, valued and rewarded.  These four distinct ‘scholarships’ were not opposed, but complementary, hence research, or ‘the scholarship of discovery’ was valued in relation to, not over, the other three ‘scholarships’. The ‘scholarship of integration’ makes inter-disciplinary connections, contextualises specialized knowledge, ‘illuminates’ data and educates non-specialists.  
The ‘scholarship of application’ seeks relevance by applying knowledge ‘responsibly’ to address important social problems.  This relevance agenda was re-cast as ‘the scholarship of engagement’ in a later article (Boyer, 1996) addressing the question of higher education’s relevance to society.  Economic crisis and austerity have amplified the pressure on higher education institutions on this point as politicians, policy-makers, the media and the public increasingly demand that the sector justify its public funding and prove its relevance. In Boyer’s vision, ‘engagement’ reached out to the local civic sphere, to connect ‘...the rich resources of the university to our most pressing social, civic, and ethical problems, to our children, to our schools, to our teachers, and to our cities’ (1996: 11).  Boyer’s ideas about integrated scholarship and the engaged university revisit the roots of the nineteenth-century ‘Humboldtian’ ideal of the modern research university.  This model aspired to achieve the highest form of knowledge and scholarship for society through a blend of active intellectual engagement, sound judgment and moral feeling (Wissenschaft), achieved through the freedom of teaching (lehrfreiheit) and learning (lernfreiheit) (Perkin, 2006: 177).  
Teachers and students were understood to be united in the common pursuit of knowledge and learning, driven by moral and practical problems requiring the application of disciplinary knowledge.  The engagement agenda reflects a contemporary insistence that academic knowledge be relevant to the public, and relevance involves doing more than just pushing out research products towards a general public.  The ‘scholarship of teaching’ does not merely transmit knowledge, but extends and transforms it (Boyer, 1990).  Interactions between academia and the public must move in both directions and it might seem obvious that engaged teaching and students provide key links (Vannini and Milne, forthcoming). Student research, volunteering and civic engagement provide crossovers between research and teaching, and between the academia and the public, offering examples of a broader ideal of knowledge exchange, translation and mobilisation.  Student expertise increasingly contributes to the creation and spread of innovative and collaborative research products, and this mode of engagement is enhanced by the growth of the mature and non-traditional student constituency and the introduction of more flexible teaching and learning formats.  
Kenway and Fahey suggest that the research imagination should not necessarily be confined to a localised and ‘compliant’ role and they choose to highlight researchers with ‘defiant global research imaginations’ (2009: 10).   Doreen Massey’s contribution to Kenway and Fahey’s volume suggests a different research imagination to Boyer’s localised and communitarian vision of academic civic engagement, engaging ‘responsibility over distance’ in our ‘hugely interconnected world’.  For Massey, globalisation is neither unitary nor monologic (see also Munck, 2007).  The neoliberal form of globalisation may be dominant, but there are also ethical alternatives which ask ‘why are we responsible?’  Massey travels globally to teach and research, and her experiences cause her to ‘learn more than what she teaches’ (2009: 76; 79).   Kenway and Fahey speak up for a research imagination that engages in less familiar ways of thinking, and allows creative and ‘fresh flights of thought’. The ‘travelling research imagination’ occurs when disciplinary and geographical boundaries are crossed, sparking ‘an intellectually or politically transgressive sensibility’.  A globalised research imagination casts research in a larger frame and critically engages global logics and trends.  In the case of development education research, this brings to bear much wider perspectives on education and development policy and practice.  Contrarian and transgressive views ‘dig within the national’ and generate a different sense of the implications of global policies and trends (2009: 13; 22). 

