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Abstract 
Beginning in 2010, with the post-neoliberal government of the self-styled "Revolución Ciudadana", a 
reform of the higher education policy in Ecuador begins. The Ecuadorian government proposed to give 
the State a more important role in the management of the economy and in the management of several 
other areas of public life. Among them to higher education. That is to say, the debate on the role of the 
university and its relationship with the productive sector and society in general was revitalized. 

This reform was characterized by a tension between the academy and the government. It was marked 
by periods of collaboration and others of a strong confrontation; whose moment culminating was the 
promulgation of a new law of higher education. There were coincidences between these two types of 
actors, among which the following stand out: the conception of higher education as a public good, the 
prioritization of research and the search for quality. However, on the other hand, there were 
discrepancies in several aspects: the centralization and governmental control, the conception of 
autonomy, the forms of evaluation of university quality, the university typology proposed by the 
government, the use of rankings and international indicators, and the conception of the role of the 
university in the economic system. 

The importance of studying these normative definitions, discourses and definitions of politics relates to 
the fact that they oriented the university reform that took place in Ecuador and that had and still has 
deep consequences in the internal structures of the universities, in their budgets, in its institutional 
culture and in the daily activities of the university professor. 

In this regard, this work is a case study on the processes of change in higher education policies within 
the framework of post-neoliberal governments. The theoretical considerations raised support the use 
of a socio-institutional approach based on the new institutionalism, taking into account the strategic 
interaction of the relevant actors [1]. This, together with the analysis of public policies, allows us to 
explain the change of higher education policy, paying attention to the role of ideas, interests and 
institutions. That is to say, it is intended to construct an analytical narrative that accounts for the 
causality of the change in the Ecuadorian higher education policy. 

To answer these questions, interviews will be carried out with a group of protagonists of the processes 
of definition and execution of these policies throughout these years. In addition, the discourses of the 
state authorities of these years and those included in development plans, laws and decrees of higher 
education, among other regulations and official documents are analyzed. 

Keywords: higher education policy, post-neoliberalism, government academy relationship. 

1 INTRODUCTION 
In 2007, with the arrival of the government of the "Revolución Ciudadana", headed by President 
Rafael Correa, the post-neoliberal cycle in Ecuador began, whose normative and institutional bases 
are expressed in a new constitution and in a profound state reform. The post-neoliberal period or "turn 
to the left" in Latin America, beyond local particularities, was characterized by the intention to 
overcome the postulates of the Washington Consensus and the recovery of state capacities in the 
conduct of the economy and in the definition of the public agenda [2]. 

In the discourse of the post-neoliberal governments of several countries (Venezuela, Bolivia, 
Argentina, Uruguay, Ecuador, among others) there are reflections on development that include social 
and environmental concerns and, within this, the need for the reform of higher education. In addition, 
state intervention is prioritized, which brought more investment for this sector. 
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In particular, for President Correa the necessary factors for development, in order of importance, are: 
1) cultural, understood as the set of ideas, beliefs, visions and values transmitted socially; 2) human 
talent, which is conceived as citizens with high levels of academic training; 3) science and technology, 
or knowledge; 4) social, that is, having a national project; 5) institutional, that is, the rules of the game 
that organize and order society; 6) physical capital; and 7) natural resources. Within this, he believes 
that "the keys to the success of countries are no longer in these traditional factors of production" [3], 
but the three fundamental ones are the cultural heritage, human talent and knowledge [4]. This 
explains the importance that the government gave to higher education and the reform that began in 
this area. 

From this, it is interesting to analyse the reform of higher education proposed by the government of 
the "Revolución Ciudadana". Within this, know the characteristics of this reform, which were the actors 
involved, and analyse what were the relationships, coincidences and tensions between them. 

2 METHODOLOGY 
This is a qualitative research. It is a case study that analyzes the reform of higher education policy 
within the framework of the post-neoliberal Ecuadorian government. The research techniques used 
were documentary analysis and in-depth interviews. 