Applying the scholarship of integration to Development Education
The ‘scholarship of integration’ takes an interdisciplinary approach to research. ‘Development’ is by nature a problem and policy-oriented field involving inter-disciplinary approaches and a travelling research imagination.  The two words ‘development’ and ‘education’ have come together in the term ‘development education’, but the worlds of development research, educational research and development education research have yet to consolidate firm common ground.  Development education research is still a relatively small and nascent field of research, mainly comprising descriptive studies on or about development education, with relatively weak connections to research in the mainstream of educational or development studies.  For example, Regan and Sinclair (2006) raise questions about the nature of development education in their key development education resource while Borg, Hayden and Regan’s chapter in that resource (2006) tries to show how ‘human development’ fits in with development education.  The concept of ‘human development’ is much debated in development studies, however Borg, Hayden and Regan elide discussion about human development in theory or practice, in favour of descriptive examples of inspiring projects and ideas for student engagement. 
Research studies on global education and global citizenship education do overlap with development education and are more routinely inter-disciplinary in content, moving across education, philosophy, political science, sociology and policy studies.  Mainstream development studies focuses more on ‘the development of education’, dominated by a somewhat uncritical and hegemonic emphasis on the quantitative expansion of formal educational provision.  My own experiences in trying to bring together the worlds of development education and development studies, and development research and development education (Khoo 2006; Khoo, Healy and Coate, 2007)  have pointed to rights-based approaches and human development and capabilities as  the most promising routes to inter-disciplinarity and perhaps even transdisciplinarity, drawing together and consolidating development research, law, gender studies, research on food, health, education and security (e.g. Khoo and Lehane 2008; Khoo, 2012; on inter-disciplinarity see Sumner and Tribe, 2008: 53-76).  
It would be welcome to see development education research closing the gap with research in development studies, and this convergence looks more likely as the focus and approach of development studies shifts.  Sumner and Tribe (2008: 19) state that the concerns of development studies extend beyond developing countries since poverty and wealth exist in every country.  Debates about the meaning of development and the concerns with economic development, wellbeing and progress are applicable in any setting.  A recent blog on the Irish Development Education Association website criticises the domestic media for badly framing the issues of overseas aid, ignoring the links to injustice within Ireland (IDEA, 2012b).  But the debate is not only about injustice, it is about crises of development.  Debt injustice, imposed policy austerity and widening inequalities have been central to dilemmas of development for several decades since the advent of Structural Adjustment Programmes and policy conditionality. 
The public in Ireland can be engaged in a deeper and more nuanced discussion on overseas aid, development and justice, and it is arguably development education’s role to engage this public discussion.  The questioning of priorities for overseas aid, given Ireland’s and many other ‘developed’ countries’ recent experiences of deep economic austerity and social crises means that the debates have already moved beyond academic research in development studies to the broader public realm.  Development ethics, debates about justice, and grounded global sensibilities (Massey, 2009: 80) offer key substantive connections across different disciplines, pointing to a common ground where development ethics, educational ethics and development education research ethics are questioned and debated.  Ethics, justice and a grounded approach to globalisation (Massey 2009; Munck 2010) offer a theoretical and practical focus for thinking about development education.  Ethics must inform how research is conducted, and the ethics of the development education community itself are also up for debate (cf. Sumner and Tribe, 2008).     
The context and problematique for development education research
The Irish Development Education Association (IDEA, 2012a) defines development education capacity broadly, as a ‘...holistic approach to professional development that encompasses networking activities, research and communications as well as training’.  In practice, this translates into five main areas: 1) organisational management, 2) development education knowledge and skills, 3) networking and coordination, 4) quality and impact, and 5) policy and research.  All of these areas can potentially benefit from interaction with the tertiary education sector, though we might expect the tertiary education institutions to contribute research in particular, adding to the knowledge base and informing policy. 
Research also enables a greater understanding of quality and impact and widens opportunities for networking.  Development education research, which can be defined as research on, about or for development education, is generally thought to represent only a small element of development education practice.  Even if systematic knowledge and learning are arguably always somewhere in the background, research is not usually acknowledged as a primary input, objective or outcome of most development education practice.  Research activity, disciplinary specialisation, professional education and the principle of academic freedom underlie the particular contribution of the higher education sector.  This mix enables higher education to offer a space where different stakeholders and interests can meet, and explore different approaches and orientations as well as deeper and more controversial ideas and debates.  Research in the academic context can include policy-driven and short-term ‘outputs’ such as commissioned policy work or evaluations, but is not confined to them.  The role of academic research is also to contribute to practice and policy learning over a longer-time frame and in a wider societal context. 

The relevance of human rights
The transdisciplinary norms of human rights are currently used by many different actors for imaginative advocacy and problem-solving around the issues of globalisation. Former President of Ireland and UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, Mary Robinson argues that human rights offer a form of ethical globalisation (Realising Rights, no date).  More polemically, O’Connell (2007) argues that human rights necessarily involve taking a stand against dominant forms of neoliberal globalisation. Steiner (2002: 317) suggests that human rights has moved beyond the narrowly defined scholarly field, to offer a set of norms, as a ‘lens’ through which diverse issues such as development, gender, terrorism, religion or even pandemics can be viewed.  He calls for tertiary level institutions to play a critical role in fostering the study and teaching of human rights as ‘[f]ew institutions other than the university are positioned to undertake such work’. 
Research universities play a critical role in the global human rights movement because they are uniquely positioned for critical and interdisciplinary debate and there is a fundamental fit between the ‘…basic tenets of the international [human rights] instruments – freedoms of belief, inquiry, advocacy and association’ and the foundational values of the university itself (Steiner, 2002: 318).  Development educators should support this by continuing to demand that tertiary level institutions deploy their traditions of academic freedom, scholarship and autonomy together with the wide spectrum of disciplinary knowledge required to approach ethical globalisation and human rights contextually and concretely.  A safe and enabling milieu is needed for conversations about conflicting versus common values and their relation to universal rights to proceed.  Research, teaching and the engagement agenda can be channelled towards widening such conversations, extending across a wide range of disciplinary, professional and practice activities.

Shifting Landscapes of Development Education
The landscape of development education has undergone major transformations over the past two decades and great changes have been experienced by each of the major relevant ‘sectors’ or players – higher education, development and development education.  Development education has only recently emerged as a recognisable constituency or sector-in-itself with the capability to articulate its own specific knowledge needs.  The period between the late 1990s and 2008 was one of particularly rapid growth and change, punctuated by increased government commitments, more policy engagement and programmatic action in Ireland, the UK and across Europe.  Development education became more strongly linked with official aid policy as the UK and Irish governments issued White Papers on International Development (Secretary of State for International Development UK, 1997; Government of Ireland, 2006).  The Irish government became active in setting up the Global Education Network in Europe (GENE), a network of ministries, agencies and national bodies involved in funding and policy-making in the field of global education (Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken 2011: 45).  
The Council of Europe’s Resolution on ‘Development Education and Raising European Public Awareness of Development Cooperation’ (2001) also led to support for CONCORD (The European NGO confederation for relief and development) a Europe-wide consortium of development non-governmental organisations (NGOs), to create the DEEEP (Developing Europeans’ Engagement for the Eradication of Global Poverty) programme.  To summarise, development education efforts became more aligned with official, governmental development assistance programmes.  As government funding and policy engagement for development increased, the argument was made for public awareness and support measures to be ramped up, moving development education and support activities from the margins of NGO campaigning, fundraising and informal education into a mainstream of official aid policy, public communication and citizen education.  An ambitious agenda began to emerge around mainstreaming and professionalization of development education.  
Academic support for development education increased (Bourn, 2007), in a context where postgraduate ‘fourth level’ higher education and research activity were growing and academic development studies and development research were becoming more established, although in Ireland this was from a fairly low base, if compared to the UK.  Elements of a research agenda began to tentatively emerge, in an atmosphere of greater policy centralisation, engagement and dialogue between development education practitioners, academics, development practitioners and government.  As the development education sector professionalised, the demand increased for opportunities and professional career paths into, and out of, higher education.  The sector has called for the Irish government to continue funding high-quality research, to prioritize under-researched areas and to support more effective research dissemination and impact (Fiedler, Bracken and Bryan, 2011). 