The legal framework on higher education policy was analyzed, as well as the regulations implemented 
by the governing institutions of higher education. That is, the Constitution of 2008, the Organic Law of 
Higher Education (LOES), the different higher education policy documents, the results report of the 
execution of these policies, among other official documents were examined. Additionally, 15 interviews 
were carried out with relevant actors, among authorities of higher education institutions and 
protagonists of the reform processes of these policies: government authorities and public officials of 
these institutions, authorities of the extinct governing institutions of higher education, rectors, ex-
rectors and other university authorities. Finally, President Correa's speech was analyzed in several of 
his public interventions related to higher education. This, given the enormous political capital of this 
president and its consequent importance in the definition of the public agenda. 

This seeks to answer the following research questions: What characterized the reform of the 
Ecuadorian higher education policy during these years? What was the relationship between the 
government and the academy within the framework of this reform? What were the agreements and the 
points of tension between these actors? What were the ideas and interests in conflict? 

3 RESULTS 
The relationship of the Correa government with the Ecuadorian university was marked by a dramatic 
turnaround throughout this period. It began, in 2007, as a harmonious collaboration manifested in the 
commission that the President of the Republic made to the National Council of Higher Education 
(CONESUP), the highest governing institution of the universities, of what was then his most important 
project: the drafting of the new Constitution. Then, it was characterized, between 2008 and 2009, by a 
respectful dialogue through round tables and academic events around the university reform and the 
participatory construction of the new higher education law. 

Finally, starting in 2010, with the start of the university reform defined by the government and, 
particularly, with the approval of the Organic Law of Higher Education (LOES), the relationship 
between the government and the university, or at least part of it of the university actors, changed, 
characterized by a strong confrontation where they emerged the divergences on this reform and a 
series of accusations between government and academics. It should be noted that characterizing this 
relationship is a complex task. On the one hand, the increase of investment in education, and other 
policies to promote this sector, has been received with good eyes by a large part of the academy; and, 
on the other hand, the characteristics of the university reform were the object of harsh criticism by an 
important group of university actors. 

3.1 The stage of collaboration around the new Constitution project 
At the beginning of the government period, in February 2007, the president commissioned the 
CONESUP to draw up a preliminary draft of the new Constitution, based on the contributions of the 

10090



citizens. For this purpose, a commission of jurists was formed with eight delegates from CONESUP 
and one from the National Government1. This commission worked for about seven months 
systematizing the contributions received and drafting a final document that was submitted for 
consideration by the National Constituent Assembly. 

Of this proposal, two aspects must be rescued. In the first place, the CONESUP recognized the need 
to evaluate the quality of the university offer and proposed to contract an external audit, repeal the 
creation laws of those institutions that do not meet minimum standards and prohibit the creation of 
new universities until the end of the process of constitutional reform (CONESUP Constitution project, 
Transitory Provisions). Secondly, it was suggested that science, technology and innovation are a 
public good and that they aim to "solve the basic problems of the population" and, therefore, its 
promotion is the responsibility of the State; that research should enjoy the "broadest freedom of 
creation"; that the "investigator's condition" must be recognized; and that of the compulsory state 
allocations half must go to the Universities and Polytechnic Schools, through the CONESUP, and the 
other half for projects through competitive funds (CONESUP Constitution project, articles 80-84). 

That is to say, in the beginning it seemed that the relations between the government and the academy 
would be harmonious. Correa considered that the Ecuadorian university was "one of the few entities 
that enjoy prestige, truly representative of civil society, with moral and academic solvency" [5]. 

3.2 Dialogue on the reform of higher education within the framework of the 
new Constitution  

In the framework of the debate on the new Constitution, the president met with the authorities of the 
CONESUP, an act called "Encuentro de Puembo" [6], to make a diagnosis of higher education and, 
consequently, decided to establish nine teams to discuss the problems of the system by specific 
themes and find consensual solutions, and to define the agreements that would be taken to the 
Constituent Assembly. The representatives of the governing institutions of the system and of the 
different actors of the university community participated in them. 

This process, which lasted from February to May 2008, resulted in 15 basic agreements signed by 
representatives of CONESUP, of the National Council for the Evaluation and Accreditation of Higher 
Education (CONEA), of the National Secretariat for Planning and Development (SENPLADES) and 
the Federation of University Students of Ecuador (FEUE), which were delivered to the Constituent 
Assembly. These agreements revolved around: maintaining budgetary pre-allocation for the university, 
defending autonomy, allowing free higher education and establishing scholarships and educational 
credit to democratize access, create an admission system, link the permanence in the system to the 
accreditation and evaluation of quality, articulate the higher education system and national planning, 
encourage basic research and technological development, establish a teaching career, ratify the 
mechanism for creating universities through law, among others [7]. 