Development education in ‘hard times’ – an ethical response to globalisation as the ‘economisation’ of knowledge 
Development education and research are currently entangled in much wider contestations about the values and purposes of education and even of knowledge itself.  The higher education sector has found itself particularly embroiled as a key actor within a global ‘knowledge economy’ in the throes of deep crisis and contradictions.  The research agenda is part and parcel of a broader drama of growth, crises and reform of higher education institutions (HEIs) which were given a central role in ‘helping Europe meet its goals’ according to the European Union’s ‘Lisbon Agenda’ for a global knowledge economy (EUA, 2007).  The Lisbon vision was for Europe to become ‘...the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion’ (European Parliament, 2000).
The noted failure of the Lisbon Strategy (Wyplosz, 2010) has not put an end to the waves of reforms hitting higher education, but have intensified their impacts and contradictions, while spurring the university sector to respond by re-stating a ‘common vision’.  There is a wish for universities to perform more and wider roles in the ‘knowledge society’, providing more discipline based education, professional training and fundamental as well as applied and profitable research. There is recognition that higher education institutions are diverse and should retain their autonomy.  It is also acknowledged that they have a public responsibility for promoting social equity and an inclusive society (EUA 2007: 2).  Yet the contradictions are large, as the main political imperatives are for rationalisation, downsizing and more centralised control even as political support and financial resources are being pulled away from the sector.  The pressure for international competitiveness has led to an increased emphasis on performance management, institutional branding and global market positioning, with Irish tertiary education institutions desperately seeking, and locked into, maintaining, ‘world class’ status while competing for their market share of students.  Their research activities increasingly eschew traditional scholarly values of academic freedom, in favour of ‘impact’, market values and competitive global league tables.  Political efforts to restructure the national higher education ‘landscape’ have intensified institutional uncertainty and competition since the vision anticipates corporate merger-style changes, with fewer, larger institutions, greater economies of scale and concern with ‘critical mass’ (HEA 2012). 
While profitability and markets have become more important, reform for its own sake, increased managerialism and audit culture are also ascendant as ideological-cultural norms in themselves, recreating once-collegial and peer-oriented academia as a ‘disenchanted’ and hierarchical lifeworld.  Lock and Martins criticise the European knowledge economy for restricting the citizen to a very minimal interpretation of ‘citizenism’ that ‘...humanizes capitalism, renders it more just and gives it a “supplemental soul”’ (2009: 160).  The European model advances notions of ‘active citizenship’ based upon the ‘competent, active citizen’, a compliant citizen imaginary that is essentially based upon depoliticised and functional understandings of citizenship and citizen education (Biesta, 2009: 146).
An exploration of research within higher education policy and practice (Khoo, Healy and Coate, 2007) suggested several different possible scenarios and models for the globalisation of research, teaching and engagement.  At the start of the current crisis, Khoo and Lehane (2008) argued that development educators must critically engage with the globalisation of Irish HEIs as a matter of urgency.  We argued that development education presented an important corrective to an increasingly instrumental, dehumanised and economistic vision of global education.  For development education to play this role, however, it must re-imagine itself defiantly, as a tool for contesting globalisation (Munck, 2007).   With increasing pressure on academic researchers and educators to be reform takers and adopt market values and measures, development education can still offer an important alternative for those interested in defending diversity, inclusiveness and other fundamental educational and developmental purposes.  To act from, and for, development education entails actively creating, and participating in grounded globalisation, experiencing defiant and critical spaces of reflection (Andreotti, 2010), where globalisation is contested.  Development education represents a tradition of critical pedagogical commitments and continues to offer non-coercive spaces for reflective and critical thinking, where commitments to the values of humanity, solidarity, diverse voices and meaningful participation can continue to be explored.

Key Research Debates
A meta-analysis of development education research in Ireland identified three main debates dominating the research field (Fiedler, Bracken and Bryan, 2011: 6).  Firstly, there was a struggle to find clear demarcation lines between governmental needs (particularly for public information about its Official Development Assistance or ODA) and development education seen as a broader educational process, but also to identify points of convergence between these two purposes.  A second, related debate was how development education is (or should be) positioned within ODA programming and the overall paradigm of international development.  Sumner and Tribe (2008) note that within development studies, understandings of ‘development’ generally shifted from describing long-term societal transformations to prescribing a shorter term ‘impact agenda’ by the 1990s.  This shift forced to the surface hard questions about how educational efforts targeted at a domestic public could be said to contribute to the achievement of narrowly defined development goals in ODA recipient countries.  This, in turn, pushed forward the third main research debate about the fundamental implications and impact of ‘mainstreaming’ development education.  
Development education had its historical origins and social roots in non-governmental or civil society activism of the 1970s (e.g. Dillon, 2009).  Some civil society actors, especially those from an activist or campaigning background, saw ‘mainstreaming’ and professionalisation as de-radicalising, or ‘de-clawing’ the project of development education (Bryan 2011).  By the end of the 1990s, development education had become increasingly embedded in mainstream educational and political institutions and settings, including government departments, primary and secondary schools, universities and colleges, youth programmes and trade unions.  This posed an uncomfortable challenge for development educators who remained faithful to their radical political and educational roots, even as they sought to maximise the growing opportunities to spread and institutionalise more development education activities. 
Irish development education research can be seen to fall into seven broad research themes, as listed in Table 1 below: 
Table 1: Themes in Irish development education research
	Development education research themes

	1. Description of development education provision (formal and non-formal).

	2. Identification of opportunities for integrating development education within the formal curriculum at post-primary level.

	3. Exploration of attitudes, understandings and engagement with development education.

	4. Examination of representations of development issues and policies in the formal curriculum and in the wider public domain.