Similarly, in April of the same year, the "Science, Technology and Education Forum in the New 
Constitution" was held. In this space, some criteria of the draft Constitution prepared by the 
CONESUP were reiterated. To this is added the realization of two "International Seminars for the 
Quality of Higher Education": the one, in November 2008, related to the "Evaluation and 
Accreditation"; and the other, in December of the same year, on the "Admission and Leveling of the 
University in Latin America". These events were organized jointly by the government and by the 
governing institutions of the higher education system (CONESUP and CONEA) and were framed in 
the "process of participatory construction of the new Higher Education Law" [8]. 

3.3 Background of the reform of higher education: a shared objective 
between the government and the academic community 

After the approval of the new Constitution the process of reform of higher education began. The 
criterion of the need for a university reform was practically unanimous between the academic 
community and the political authorities of the time. At least since the late 1980s, the concern for 

 
1 The delegates of CONESUP were: Medardo Mora (Universidad Laica Eloy Alfaro de Manabí), Fernando Gutiérrez (Universidad 

Estatal de Guayaquil), Julio César Trujillo (Pontificia Universidad Católica del Ecuador), Iván Castro (Universidad Católica de 
Guayaquil), Patricio Cordero (representing to the universities of Cuenca and Azuay), Xavier Tomalá (for the private universities), 
Santiago Andrade (Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar) y Gustavo Medina (Universidad Central del Ecuador). In addition, María 
Paula Romo as government delegate. 
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university reform and for solving the lack of quality and relevance of universities was present on the 
agenda of the governing bodies of higher education2, which was again expressed in the documents 
and spaces for debate on the new Constitution. 

On the other hand, the government understood the university reform as a central and urgent element 
of the political project, which is evident in the term of one year that the Constitution established for the 
approval of the law of higher education (Constitution of Ecuador 2008, first transitory disposition, 
numeral 5), and in the promulgation and execution of Mandate 14 to evaluate the system. As the 
president states, for the government, the reform of higher education, and the centrality it has for its 
political project, manifested itself "in at least four essential transformations": a) defining it as a "social 
public good" , b) the new institutionality supported by the LOES, c) the large public investment, and d) 
the search for quality [11]. It can be said that during the first years of government there was 
consensus in three of these four transformations, both in the objectives and in the mechanisms: 1) the 
increase in public investment, 2) the definition of education as a public good; and 3) the pursuit of 
quality were longings shared by the government and the academy. 

First, after years of scarcity (the 1990s), the increase in investment in higher education, which was 
possible thanks to the international context of high oil prices, was received with optimism by the 
university community. Second, the government defined higher education as a human right and as a 
public good and, therefore, from the Constitution, it was guaranteed free (Constitution of Ecuador 
2008, articles 28 and 356). In addition, it was considered a "mechanism of ascending social mobility 
and equalization of opportunities" [12]. Along with the gratuity, "the democratization of higher 
education and knowledge" was based on the allocation of scholarships, the quota policy and the 
expansion of the offer [13]. 

Third, the search for quality was expressed in two mechanisms: in the normative definitions included 
in the new Constitution and in the execution of the Mandate 14. The Constitution stated that within a 
period of five years all institutions of higher education would be evaluated and accredited and if this 
process is not overcome, they would be left out of the system (Constitution of Ecuador 2008, 
Twentieth Transitory Provision), and that private universities that receive public funds could continue 
to receive them only after an evaluation (Constitution of Ecuador 2008, Eighteenth Transitory 
Provision). On the other hand, Mandate 14 was a political decision taken by the National Constituent 
Assembly in 2008 and conceived as "an initiative aimed at recovering the role of director, regulator 
and supervisor of the State on higher education institutions" [14]. It was a response to the complex 
situation of the higher education system; whose trigger point was the crisis and closing of the 
“Universidad Cooperativa de Colombia” due to lack of academic quality and complaints of "sale" of 
titles. 

The mandate sought a diagnosis of the situation of the university. The result of this process was the 
categorization of the 68 universities3 of the country into 5 groups, of which 26 universities were in the 
last category. Of these 26, the 24 were private universities [15]. That is, the report reflected the lack of 
quality in a large part of the country's universities (around 38% of the total), and that this lack of quality 
was concentrated, above all, in private universities, which were mostly of recent creation. 