	5. Examination of the status and perceptions of citizenship education.

	6. Identification of challenges and constraints associated with development education provision.

	7. Evaluation of development education teaching and learning methodologies.


Source: adapted from Fiedler, Bracken and Bryan (2011: 8).  
We might note that this research agenda does not include the examination of the role, purpose, content or context of ‘research’ itself.  Practitioners who do not consciously see themselves as ‘researchers’ find ‘research’ to be a particularly inscrutable and abstract category.  From the academic side of the fence, research is so central to the everyday academic world that it has ‘the invisibility of the obvious’ (Kenway and Fahey, 2009: 7). There is also ambivalence towards research because it dominates academia’s prestige economy, generating anxiety around unhealthy academic individualism and competition, to the neglect of teaching and student needs, shared academic culture and collegiality.

Development Education in hard times: responses to economic crisis in the West 
At the end of 2008, economic crisis and budget austerity caused development education activities across Europe to shift from an expansionary to a contractionary, survivalist mode. Austerity and budget defensiveness have intensified managerialist tendencies, pushing development and development education towards an almost exclusive concern with ‘impact’ and ‘value-for-money’.  Official political discourse in both the UK and Ireland emphasised the difficulties of maintaining aid commitments in the face of cuts to other budget sectors and austerity for the electorate.  In the UK broad government support for public education and awareness-raising was replaced by an emphasis on evaluation, ‘results’ and ‘development impact’ (Khoo, 2011a).  Projects which failed to meet these criteria were terminated and no new funding was made available for broader development awareness programmes.  One UK-based development education centre which had its grant terminated saw this as an indication of  ‘…a new and deep scepticism about development awareness’.  As ‘...the link between development awareness in the UK and poverty reduction overseas is at best unproven...we are under no illusion; DfID’s support for our work has changed’ (Knowles, 2011). 
The current UK position on development education shows a major shift in the assumptions, intentions and approach to development education towards an increased emphasis on benefits to the learner, and the underpinning disposition to promote ‘…the potential of trade, wealth creation and economic development to build a freer, more prosperous world’ (O’Brien, 2011).  Previous efforts under New Labour to stimulate and coordinate development education could be interpreted as taking a Keynesian or ‘demand-side’ approach, using public investment in educational infrastructure and shared understanding to support collective or public benefits, broadly defined.  The current Conservative-Liberal Democrat policy regime appears to have shifted towards neoclassical orthodoxy, preferring deregulated ‘supply side’ activities that roll back the state and allow ‘markets’ (meaning schools and teachers) to shape development education.  Teachers and parents are seen as private individuals, who like (and will fundraise for) popular activities such as school linking and volunteering.
The current period (2008-) of economic crisis in the West (Pilling, 2012) makes it rather difficult to think about the future, but the Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken report (2011) has signposted a research agenda for future development education in Ireland.  The research agenda they have identified fits with some of the proposals advanced in this chapter for development education research as integrated scholarship.  There is still a dearth of fundamental research on the history and theory of development education. There is a need for integration, meaning cross-disciplinary dialogue and learning between educationists, development studies specialists, historians, political scientists, sociologists, theologians and so on, as well as the obvious engagement with the policy and social context and with the agenda of relevance and impact.  In the absence of dialogue, what we can observe happening is direct policy transfer, for example of evaluation frameworks from development studies to development education practice. 
The missing dialogue needs to engage the relevant cross-disciplinary, political and ethical debates about the meanings and purposes of development, education and development education.  Key topics include research on the debates and controversies surrounding the relationship between the state and civil society and the early contributions of social movements (eg O’Sullivan 2007); about the societal context for development education; the routes for dissemination and learning from the research that has been produced; the disciplinary division between development education and development studies and the role of higher education.  More research is also needed on how the scholarship of teaching communicates or extends what researchers already know, and how this shapes the researchers and research agenda of the future.  
There are six main problems which set a challenging scenario for those interested in an ethical and transformative vision of global higher education (see also Khoo, 2011b).  Core resources and support for development education in particular, and for research and the tertiary sector in general, are low, volatile and declining.  The current academic monitoring and reward structures encourage trade-offs, not integration of scholarships and those academics who have attempted an integrated approach have faced considerable difficulties and disincentives (Huber, 2004).  Media and political pressure discourage public support for academic freedom and for defiant and global visions of scholarship. The tertiary institutions themselves are far too preoccupied with problems of financing, competition and relentless reforms from above to clarify what they stand for.  Overall, the policy community faces into ‘hard times’ for higher education (Walker, 2006).  Compliant and risk-averse versions of education prevail in such times, as human capital theory and the imperatives of the knowledge economy make it hard to justify education in democratic, educational or non-economistic terms. 
Conclusion: Pluralising global educational and developmental futures
This chapter concludes that higher education has something valuable to offer development education, but development education has something important to offer higher education in return.  Development education is a powerful tool for engaging an ethical re-imagination of higher education in the current era of globalised and managed (dis-)engagement.  The track record of limited, conditional and volatile support for development education research does not mean that there is no case for a wider and more integrated conception of development education research that moves beyond research on development education, to encompass questions of what it is broadly about, and what it is for, when integrated into an ecology of cross-disciplinary and engaged scholarship.  North-South collaborative research offers important spaces and examples of partnerships in teaching, training and research that engages with development issues (see Nakabugo et al, 2010).  Development education research, thus broadly conceived, merits core support not only from official development assistance programmes, but from third level institutions, from development education practitioners, from the education and development sectors generally, and from the whole gamut of disciplines and professions represented at tertiary institutions.
Nandy (2000) suggests that universities play a pivotal role, especially in postcolonial societies, by enabling cultural resistance and recovery through a democratization of knowledge (see also Delanty, 2001).  The main responsibility of tertiary education is  to ‘pluralize the future by pluralizing knowledge in the present’, providing ‘a better, more honest range of options—material, ideational, and normative—for human beings and societies to choose from’ (Nandy, 2000: 122).  Gidley (2000: 236, 237) suggests that higher education can break out of globalisation’s vicious circles, if inspired human agency and a sense of higher coherence are allowed to come in to underpin attempts to solve the problems of the future.  She contends that those of us in the tertiary education sector, ‘…[a]cademics, administrators and students alike need to become creatively courageous in reinventing universities if we are to become the creators of transformed futures and not just creatures of the past’ (2000: 238). 
Courage, creativity and a different kind of critical mass are needed to effectively challenge the new political economy of market-rational globalisation, and to recover the possibility of alternative futures.  Tertiary education can only play its properly critical role with regard to ethical development (Qizilbash, 1996) and human rights (Steiner, 2002), by purposefully diversifying and simultaneously integrating the spaces of research, teaching and engagement.  Their democratic and democratising role requires the engagement of a wider public in the production of knowledge about, and practice of, a public pedagogy of human rights (see Giroux, 2003).  They play a role in keeping the possibility of democratic futures open, where the quality of human lives, social justice and human freedom can be freely and authentically decided (see Delanty, 2001).  In response to the hollow and ‘metallic’ language of educational reform advanced by managed discourses of education and governance (Fielding, 1999), development educators might choose to counterpose human rights concepts of answerability and constructive accountability (Freedman, 2003). 
Bourn suggests that we should be more aware of the fundamental distinction between ‘learning about development’ and ‘critical global pedagogy’ – a distinction which invokes the connections between theory and practice (2011).  The bulk of commissioned and published research on development education tends to centre around professional and formal-sector approaches to development education in the global North.  Yet some of the most interesting and inspiring examples of critical global pedagogy in practice come from movements for direct democracy in the global South which reposition education centrally in a broader reclamation of politics.  Developments across Latin America include the ‘horizontalidad’ movement in Argentina which followed the financial crisis of 2001 (Sitrin, 2007), the Cuban model (McCloskey, 2011) and the Zapatista programme of alternative tertiary education in Chiapas, Mexico (Khoo and Walsh, forthcoming).  
These Latin American examples provide interesting points of comparison with many examples of popular education for resistance and transformation in India (e.g. Kapoor, 2004; 2007) and transformative research and education in South Africa (Hoppers, 2009; SANPAD no date).  These diverse examples point to the possibilities of a travelling and global research imaginary that engages with educational and knowledge alternatives, including informal, indigenous, adult and vocational visions of education which attempt to redefine development on alternative terms that directly challenge, or offer alternatives to, the dominant global neoliberal consensus (King, 1998; Fasheh and Pimparé, 2006; Khoo and Walsh, forthcoming).  In these cases, there is much that the North can learn from, and not just about, development in the South and take heart from the promise of defiant and critical development education practice for alternative, ethical versions of globalised education. 
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