It should be noted that beyond the objective of the search for quality, shared between the academy 
and the government, the definition of Mandate 14 was a controversial element between the 
government and some actors of the academy. For the latter, Mandate 14 was an imposition that did 
not have the participation of the academy and that made invisible the evaluation that CONEA and the 
set of universities had initiated years ago [16]. They considered that this harmed university autonomy. 
On the other hand, for the government, the results of Mandate 14 showed the level of misgovernment 
of the "university field" and the lack of effectiveness of CONESUP in dealing with these problems [17]. 

However, the definition of the new law and, within this, the proposal of the new institutional structure 
were the determining elements that broke with the harmonious relationship that until then had the 
government and the university actors. 

 
2 This is expressed in two investigations of the situation of the Ecuadorian university: "Evaluation of the current situation and 

perspectives for the short and medium term of the Universities and Polytechnic Schools" [9] and "Mission of the Ecuadorian 
University for the 21st Century" [10]; and in the bill to reform the Law of Universities and Polytechnic Schools of 1992 promoted by 
the CONESUP 

3 On that date, the total number of universities in Ecuador amounted to 71, including the three postgraduate universities: FLACSO, 
IAEN and Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar. 
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3.4 The process of defining of the Higher Education Organic Law: the 
breaking point in government-university relations 

It can be affirmed that the process of defining the LOES is the fact that definitively modified the 
relations between the government and the university. Although, in May 2009, SENPLADES organized 
a series of regional workshops, called "Challenges of the Higher Education System: elements for the 
preparation of the new Higher Education Law of Ecuador," to agree on the contents of the new 
regulations, the divergences on this reform were expressed in the presentation of two bills different to 
the National Assembly. The one, presented in August 2009, came from the Executive and, specifically, 
from SENPLADES. The other came from CONESUP4 and was an expression of disagreement and 
rejection of the government project. 

Faced with this reality, a dialogue process was initiated to try to bring the positions closer together and 
define a consensus bill. However, after having reached this consensus and translating it into the 
proposed law, as stated by the representatives of CONESUP, "a law was imposed that did not reflect 
the consensus reached" [18]. Consequently, the university community (university authorities and 
professors, student unions and other organized actors) made protests in rejection of this government 
position. 

Now, what interests is to analyse the ideas and interests of the actors around this controversy. It 
shows, on the side of the government, the emphasis on the idea of the technical strength of the 
proposal as a mechanism to legitimize the reform, and a disqualification of the previous responsible 
institutions of higher education and of the university actors organized and opposed to the proposal. 
The disqualification is based on the idea that these actors pursue particular interests and before that, it 
is proposed "to break historical dynamics of cooptation of regulatory institutions by privileged groups" 
[19], a consequence of the search for the "relative autonomy" of the State, as had been anticipated to 
happen in post-neoliberal governments. In other words, 

In the process of formulating of the public policy, the system apparently absorbs the 
demands of citizenship provided they meet two conditions: that it does not contradict 
established technical precepts and that they do not arise from actors that the executive 
does not consider legitimate [...] This discovers a tension present in the way the 
government understands the process of formulating public policies, top down model, 
under the assumption that, in principle, it seeks to privilege the general interest over 
union interests, affected by the new public policy [19] 

Then, the government was able to "create and retain an interpretative monopoly on the understanding 
of the policy problem, which determined the dynamics of the problems and their solutions found, 
throughout the entire process of preparing the agenda" [20 ] In this sense, the normative reform of 
higher education has been classified as "the winner takes everything", as [7] states quoting to [21], or 
as "bureaucratic centralism", according to [20]. 

On the contrary, the academic community, through Gustavo Vega, at that time president of 
CONESUP, stated that the process of defining the law was not legitimate, as it was an imposition of 
SENPLADES "behind the back" of the university community. In addition, he considered that the 
dialogues around the definition of the Law were "just to serve and feign a space of participatory 
democracy" and that they were called "by finger" to certain actors with the intention of splitting the 
university community; and that the proposals made were not collected, "because of what has been a 
deaf dialogue, just to justify that the project 'has been socialized' and that it has been 'built 
participatively'" [22]. 

In conclusion, the relationship between the government and the university changed drastically. The 
new LOES was the starting point of the confrontation between these actors, a characteristic that will 
be recurrent with each new normative instrument or policy decision in relation to higher education. 
While the government initiated a foundational reform and concentrated itself on the definitions of these 
policies, the university actors, who lost their power spaces within the State, accused the government 
of disrespecting the principle of autonomy and exclusion of the university community. 

 
4 Through the burgess Jorge Escala and Juan Fernández, members of the Commission of Education, Culture, Science and 

Technology (National Assembly Drafting. "CONESUP presented alternative project of higher education." National Assembly, 
August 24, 2009). 
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3.5 The reform of higher education policy: a complex relationship between 
the academic community and the government 

The importance that the government gave to the reform of higher education is more evident since 
2010 with the promulgation of the LOES and the creation of SENESCYT. Investment in higher 
education between 2007 and 2015 was USD 11,426 million, of which USD 9,554 million, around 84%, 
corresponds to the period that begins in 2010 (Table 1). 

Table 1. Public spending on higher education [23] 

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

millions USD 335 421 495 956 1160 1168 1393 1544 2129 2160 

% del GDP 0,7 0,8 0,8 1,5 1,7 1,5 1,6 1,6 2,1 2 

This meant moving from an investment of 0.7% of GDP to one of 2% between 2006 and 2015, which, 
according to the government, exceeds the investment in the other countries of the region (whose 
average is around 1%) , the average of the OECD countries (1.4%) and the average of the European 
Union (1.4%) [23]. However, the relationship between the academy and the government became more 
complicated as the reform of higher education progressed. The breaking point was the process of 
debate and approval of the Higher Education Law. This new regulation radically modified and merged 
the governing institutions of higher education policy and that of science and technology policy, which 
initiated a set of new regulations, policies and policy instruments, against which, almost always, there 
were opposing voices from the academy. 

The LOES centralized the definition of higher education policy and gave way to "political control of the 
Government regarding the higher education system"5 [24] through the creation of a State Ministry, the 
National Secretariat of Higher Education, Science, Technology and Innovation (SENESCYT), and the 
elimination of the collegiate body that ran the system until that date, the CONESUP. In addition, the 
law established two system management institutions: the Council of Higher Education (CES) and the 
Council for the Evaluation, Accreditation and Quality Assurance of Higher Education (CEAACES), 
responsible for the planning, regulation and coordination; and of the evaluation and accreditation of 
the institutions of the system, respectively. 

The new university policy, what [25] calls the "third agenda of transformation of the system of superior 
education", from the approval of the LOES, have marked the agenda of the relations between the 
government and the academic community. For the government, these reforms find their reason for 
being in two beliefs: 1) in which the university, and with it the science and technology, are nodal 
elements in the political project of the government and, particularly, in the transformation of the 
productive matrix; and 2) that the solution to the crisis of the university and its lack of relevance 
require firm government intervention. In these motivations of the government can also elucidate the 
roots of the quarrels with the academy. 

That is, in the first place, the government considers it necessary to have a university that prioritizes 
research and that is the catalyst for the transformation of the productive matrix; and believes that the 
requirement for that change is to achieve a "quality" and "excellence" university. In the words of the 
president, "the university and higher education are linked to the model of society we want to build" [4], 
which is why 

Ecuador cannot march on the revolutionary path, it cannot go very far, without a 
University that responds to the demands of possible development, of sustainable 
progress, of buen vivir. It is not about aligning with such or such a government, it is about 
aiming in the same direction, of not going against the grain, of not being a burden but a 
motor, impulse, arrow, locomotive, of a self-developed Ecuadorian project [26].  

In this sense, the conception that the government has about the importance of the university justifies 
the reform. 

 
5 This is clear in Art. 183 of the LOES that establishes that the Secretariat will have the powers granted by the Executive 
Function and this Law. 
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Secondly, the reform of higher education starts from the assumption that the Ecuadorian university is 
in a crisis and that it cannot leave it by itself, for which a total reconfiguration is required: a 
refoundation of the university system executed from the government. The crisis, according to the 
official discourse, would have its causes in the lack of research, the lack of relevance, the lack of 
public control and with it the proliferation of universities of doubtful quality, the partisan politicization 
and corporatization of the field and, as it affirms [ 27], in the lack of self-criticism of the university. 
President Correa says that 

In Ecuador, between 1992 and 2006, that is, in just 14 years, 45 universities were created 
(out of a total of 71 at the national level), many were what are called in the United States 
degree-mills or ghost universities) [and what] we call "garage universities" [...], for-profit 
businesses, run by unscrupulous people, who virtually sell the title to naive students ... or, 
in some cases, not so naive [ 28] 

Then, according to the government, "the Ecuadorian university, subject to the yoke of capital and the 
market" [26] and "turned into a partisan bastion, lost contact with the real demands of society, of the 
productive apparatus, with the needs of development technological "[4]. 

However, according to several authors, the foundational discursive denies the history and experience 
of the Ecuadorian university [29, 30, 31] and assumes erroneous or biased assumptions, instead of a 
serious diagnosis. On the other hand, Gustavo Vega, the last president of the CONESUP, affirms that 
the crisis of the university obeys in good measure to structural reasons. He points out, for example, 
that limitations in research are related to low investment in science and technology, and the lack of 
government response to the R&D projects presented by universities. Likewise, he affirms that "the 
excessive creation" of universities has not been with the favourable report of the CONESUP "or of the 
previous CONUEP, but rather, in most cases, "without report and even by Presidential Decree or 
imposition of the Congress of turn" [22].  

In short, as stated by Gustavo Samaniego, former adviser of SENESCYT, there was a lack of 
communication between the government and the academy, because "from the SENESCYT 
perspective the universities are not making the effort that was expected, and from the perspective of 
the universities the SENESCYT is imposing everything" [32]. The disagreements between the 
academy and the government can be in some specific aspects of the reform. As already said, the 
discussion did not go through the need to undertake the reform, but because of the different visions, 
perspectives, and scope that the two types of actors conferred on it. These discrepancies went 
through four aspects: 1) a new institutional framework and a new regulation, which gave way to the 
centralization and governmental control of higher education policy, and whose central debate lies in 
the defense of autonomy, on the part of the academia, and the goal of "descorporativizar" and 
depoliticizing the academy, from the government; 2) actions in relation to the search for quality and 
excellence and, along with it, the redefinition of university autonomy, whose tension was expressed in 
the government's objective of having a more relevant university connected to social reality in 
opposition to the accusations of the academy that considered that what it was looking for was a 
controlled, docile and submissive university; 3) the new mechanisms for the evaluation and 
accreditation of universities and teachers, by means of the university typology and the use of 
international rankings and indicators, which for the government were the mechanism to reach a 
university of excellence, while from the critical voices they were an expression of "academic 
colonialism" [30] and lack of relevance; and 4) the new conception of development and its relationship 
with higher education, since from the official rhetoric the objectives of development were buen vivir 
and social inclusion, but according to the critics to the reform the proposed model, far from responding 
to an alternative to development, the university becomes an institution that privileges the production of 
useful knowledge for the market and thus does not overcome neoliberalism [30]. 

4 CONCLUSIONS 
The reform of the policy of higher education during the post-neoliberal government had a foundational 
character and was a central element in the proposed development model. The first thing that must be 
highlighted is that this importance was expressed in the increase of the budget allocated to this sector 
and in the profound reform supported by a new law of higher education, in a new institutional structure 
and in a more preponderant role of the State in the regulation and control of higher education. 

This new regulation and institutional structure organized a higher education policy of top-down type, 
since the executive power centralized the decisions about financing and priorities of higher education, 
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mechanisms for evaluating academic work, structures and university forms of government, among 
other aspects. This centralization obeyed the government's objectives of improving the quality of 
universities, achieving excellence and building a connection between university work, social demands 
and development objectives. 

Although, in general terms, these objectives were shared by the academic community, it was excluded 
from the reform. Even though in the beginning the debate process of the new law of higher education 
had the participation of the formal representatives of the academy, the enacted law was an imposition 
of the ideas and objectives of the government. Through this law, the direct participation of the 
representatives of the academy in the national governing institutions of higher education was 
eliminated and its power and influence in the management and other internal matters of the 
universities was reduced. 

It remains to be discussed which are the best institutional structures for higher education in the 
country. The possibility of recreating a collegiate body with direct participation of the academy as an 
alternative to the current structure must be weighed. Discussion that should include reflection on the 
exercise of responsible autonomy and relevance to society and its most felt needs. 
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